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Appendix 3E 

Recent Media Reports Calling for the Abolition 
of State Governments 

 

 

Table 3E-1 below contains extracts from 509 media reports from 1986 through to 2006 which 

describe support for the abolition of State governments, including 1 article from 1986; 1 from 

1988; 9 from 1989; 4 from 1990; 17 from 1991; 10 from 1992; 45 from 1993; 8 from 1994; 9 

from 1995; 6 from 1996; 16 from 1997; 46 from 1998; 28 from 1999; 39 from 2000; 68 from 

2001; 32 from 2002; 41 from 2003; 60 from 2004; 48 from 2005; and 21 from 2006. 

 
These 509 reports contain numerous references to costs, duplication, waste and inefficiency 

within and across Australia's nine Commonwealth, State and Territory health systems, and 

contain specific words as follows, for example: 
 

• "abolish" 238 times, "abolition" 153 times, "abolishing" 88 times, "abolished" 54 times, 
"abolitionist" twice and "abolishes" and "abolishment" once each; 

 

• "duplication" 148 times, "duplicated" 19 times, "duplicating" eight times, "duplications" 
seven times, and "duplicate" three times; 

 

• "waste" 43 times, "wasteful" 14 times, "wasted" nine times, and "wastes" five times, 
"wastage" three times, and "wasting" and "wastefully" once each; 

 

• "efficient" 46 times, "inefficient" 36 times, "efficiency" 39 times, "inefficiency" 11 times, 
"inefficiencies" nine times, "efficiently" eight times, and "efficiencies" six times, and 
"inefficiently" three times. 

 

 

Table 3E-1:  Recent Media Reports Calling for the Abolition of State Governments 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) 
or Author(s) 

if Known 

Extracts from Report 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

11 Sep 1986 

'MPs? Too 
Many, Says 
McClelland' 

State Governments, the Senate, and the position of Governor-General should  be abolished, 
according to a former Federal Labor Minister, Mr Jim McClelland.  Australia was one of the most 
over-governed countries in the world, he told a hearing of the Constitutional Commission in 
Sydney yesterday.  "Tasmania has 69 full-time (Federal and State) politicians . . . that's one for 
every 4,000 people.  "There can't be anything much more absurd in the world," he said. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

13 May 1988 

'Quit Bleating 
Chaps, the 
Solution is 

Plain To See', 
by Mike 
Steketee 

EVEN BEFORE he arrived in Canberra for his first Premiers' Conference, Nick Greiner called it 
"a circus of monumental proportions". 
...  Many lament the difficulty of achieving reform in Australia, epitomised by the success rate of 
referendums to change the Constitution - eight out of 38  since Federation. Voters seldom accept 
that there can be any noble intentions in proposals to vary the Constitution.  
...  The financial arrangements between the Commonwealth and the States make a mockery of all 
that politicians say about the importance of States' rights. You know the arguments: we are closer 
to the people, we know their needs best, we can deliver the services most efficiently and we can 
take account of regional differences. Canberra, on the other hand, is too remote, too centralised, 
too big.  
...  It was an argument for giving the States a greater say in their own affairs. And yet the States 
accept, indeed insist on, the most centralised system of revenue raising of any modern federation, 
coming to Canberra each year  with their begging bowls and taking whatever Big Bad Brother 
feels like doling out.  The premiers might like to portray this as a system imposed by Canberra. 
But it was the States which handed over their income tax powers to the Commonwealth in 1942 
and which, ever since, have refused to take them back. It was the premiers who responded to 
Malcolm Fraser's offer to allow the States to levy an income tax surcharge, or give a rebate, as 
though he had dropped a polecat in their laps. It was the States yesterday which complained about 
being given the power to tax Commonwealth authorities.  The result is that the Commonwealth 
raises 80 per cent of total government  revenue, compared with 15 per cent by the States and 5 per 
cent by local government. This compares with ratios of 70-20-10 in the US, 55-35-10 in Canada,  
and 48-52 (with the latter figure including local government) in West Germany.  
...  But the States have no real cause for complaint. If they genuinely believe in States' rights and 
want to spend more money, then they can raise the revenue to do so, particularly after the Section 
92 ruling. But it should be up to them to convince voters of the merits of more taxation.  
 
If they want to keep relying on the Commonwealth, then we might as well go the whole hog and 
abolish State governments altogether. Then the Commonwealth could spend the money directly 
and save a great deal on politicians and bureaucracies. At the very least, it would spare us from 
more repeat performances of the longest-running circus in Canberra. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

26 Jan 1989 

'Sir Ninian 
Gives the Pot 
a Final Stir', 
By Milton 
Cockburn 

Sir Ninian also raised the prospect of the abolition of State Governments, saying he did not believe 
Australians were as strongly committed to the present Federal system as they were to unity and 
democracy.  He said he believed many Australians would find acceptable a system of government 
characterised by a single, central government, combined with a local government system with 
greater powers than at present.  He believed that this could be marketed to Australians on the basis 
of "fewer politicians and more grass-roots democracy". 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
26 Jan 1989 

'Sir Nin's 
Parting Shot at 

States', by 
Ross Dunn 

After carefully avoiding controversy during his six-and-a-half-year term as Governor-General, Sir 
Ninian Stephen said yesterday he could envisage the demise of the States and the emergence of a 
single, central government in Australia. 
...  In one of his last official appearances, an address to the National Press Club, Sir Ninian, an 
eminent constitutional lawyer and former High Court judge, said Australians were united about 
what sort of government they wanted.  He said it was a democratic one, however much people 
complained about too-frequent elections and too many politicians.  But he added: "Incidentally, I 
don't sense the same national certainty about federalism as I do about unity and democracy, despite 
our regional loyalties.  "I could conceive of a single, central government, combined with a local 
government system, having greater powers than at present, as something acceptable to many, 
though, of course, not all Australians, especially if marketed on a 'fewer politicians and more 
grassroots democracy' basis."  Answering questions later, Sir Ninian said the complexities of 
society in the years ahead might make it difficult for Australians to continue to support the 
Federation - "the dilution of power of the centre that our present system gives rise to".  
...  Despite his belief that Australians would one day find it acceptable to abolish the States, Sir 
Ninian said he could not imagine when they would agree to become a republic. 
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Sun Herald 
29 Jan 1989 

'Sir Ninian 
Revives 

Gough Ideas', 
by Bruce 

Jones 

"IT is not fanciful to suggest that the condition of our cities reflects the condition of our nation - its
economic resilience and spiritual strength,"Gough Whitlam warned more than a decade ago.  
What, then, does the foul brown tide of sewage polluting Sydney's famous beaches, threatening 
public health and tourist dollars, say about Australia's condition today?  Could it be, as Governor-
General Sir Ninian Stephen suggested last week, that it's time to think about changes to our 
federalist system and abolish State governments?  Raising eyebrows around the country, Sir 
Ninian envisaged the creation of a single central government, combined with a local government 
system with greater powers.  Such a system could be acceptable to many Australians, he said, 
"especially if marketed on a 'fewer politicians and more grassroots democracy' basis."  Mr 
Whitlam - a republican whose Government's dismissal in 1975 has engendered within him a 
certain wariness of Governors-General - must have allowed himself a smile.  His nemesis, Sir John 
Kerr, sacked only one government; Sir Ninian is talking about getting rid of six.  More to the 
point, Sir Ninian was doing no more than touch on reforms -aimed at involving the community 
directly in decision-making and planning -which the Whitlam Government had started to 
implement.  Before its defeat, it was well advanced in identifying new regional centres in which it 
was proposed the Federal Government would locate regional administrative headquarters.  Each 
local government in each region was asked to elect a representative to a regional organisation, 
which was to be the deliberative body for the purpose of making submissions to the Grants 
Commission.  It was also the Whitlam Government which established Australia's first Department 
of Urban and Regional Development, under Tom Uren, to develop a national strategy for cities and 
regions.  Among other things, the Department established and supervised land commissions to buy 
building blocks at reasonable prices and to sell them at cost; and it was responsible for a National 
Sewage Program.  However, the scheme was axed by the Fraser Government, and under the 
Hawke Government responsibility for local government has been lumped in with Immigration and 
Ethnic Affairs.  
 
In a 1976 oration to the Town and Country Planning Association of Victoria, Mr Whitlam said the 
chief victims of federalism had been Australia's cities.  "Efficient functioning and fair financing of 
urban facilities and services can be achieved only by national government accepting an increasing 
share of administrative responsibility and allowing local government an increasing share of 
financial resources," he said.  "The problem is one of mounting urgency, yet its effects are difficult 
to dramatise; people are easily inured to the creeping blights of overcrowding, tension, 
inefficiency, pollution, delay and decay."  Maybe the stink over Sydney's beaches will change that, 
providing the impetus needed to address properly the centralist bogey, without the usual emotive 
cries of States' rights. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
1 Feb 1989 

'Support 
Grass-Roots 
Govt: It's For 
People Just 
Like Us', by 
Peter Ruehl 

A governor-general is a Commonwealth government's official party animal but sometimes they 
have a cerebration or two we should listen to.  So it was with the outgoing G-G, Sir Ninian 
Stephen, the other day when he  suggested the abolition of State government in Australia and a 
stronger emphasis on local government. Ever since he issued this bit of vice-regal profundity, it's 
been condemned as a half-baked idea, but I think he is onto something.  For one thing, what good 
are the State governments anyway? Most of them consist of pre-selected hacks, ideologues and 
bumblers at the top. The only good  aspect of the arrangement is that they're being kept off the 
streets.  Look at the mess in Western Australia. That's what happens when these geeks decide they 
have business qualifications.  And in NSW we've got a government that hasn't discovered the 
wonders of secondary and tertiary sewage treatment, and instead thinks you can send the stuff a 
few miles further out to sea.  I won't even get in to what goes on in Queensland, which is more of a 
concept than a State. 
 
I like local government when it's done right. The idea is for the average taxpayer to reach out, 
wrench it by the neck and get it to do his or her bidding with a certain amount of efficiency.    
...  With still less than 17 million people, Australia is smaller in population  than California by 
about 7 million. A country this small doesn't need States, except for ego gratification.  A good 
system of local government would be much more fun, believe me. It's  much better when the 
inmates are running the asylum. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

7 Feb 1989 

'Just as You 
Thought it 
Safe...', by 

Mike Steketee

THE Chinese are just embarking on the Year of the Snake. In Australia, 1989 is the Year of the 
Polls.  Voters have barely changed out of their bathers and we already have one election out of the 
way in Western Australia, bar the final counting. There are as many as five more to come before the 
end of the year.  
…  That may mean six elections this year which, even by Australian standards, is a lot. Malcolm 
Mackerras says that the only year in the past 15 which comes close was 1977, when there were four 
polls.  It brings to mind the suggestion of the outgoing Governor-General, Sir Ninian Stephen, that 
Australia may be better off without State Governments and with a stronger local government 
system. Gough Whitlam was floating similar ideas some 20 years ago.  No greater blow could be 
struck for efficient government. Australia is saddled with a hopelessly inefficient structure of 
government, with powers overlapping and inappropriately distributed. The waste in the bloated 
bureaucracies of the States makes any complaints about the size of the Federal Government look 
minor. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

25 Feb 1989 

'One 
Government': 

Letter by 
K.J. Palmer of 

Mosman 

SIR: The current confusion over land for housing demonstrates clearly the disadvantages of the 
Australian Federal system. Abolition of State parliaments and formation of a unitary system of 
government throughout Australia might remove many such disadvantages and provide efficient and 
effective administration. State government departments could remain in place as agencies of the 
Commonwealth Government.  Sir Ninian Stephen, in his 1988 New Year Address, recommended a 
unitary system. Many business initiatives are currently inhibited by the Federal dichotomy of State 
and Commonwealth Governments. Let us now unite the separate State systems in one streamlined 
Government for Australia as a whole. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
31 May 1989 

'Industry 
Chokes On 

Complex Food 
Laws', by Julie 

Power 

FOR nearly five years, Nutrasweet Australia has been seeking amendments to food standards to 
extend the use of its artificial sweetener, Aspartame, to yoghurt, hot cocoa and dessert products.  
Aspartame is a low-calorie, low-bulk artificial sweetener already found in  Coke and Diet Coke and 
other carbonated drinks.   In Europe, in North and South America, in Britain and in New Zealand, it 
has already gained widespread approval.  However, in Australia its application for extended use has 
been looked at by subcommittees of subcommittees, State after State, nutritionists, consumers, 
Government representatives and health officials.    Nutrasweet has already spent more than 
$500,000 seeking approval and is still waiting for a decision.   After going through more than a 
dozen bureaucratic levels, it is now on the promise of "the fast track treatment".  Nutrasweet's story 
is a more extreme example of the difficulties facing manufacturers and consumers when seeking a 
change in food legislation.  It is not a new story. Back in 1908, Prime Minister Alfred Deakin 
promised uniform food regulation. But at enormous costs to consumers and manufacturers alike, 
food legislation has become a maze of regulations which overlap at State and Federal level.  
Meanwhile, the food industry has grown to become the largest single manufacturing sector in 
Australia, employing 170,000 people and with a yearly turnover of more than $21 billion.  
 
The Business Regulation Review Unit and the Industries Assistance Commission last year produced 
controversial reports proposing deregulation and the repeal of unnecessary regulation. The reports 
marked progress since Deakin by describing existing legislation as "voluminous, complex and 
sometimes non-uniform and overlapping".  Successive State governments have merely added to the 
web of regulations. The Hawke Government is now having another stab at unravelling the mess but 
not without a fight among consumers, deregulators and industry.  In 1986, the Federal Government 
took a major step towards uniformity by achieving agreement from the states to the National Food 
Standards Code covering  the quality and labelling of processed food and drinks.  While this 
removed the need for companies to make separate applications to  the eight states and territories, its 
adoption has been slow and anything but uniform.   Some States have adopted the code by reference, 
automatically amending legislation. Others such as NSW and Western Australia have drafted 
amendments which in some cases provide exemptions to the code.  And because the States still have 
to repeal the myriad of other regulations, including a range of food-specific Acts such as bread and 
milk Acts  which exist on top of pure-food Acts, the code has added a necessary but tiresome 
bureaucratic layer for companies to negotiate.  Mr Harris Boulton, the executive director of the 
Grocery Manufacturers Association of Australia and convenor of the Food Industry Council of 
Australia, said these hiccups had related to the "entrenched ways of administering food regulation in 
each State rather than politics".  It is not surprising then that the most common solution, suggested 
half in jest by industry and consumer groups alike, is the abolition of the states. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

2 Dec 1989 

'National 
Issues': Letter 

by  
F. McLaughlin 

of Kirrawee 

SIR: If voters in State elections continue to be asked to consider federal  issues as the main 
concerns, abolition of State governments should now be seriously considered as State governments 
will no longer be judged on their merits. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

6 Dec 1989 

'State Rule is 
Simply 

Superfluous': 
Letter by 
Andrew 

McKinnon of 
Sydney 

SIR: Your front-page article (Herald, December 2) carried the sweeping assertion that Queensland's 
education levels are lower than those in the rest of Australia.  However doubtful one might be about 
such an unsubstantiated contention, it nevertheless begs the question why each State should not be 
on an equal par when it comes to education and, indeed, every other community service.  To my 
mind, the answer to this lies in the anachronistic State government system we have retained since 
Federation.  It seems utterly absurd that, in a country as homogeneous as Australia, we  have six 
State governments adopting quite separate policies on such central issues as education, the 
environment, social welfare et al. The result of such disparate action is that, inevitably, each State is 
drawing away from the others  and its residents are viewing themselves in the light of State, rather 
than national, characteristics.  Surely the time has come to review the whole costly government 
structure in this country to see whether our population of 16 million, now so well served by 
telecommunications and transport (most of the time), might be just as effectively governed by a two-
tiered structure at the national and local levels.  As a result of the review, we may find that what was 
necessary in 1901 may  not be needed a hundred years later. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

28 Feb 1990 

'Why Only 
15? Let's 

Abolish the 
Whole Lot': 

Letter by  
Howard Scott 

of St Ives. 

SIR: I congratulate Mr Greiner on his plan to reduce the number of politicians in the NSW State 
Government by 15 members. The only trouble is, he hasn't gone far enough. He should make plans 
to remove all members from office and, at the same time, induce the Premiers of the other States to 
do likewise.  This would enable one Federal government to do the job of looking after the mere 16 
million or so people of this country, a job that seven governments(eight, including the ACT) are 
presently trying to do without too great a success. Judge by the mess that abounds nationwide - viz, 
the corruption  in Queensland, the fracas of the racing circuit in NSW, State Bank mismanagement 
in Victoria and the WA Inc episode, to list just a few.  It would save the Australian taxpayer untold 
millions of dollars, not only in such costly exercises as mentioned above but also in the vast 
amounts paid out in parliamentary salaries and all the other perks that go with them.  It would also 
enable uniform laws to cover the whole nation, rather than the present mishmash of law differing 
from State to State. This would obviate, for example, stupid and monumentally costly strikes as 
recently suffered by the population of NSW resulting from the truckies arguing over different 
transport regulations existing in the various States.  So, come on, Nick. Nominate yourself and Bob 
Carr among the 15 that are to go, and set a trend for the other State Governments to selfdestruct. 
Total annihilation for the lot of you might, after all, be less painful than continually shooting 
yourselves in your respective feet, and certainly less painful for the electorate. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

5 Mar 1990 

'Time for 
Tactics': Letter 

by Noel 
Sonter of 

Balgownie 

SIR: Howard Scott's proposal (Letters, February 28) for abolishing State governments would have 
widespread support, but how can we achieve it?  Certainly not through Nick or Bob.  Could we 
organise every voter to vote "informal" at every State election or is that impossible?  There seems to 
me no other peaceful way of ridding ourselves of this costly nonsense. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

24 Apr 1990 

'The Green 
Stampede 

Wears Thin', 
by Mike 
Steketee 

THE PROBLEM with economic rationalists is that they are such wimps.  Take all this flavour-of-
the-year talk about micro-economic reform - you know, things like knocking the waterfront, 
coastal shipping and the railways into internationally competitive shape. Have you heard anyone 
argue for the abolition of the States?  There is no single action which would do more to increase 
economic efficiency. The duplication of functions between the Commonwealth and the States 
makes the problem of too many wharfies look trivial. Imagine the money which would be saved in 
constitutional cases before the High Court. Thousands of lawyers could be redeployed doing 
something productive - say enriching some minerals before they are exported.  Paul Keating could 
run economic policy without being frustrated by the States - which have some of the constitutional 
powers relevant to national economic management while enjoying the luxury of relying on the 
Commonwealth for raising a large chunk of the money they spend. There could be a single 
industrial relations system, rather than one Commonwealth and six State jurisdictions. We could 
have a national law covering corporations, rather than the four years or so of wrangling between 
Governments on the subject. Road laws could be the same around the nation. Why, the people of 
Sydney and Melbourne could even start and end daylight saving on the same days.  
 
Yes, there are all those arguments about bringing government closer to the  people and the 
resentment already caused by Canberra's making decisions affecting Australians living thousands 
of kilometres away. Devolution of decision-making is fine and local governments are the best to 
implement it, rather than States which also suffer the disadvantages of size. It is just that it makes 
sense to have the national government making decisions on national issues - as indeed is the case 
in most countries, including federations. But abolishing the States just isn't on, is it? Well, no, not 
this week, but it doesn't hurt to think like Australians, occasionally, rather than New South 
Welshmen. After all, tomorrow is Anzac Day.  The Premier was getting into the spirit on Sunday 
in his "greening of Greiner" speech for Earth Day. " ... we recognise that, in many areas, the States 
must defer to the Federal Government on strategies which contribute to the minimisation of global 
and national environmental problems. I firmly believe  that we must reconsider our narrow 
obsession with 'State rights'." 
 
As John Stone once said, we're all greenies now and the biggest hurdle for  conservatives in 
establishing their credentials is their reluctance to override the States. John Howard said after 
losing the 1987 election that it was an issue his side of politics would have to address. Given the 
success of the Graham Richardson preference strategy in last month's election, it is not surprising 
that it has re-emerged.  But what has the Greiner Government been doing? Last week, when he 
dropped  into Lake Mungo National Park, media in tow, the Premier said that NSW would 
legislate to protect areas on the World Heritage list - Lake Mungo and Lord Howe Island.  Of 
course, World Heritage listings are a Commonwealth responsibility. NSW even acknowledges it, 
which at least will spare us the embarrassment of representatives of the previous Queensland 
Government jostling their Commonwealth counterparts in international forums. "We are not 
proposing anything like the Queensland flying circuses to Brasilia and Paris," Tim Moore assured 
me yesterday.  He argued that the NSW legislation would help protect Lord Howe Island by 
ensuring a broader representation in its management - the present board has a majority of local 
residents - and also would provide a plan of management for Lake Mungo. Moore says that 
Graham Richardson only acknowledged on March 23, the  day before the election, a series of 
representations NSW had made over 19 months for a Commonwealth-NSW ministerial council on 
World Heritage listings. With the Commonwealth dragging the chain, NSW decided to go ahead 
and establish the legislative framework.  But, mainly, this is a piece of showmanship - in the form 
of an assertion of State rights - as part of the Greiner Government's attempted reconstruction of its 
image on the environment. Any World Heritage management arrangement will require 
Commonwealth agreement, so that it is futile - not to mention possibly wasteful - for NSW to go 
ahead unilaterally.  
 
Greiner's Earth Day statement also conceded that the State Government could not stop the 
greenhouse effect and the destruction of the ozone layer. Yes, these were the "primary 
responsibility" of the Federal Government. That has  not stopped the Greiner Government puffing 
out its chest and developing its own  greenhouse strategy - to be unveiled in June - and legislating 
to phase out CFCs.  Such are the wondrous workings of democracy: give politicians a government  
to play with and they will soon be out to prove what a fine job they are doing,  even in areas where 
they have no real say. One day, we should turn our minds to  making democracy work more 
sensibly in Australia. It sounds like a job for Peter Walsh. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

3 Jul 1990 

'All For One 
and One For 

Simplicity', by 
Mike Steketee

Short of abolishing the States or a more sensible division of powers - worthy but long-term goals 
at best - we could aim for much more commonsense co-ordination and co-operation. 
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Australian 
Financial 

Review 
14 May 1991 

'Economics 
For Real 

World': Letter 
by Andrew 
Nicholas of 
Cheltenham, 

Vic. 

I suggest the following rather simple measures that do not require a tome of economic theory to 
understand:  
  *  Flexible wages for flexible work and hours.  
  *  De-institutionalise inflation (scrap the Accord).  
  *  Better use of capital equipment by abolishing all penalty loadings.  
  *  Three-year contract employment for all senior and middle-ranking public  servants.  
  *  A consumption tax and inflation indexation of savings for tax purposes.  
  *  Capital gain tax on the family home after one "trade-up".  
  *  Increased child allowance to assist those families creating the future wealth producers and 
taxpayers of Australia.  
  *  The abolition of State Governments and their replicating bureaucracies. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
4 Jun 1991 

'Cut the State 
Duplication': 

Letter by 
Margaret 

Campbell of 
Coober Pedy, 

SA 

SIR, Andrew Nicholas (AFR, May 14) lists eight "rather simple measures that do not require a tome 
of economic theory to understand". The last of these  is "the abolition of State governments and their 
replicating bureaucracies".  In 1965-66 there were 124 members in the House of Representatives 
and 60 in the Senate. Today there are 224 members in Canberra. In 1965-66 they were paid$7,000 
each; today they are costing us more than $14 million. Isn't this enough for us to pay our 
representatives?  In 1965-66 there were 486 members in the State lower houses and 223 members in 
the upper houses. The total "cost of government" was $18 million then. If State members were only 
paid $50,000 today, the cost to the taxpayer would exceed $30 million for salaries alone, to say 
nothing of the costs of the duplication of State government services.  If I pay for a driver's licence in 
NSW and then move to another State, this doesn't allow me to drive in that State for the duration of 
the licence. Surely one Australian licence is enough? With the computing facilities now available 
centralised administration on such matters is simple. Airlines use them to co-ordinate schedules all 
over the world. Surely services in Australia can be similarly co-ordinated. 
 
At present the Federal Government covers such areas as labour, industry, public works, mines, 
transport, lands, agriculture, water supply, social welfare, education, housing, health, justice, 
immigration and Aboriginal affairs. Most of these are duplicated at the State level and many are 
further duplicated at the local government level. The costs are enormous.  The duplication leads to 
unnecessary complications.  Divisions have to be drawn between federal, State and local 
government responsibilities. With the information technology now available these areas could be 
administered by a single authority in each area. The savings would be enormous.  With a single set 
of authorities co-ordination between them would be much easier and our ability to work towards real 
national goals would be greatly enhanced.  Of course, there is a problem, since the Constitution 
delineates State and  federal areas of jurisdiction. But we need a new Constitution anyway. Australia 
has no Bill of Rights. This time it would be a much simpler document since it wouldn't need to 
separate State and federal duties. All would be federal. A document protecting the rights of the 
citizens of this country would be all that  was required. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
4 Jul 1991 

'End Folly of 
State 

Governments': 
Letter by Tom 

Cameron of 
Melbourne 

SIR, I wish to put to the ALP a more constructive proposition for political reform in Australia than 
the abolition of the monarchy: get rid of State governments by 2000AD.  How long has it been since 
we have had a good State government in Australia? (Compare this to how long it has been since we 
have had a bad monarch).  Australia's population is simply too small to warrant three tiers of 
government. Australian State government clearly does not attract responsible, productive people and 
they and their attendant bureaucracies are a weight the Australian community should no longer have 
to bear. 
 
I believe that State government responsibilities (I am tempted to say irresponsibilities) would be 
much more effectively handled by strengthened local  government and federal government.  Take 
education - few would argue that under the current State administration, education is in a pitiful 
condition. If local councils were responsible for their local schools I believe communities may well 
rise above their current feelings of hopelessness and do something about it - be it by fund  raisings, 
working bees and simply running bad teachers out of town and making good ones local heroes.  
Obviously transport should solely be under federal direction. The big losses and lack of co-
ordination of the railway system is a pathetic testament to State government administration.  To 
those few good State politicians - there is plenty of room in Canberra.  To those bad ones - find 
another job and let us get on with ours.  
 
Finally, with regard to the monarchy - its expulsion from the political fabric of Australia may well 
rob the majority of Australians of the only political entity they respect. The monarchy's tolerance of 
these challenges to its position is not only admirable but would unlikely to be shown by a president.  
What ills has the monarchy wrought on Australia? I believe these ills to be the province of John 
Cain, Brian Burke et al. Considering the billions of dollars wasted by State governments, and more 
to come out of our mortgaged future, expelling the monarchy is just destructive ignorance of our 
problems and  opportunities. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

10 Jul 1991 

'Call to 
Abolish One 

Tier of 
Government', 

by Mark 
Skulley 

MELBOURNE: The national interest requires one of Australia's three layers of government to be 
axed before the turn of the century, according to the  Business Council of Australia (BCA).  A 
council task force of business figures and economists which examined the  role of government in 
Australia said the system is "archaic and inefficient and  in urgent need of reform" and clearly 
reflects our colonial heritage.  Its report, released yesterday, said there was a "strong case for a 
small,  powerful co-ordinating and strategy-setting central government, supported by a network of 
regional governments", rather than Federal, State and local government.  It called for bipartisan 
support for a referendum at the next election on introducing four-year terms for the Federal 
Parliament.  The business council believes that longer terms will provide more stable government 
and longer-term planning, and it generally wants smaller and simpler government to boost the 
economy's competitiveness. 
...  The chairman of the task force and managing director of Woodside Petroleum, Mr Charles 
Allen, said Australia had strengths in its commitment to democracy and social cohesion, but 
economic changes since the framing of the Constitution required urgent changes.  "It's the role of 
government to create the environment, it's not the role of government to do everything," he said.    
The BCA report is implicitly critical of the Government's economic policy in comments such as 
"macro-economic policy management during the 1980s has been marked by a high degree of 
instability".  "While this has been partly the inevitable result of external events such as the swings 
in the terms of trade, it has also reflected a sequence of stop-go  policies in an economy in which 
demand has outstripped supply."  Mr Allen welcomed the review of Federal-State financial 
relations which arose from the special premiers' conference last October, but said simplifying 
Australia's system of government was an "urgent priority". 

The Age 
10 July 1991 

'Business 
group wants 

tiers of 
government 

cut to two', by 
Christine Rau

Australia's three tiers of government should be reduced to two by the year 2000, according to the 
Business Council of Australia.  In a repot urging immeditate reform, the BCA also called for four- 
year terms for Federal Parliament.  Entitled 'Government in Australia in the 1990s', the report was 
made after a three-year study.  It said Australia had to aim for a smaller and simpler system of 
government if it hoped to be competitive in the world market in the next decade and beyond. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

17 Jul 1991 

'A Republic? 
Axe The 

States First', 
by Jim 

McClelland 

I WISH the newly born Australian Republican Movement good luck. I also applaud the resolution 
sponsored by John Dawkins at the recent ALP national conference to work for an Australian republic 
by the year 2001.  But is it really something to get into a lather about? In the first flush of outrage 
following Sir John Kerr's coup in 1975, I joined notables like Donald  Horne, Patrick White and 
others on platforms where we attempted to promote the republican cause. But as the rage subsided, 
the steam soon went out of the nascent republican crusade. It obviously struck most people as pretty 
marginal to their real concerns.  It would, of course, be demeaning if the absurd anachronism of our 
colonial tie with the "mother country" should see out the century, even in its present attenuated form. 
But surely it rates a fair way down the scale of necessary changes in the governmental structure of 
this country. Below, for instance, the abolition of State governments. I suggest to republicans that 
their reforming fervour would be better employed in persuading the citizenry to shed this superfluous 
and expensive baggage (while not discounting their campaign for a republic).  
 
One of the reasons why politicians are so much on the nose in Australia is  that there are far too many 
of them. Voters who are obliged (it feels like every year) on pain of being fined to choose between 
Tweedledum and Tweedledee in State and Federal elections, may be excused for questioning 
whether a country  of 17 million people needs nearly 800 professional politicians (not counting local 
councillors).  The politician-to-population ratio in the main member States of the British 
Commonwealth has been calculated (Ken Thomas, Regional Self Government, A structure for a 
Modern Australian Constitution, 1991) as follows: Australia(787 politicians), 1 to 20,000; New 
Zealand (95), 1 to 35,000; Canada (386), 1 to 66,000; United Kingdom (650), 1 to 145,000. 
Tasmania is a world leader with one full-time politician per 6,611 people | The ultimate in over-
government was reached a few years ago with the setting up of a local "parliament" for the ACT, 
against the specific wishes of the natives.  Why do we hear almost nothing about the incubus of State 
governments from the vociferous advocates of "leaner" government? In this situation, conducting a  
10-year campaign just to get rid of the royal tie seems something like advocating the amputation of a 
little toe to cure a gangrenous foot.  The apathy towards the curse of over-government is probably to 
be explained by what is seen as the near impossibility of achieving such a drastic change. Scepticism 
is supported by the failure of most referendums to alter the Constitution even in comparatively minor 
respects.  
...  The faint hearts of that period have their counterparts today, who dismiss  the possibility of 
eliminating State governments as a pipedream. But we live in  an era when ideas and institutions 
which were thought to be set in stone are being discarded daily.  The duplication of functions and 
bureaucracies inherent in our present system, not to mention the dangerous disrepute into which 
government itself is falling because of the superfluity of posturing politicians, must surely be obvious 
to economic rationalists who are today in the ascendant.  A system of government comprising a 
president, a single-chamber Federal Parliament and a series of regional authorities with well-defined 
powers and functions could cut the number of politicians at least by half and eliminate thousands of 
paper-shufflers from the public payroll.  Of course it will be hard to achieve, as was federation. That 
is why I would prefer to see our best minds devoted to the task of selling the public the  need for a 
drastic modernisation of our horse-and-buggy system of government rather than concentrating their 
energies on one small detail which is of not much more than symbolic significance. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

22 Jul 1991 

A Republic? 
'The Time is 
Out of Joint': 

Letters 

SIR: Jim McClelland's article "Axe the States first" (Herald, July 17) was absolutely right on 
priorities. Yes, we should become a republic at some time or other; but it won't make one iota of 
difference to our national economic efficiency or inefficiency.  On the other hand, the total per capita 
cost of government in Australia, politicians and public servants, Federal, State and local, is 
outrageously high.  This is a far, far more urgent problem than the lack of republican status.  
Mark L. Jones, Frenchs Forest 
 
…  SIR: When Australians finally write their own Constitution, leaving out the Anglo-Franco-
Prussian royal family, nothing at all will have been achieved if the opportunity is missed to 
rationalise our government.  It is self-evident that there are insufficient capable politicians in 
Australia to populate seven Parliaments (most of them with two Houses) - we have  only to look at 
the recent fiascos in nearly every State Government to see this.  We must instead establish one 
effective and efficient national government.  If we end up with good politicians they will be able to 
get on with the job without nearly so much bickering and much will be achieved. If they are going to 
rort the taxpayers anyway, then the fewer of them the better.  Everybody would gain from this - 
except, of course, for the incompetent politicians.  
Hugh Ferrar, Hornsby Heights. 
 
SIR: How about a referendum asking Australians if they want a republic?  And, as it costs no more 
and could save us a great deal - how about a second question asking if Australians wish to abolish 
State governments?  The result would be interesting. 
Pam O'Sullivan, Lindfield 



 3E-10

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) 
or Author(s) 

if Known 

Extracts from Report 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
30 Jul 1991 

'Execs Take 
On Economic 
Malaise', by 

Robert Garran

Nine leading businessmen launched a 10-point programme yesterday to overcome what they said 
was a deep-seated malaise in the Australian economy.  The men, including the heads of some of 
Australia's largest companies, said they were not pursuing any personal or political agenda.  "We 
felt that as concerned citizens we ought to stand up and say what ought to be done," ICI's 
Australian chief, Dr Michael Deeley, said.  "Progress has been made in recent times to reduce the 
underlying rate of inflation, to reform industrial relations practices and to achieve some 
microeconomic reform," the statement said.  "But in the absence of new community attitudes to 
economic development, faster progress in reform and new initiatives in all sectors, Australia will 
be trapped in a vicious cycle of under-achievement."  The programme includes: 
... 
*  Rationalising the activities of the three tiers of government.  
*  Setting new processes to overcome regulations and bureaucratic barriers  
*  Replacing tax on inputs such as payroll tax and making tax arrangements more supportive of 
investment. 
*  Accelerating the reform of employee relations and boosting productivity  
*  Improving training, including better training of managers.  
The statement was signed by Dr Deeley, and by the chief executive of BHP, Mr John Prescott, Mr 
John Ralph of CRA, Mr Ian Burgess of CSR, Mr Will Bailey of  the ANZ Bank, Mr Ian Webber of 
Mayne Nickless, Mr Ross Wilson of SA Brewing Holdings, the former chief executive of Nissan 
Australia, Mr Ivan Deveson, and Mr Bruce Vaughan, a company director.  The nine businessmen 
called on leaders in all sectors - government, business, unions and the community generally to 
work together to pursue their proposals. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

2 Aug 1991 

'They're 
Hopeless': 

Letter by John 
Sale of Manly 

Vale 

SIR: What better argument could we have for the abolition of State governments than the report 
that, while NSW, Victoria and South Australia will be planning a "national" rail network, WA 
"might" join in but Queensland won't? 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

3 Oct 1991 

'Let's Have a 
Regional 

Government': 
Letter by 
Martyn 

Yeomans of 
Thornleigh 

SIR: The recent council elections held in NSW, coming fairly soon after an ill-conceived and 
unwanted State election, once again focused on our cumbersome, costly and inefficient three-tier 
system of government.  Consider that this State's population of not quite six million is represented 
by 12 senators and 51 MPs in the Federal Parliament; 45 Upper House members and 99 MPs in 
State Parliament, and about 2,100 councillors in 172 local  councils.  We often hear politicians of 
various persuasions and media commentators claim that we are the most over-governed people on 
Earth. I, for one, don't doubt it.  The question is, what are they, or we, prepared to do about it?  
Simple abolition of State governments is not the answer and I would certainly not suggest 
eliminating local government.  As the high voter turnout and large numbers of candidates showed, 
people want and need some form of grass-roots, community-based representation.  However, 
perhaps the replacement of both State and local governments (as they exist) with some form of 
regional government may be the way to go.  It seems to me that local councils are becoming too 
big and the needs of modern communities too sophisticated to be run adequately by unpaid, part-
time politicians, regardless of how enthusiastic and talented they may be.  If regional boundaries 
were drawn on logical geographic bases, this level of politics could still retain its "local" character 
but benefit by having professional politicians who would be paid and, therefore, be fully 
accountable.  Allowing for, say, five regions within the greater Sydney area, another nine or 10 
non-Sydney regions are apparent, such as the Illawarra, based on Wollongong; New England, 
based on Armidale; and the Hunter, centred at Newcastle.  Such a move would give an impetus to 
the urgent need for decentralisation of government services, industry and population away from 
capital cities.  Unfortunately, unless there is a ground swell of public opinion in favour of such 
reforms, I fear our politicians will leave them in the "too hard basket"  or ignore them on the 
grounds that the present system has worked (?)for 90 or more years. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

11 Oct 1991 

Editorial: 'It's 
Time for a 

United 
Australia' 

THE former Premier of NSW, Mr Neville Wran, is indulging in wishful thinking - unfortunately - 
when he argues that our system of State governments should be abolished. The point has been 
made that Mr Wran did not indulge himself with this line of argument when he was Premier. But 
this does not invalidate his point. Mr Wran's case is that the overlapping functions of the different 
governments and the entrenched interests that are supported by these functions have clogged up 
the decision-making process to such an extent that Australia has a surfeit of politicians but a lack 
of real government. Although few would disagree with this analysis, the suggested remedy of 
abolishing the State tier of government is not a likely outcome. Politicians are not in the habit of 
divesting themselves of the perks, prestige and power that come from being in, say, a State 
parliament.  
 
Mr Wran, the supreme political pragmatist, knows this. He also knows the value of a headline. His 
statement about the need to abolish the States was designed to influence public opinion and in this 
way to influence the decisions taken at next month's special Premiers' Conference. Mr Wran is 
chairman of a committee on regulatory reform and has stated that if there is a positive response to 
his committee's recommendations, legislation can be in force by 1993.  
 
At the July special Premiers' Conference there was a mutual effulgence of praise about what had 
been achieved. But while the progress made at the conference was substantial, the politicians were 
inclined to exaggerate the extent of their achievement. The agreements included the mutual 
recognition of State regulations, the reform of interstate road and rail freight, interstate trade in 
electricity and reform of key government business enterprises. However,  the State and Federal 
governments have yet to come to grips with the key issues  in the reform of the federation, such as 
the more equitable distribution of taxing and spending.  Mr Wran, rightly, is pointing to the need 
for substantial and rational reforms in the political process. This won't be easy. There is the history 
of the States' rights debate to overcome. There are the vested interests. There are  the problems our 
politicians have in deciding which tier should control each aspect of national life. After the last 
special conference, for instance, a spectacular row broke out between the Federal Education 
Minister, Mr John Dawkins, and the State ministers over his determination to institute a national 
plan for education. 
 
In this case, the State ministers were right to insist on education remaining, essentially, a State 
responsibility. The States, though, have to accept that as long as they maintain such nonsenses as 
refusing to recognise the  accreditation systems of other States, they leave themselves open to a 
Commonwealth takeover bid. What this suggests is that for the special Premiers' Conference to 
have any lasting success, aside from the ritualistic applause the politicians will give themselves, 
tough, fair and Australia-first bargaining will have to take place. And this type of bargaining won't 
happen unless the politicians accept a sense of urgency and destiny in what they are embarking on. 
The European market, as Mr Wran points out, has set an example for Australia on how barriers 
between States can be broken down. What Europe's nations can do shouldn't be impossible for a 
federation of States. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

16 Oct 1991 

'Stay in 
Touch', by 

Philip Clark 
The former NSW Premier, Mr Neville Wran, ... these days advocates the abolition of the States ... 
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The Age 
22 Oct 1991 

'Business 
Tariff Cuts 

And Reforms 
Out Of Kilter -
Car Chief ', by 

David 
Mckenzie 

The car industry would have to boost productivity by at least 4.5 per cent  a year well into the next 
century to remain internationally competitive, the managing director of GMH Australia, Mr Bill 
Hamel, warned yesterday.  Economy-wide cost improvements had to be accelerated, he said.  
 
GMH had already achieved annual productivity gains of 10 per cent over the past three years, and 
was negotiatiing tough cost-improvement deals with its suppliers, Mr Hamel told a Metal Trades 
Industry Conference on productivity in Canberra yesterday.  But he said the Federal Government 
was threatening the viability of the car industry by not pushing microeconomic reform as fast as 
tariffs were coming down.  Seventy-five per cent of the industry's costs of production came from 
"outside the factory gate'', he said, but the Federal Government had created a "dangerous 
discrepancy'' between the pace of microeconomic changes and cuts in import protection.  
 
GMH's aggressive cost-cutting program with its suppliers required them to agree to no price 
increases and two per cent annual cost reductions in return for long-term supply contracts.  This 
approach should be applied right through the economy, covering sectors not competing with 
imports, and service providers, Mr Hamel said. He singled out  local councils, the legal profession 
and the transport sector.  "While governments are fond of talking about their willingness to make 
the hard decisions, most of the hard decisions that will position the economy for future growth are 
being made in the private sector'', he said.  He called for a thorough re-evaluation of the federal-
state system of government, commenting favorably on proposals to abolish state governments.  
The car industry would have to keep on boosting productivity by 2.5 per cent a year to keep pace 
with tariff cuts and a further two per cent to match productivity gains being achieved elsewhere, 
Mr Hamel said.  
 
The managing director and chief executive officer of SA Brewing Holdings, Mr Ross Wilson, told 
the conference that the Federal Government had to use incentives rather than "the big stick'' to 
encourage investment and boost productivity.  The Government's current approach, emphasising 
tariff cuts and training and superannuation levies, was like "using a stick to beat a dog into 
submission'',  he said.  "Unfortunately the Government fails to recognise that many Australian 
dogs are now dying - or limping overseas.'' He called for tax incentives to reduce risks associated 
with investment in value-adding activities. Taxes accounted for 11 per cent of SA Brewing's gross 
sales revenue last year compared with only five per cent going to after-tax profits for shareholders.  
Interest rates should also be immediately cut by one per cent, and by two per cent within the next 
year, Mr Wilson said. National investment levels had already dropped by 18 per cent on 1990 and 
would be 25 per cent down by the end of the year.  The required rate of return on investment was 
substantially higher in Australia than overseas because of the perceived risks in investing here, Mr 
Wilson said. Signs of an improving attitude by overseas investors towards the end of 1990 had 
since evaporated. 
 
At the workplace, incentive shemes, such as the employee share ownership scheme introduced by 
SA Brewing, were important for boosting productivity. 

The Age 
4 Nov 1991 

'Senator For 
Speaking Out', 

by Michelle 
Grattan 

MICHELLE GRATTAN, in Canberra, talks with Labor Senator Chris Schacht, whose 
independence and high profile on key policy issues has set sparks flying.  IF there is any stoush at 
today's Labor caucus seminar on the Prime Minister's controversial "new federalism'', backbencher 
Chris Schacht is likely  to be found in the middle of it.  It was Schacht's suggestion to have a 
caucus meeting (which became a "seminar'') on new federalism. He has firm ideas on this, and 
many other subjects. Like Paul Keating, whose leadership push he vigorously supports, Schacht is 
against boosting the states' money powers, which is being considered in the federalism exercise.   
"I'm an unreconstructed nationalist who would argue that hopefully in the next 20 to 30 years 
Australians will realise we should only have two tiers of government, with state and local 
government merged, and that there should be a readjustment of powers between the national 
government and the regional governments,'' says Schacht. More immediately, "I'm strongly 
opposed to any weakening of the Federal Government's revenue-raising powers''; diluting those 
would "shred'' the Federal Government's economic planning ability. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
5 Nov 1991 

'States Make 
Grab for Tax 

Reins', by 
Prudence 
Anderson 

PAUL Keating's leadership bid is the most visible power-play in the political war for control of the 
Hawke Government's New Federalism agenda. But it is not the only one. And when the broad 
sweep of history is taken into account, it may not even turn out to be the most important.  The truly 
seismic push for power is coming from the States below. 
...  The States argue that the imbalance between their spending responsibilities and their ability to 
pay for them pushed some States into unwise investment strategies out of desperation - and 
provided others with ready-made fiscal graves.  Feeling is high among State officers on the 
steering committee: "If we don't fix the vertical fiscal imbalance in November we may as well 
abolish the States tomorrow like Neville Wran wants," said one. "The workability of the federation 
as we know it is at stake." 
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Weekend 
Australian 

9-10 
Nov 1991 

(John Howard, 
as quoted in 
an article) 

"If you were starting Australia all over again, you would have a national government and 20 
regional governments. That was one of the things I agreed with Gough Whitlam on. ... Anything 
that can reduce or end the duplication between Commonwealth, State and Local governments is a 
good idea." 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

16 Nov 1991 
p. 24 

Keating 
Wrecks 

Chances of a 
Saner 

Federation, 
by Mike 
Steketee 

BY PLAYING the Grim Wrecker of Bob Hawke's new federalism this week, Paul Keating has 
returned Australia to the sorry state of barnyard brawling which passes for federation.  That may 
befit the Third World status towards which we seem to be heading but it serves no other purpose. 
Fixing the Federation was a prime example of the micro-economic reform which everyone agrees 
we need in Australia. If it is an urgent priority to make the wharves and shipping internationally 
competitive, so  it should be to increase the efficiency of our large and lumbering public sector.  
 
There have been moves in several of the most obvious areas: mutual recognition by governments 
of each others' regulations and standards covering goods, removing barriers to interstate 
recognition of professional qualifications, monitoring the performance of State authorities, a 
national rail freight corporation and higher truck registration charges to reflect the cost of the road 
system, though some of these, including the last, may still come unstuck.  
 
But giving the States responsibility for raising the revenue which they spend was a major and 
crucial part of new federalism. By ensuring it was scuttled, Keating has left the States with a 
narrow, inequitable and inefficient  means of raising taxes and with the continued incentive to 
blame their financial mistakes on Canberra rather than themselves.  The former Treasurer is 
entitled to his view that the States cannot be trusted with taxpayers' money. This underlies his 
assault on the proposal that a  proportion of personal income tax be designated to the States, which 
ultimately would have the power, in consultation with the Commonwealth, to vary this amount up 
or down. But he should not have been allowed to destroy the one chance Australia had before we 
reach the centenary of Federation in 10 years to bring some sanity to the way in which seven 
governments order their affairs - at least not without offering a real substitute.  
...  Keating's position is valid only if his agenda is to abolish the States. That would make a lot of 
sense but Keating, Neville Wran and other advocates know that it is not going to happen - not 
when it requires a majority of people to vote in a majority of the States, as well as a national 
majority, to carry a referendum to change the Constitution.  New federalism was an attempt to 
introduce a second-best option and a critical part of it was based on the argument that governments 
are likely to be more careful about spending taxpayers' money if they have to bear the odium of 
extracting it from the taxpayer in the first place. This is no matter of arcane theory: it is common 
sense and it has been widely accepted, including by the working party of Commonwealth and State 
officials which was preparing for the now aborted Premiers' Conference.  "The criteria of 
efficiency and accountability require that, as far as possible, the responsibility for spending public 
funds should be accompanied by the responsibility for raising the necessary revenue," its report 
said. "If this link between spending and taxation is broken, there is a risk that governments will 
make decisions about one side of the budget equation without due regard for  the other side."  Yet 
no federation suffers from such a misfit between taxing and spending powers as Australia. The 
Federal Government collects 80 per cent of total tax revenue but spends only 50 per cent for its 
own purposes, with the rest going in  payments to the States, Territories and local governments. 
The States collect 20 per cent of tax revenue but account for more than 40 per cent of total 
government spending.  
...  Since we are stuck with a federal system, we may as well make it work. That is much more 
likely to happen if we allow the States to function as governments rather than slaves chained to the 
Commonwealth's chariot wheel. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

26 Feb 1992 

'We Need 
Politicians 
with Guts': 

Letters 

SIR: Congratulations on the Herald's excellent series of articles, "Oath Of Office, How Our 
Leaders Failed Us" (February 8-15). A factual portrayal  of economic and social decline against a 
background of political chaos.  Australia will never achieve its true potential, nor indeed return to 
the prosperity of former years, while handicapped by a political system that is less  concerned with 
good government than its own propagation and survival.  There are few issues of national 
importance that have not been distorted for purely political ends. The sheer weight of government 
and bureaucracy actually enshrines the mediocrity, lack of morals, and largesse, of which your 
articles speak.  Our multi-tiered structure of government with its opposing philosophies trying to 
operate at the same time makes rational economic management all but impossible. Real leadership 
and organisation are the main casualties and no amount of eleventh-hour financial statements, 
never-ending elections, nor new taxes, will change the underlying malaise.  There is nothing un-
Australian about questioning the validity of our present constitution; this is after all one country, 
not a continent of different nations.  Yet no Federal politician has had the guts to propose the 
abolition of State governments, to create a more effective form of national administration. The 
necessity of establishing a new political order in this country cannot be overstated; it has nothing 
to do with republicanism but is vital to Australia's future well-being. 
M. J. Burrow, Ashfield  
 
SIR: I enjoyed your "Oath of Office" series and think the removal of State parliaments would be a 
step in the right direction. As Peter Smark agrees, would your paper help? For starters can we offer 
present "representatives of the  people" five years' salary to resign? To accept this money they 
have to agree to a "Lawson Declaration" (0 for 0), and call for a new election. At this election 
those who agree do not vote. This means the present crop get one vote - their own. To beat this, 
your paper helps form a "Get Rid of the States Party".  Even in this day let's hope we can find 100 
honourable people to do what is necessary.  This is done in all States, and so we move to less 
government with a significant cost and corruption reduction.  
John M. McClelland, Avalon 

The Age 
9 Apr 1992 

'Punters' Form 
Guide For The 

Wills Race', 
by Kevin 

Childs 

As the candidates in the Wills byelection line up for the starter's gun on  Saturday, KEVIN 
CHILDS gives a rundown on who they are and what they stand for.  
…  Earnest Kuhne (independent): although described on his nomination form as an electrician and 
project manager from Surfers Paradise, Mr Kuhne is presented in his campaign material as a 
thoroughbred racehorse breeder from Healesville. He represents Tax Reform Australia Inc., 
formerly the Henry George League, and the Australian Republican Party. His policies include an 
employment grants scheme, simplified taxation, and uniform national laws.  
…  Geraldine Rawson (independent): Deputy Mayor of Coburg, Mrs Rawson is a secondary 
school teacher who resigned her job to stand. She lives in the old suburb of Merlynston, between 
Fawkner and Coburg. Her policies include the need for local representation, tax rebates for private 
health insurance, a halt to immigration, restoration of tariffs, revival of small business, and an 
attack on  foreign debt.  
…  Bill French (independent): a 70-year-old self-employed engineer from Box Hill, Mr French 
narrowly lost Deakin for the Labor Party in the 1972 federal landslide. He has put out 5000 
pamphlets on his 25-point program favoring a free education system, abolition of state 
governments, appointment of six Aboriginals to the House of Representatives and one to the 
Senate and women on the High and Supreme courts in equal number to men.  
…  John Murray (independent): a 65-year-old retired railwayman from Cheltenham, this Irish-born 
campaigner for republican Australia is a familiar figure in his judge's robes. He wants state 
parliaments to be abolished and the Westminster legal system, "where you are innocent until 
proven broke'', destroyed. His policy is partly rooted in his claim that he cannot afford to sue 
VicRail for a six-figure sum he claims he is owed. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

18 Apr 1992 

'The Making 
of Our 

President', by 
Mike Steketee

The Republican Party is run by Peter Consandine, a former Labor Party member and sometime 
mobile telephone salesman. A great enthusiast, he risks endangering his cause by including in his 
party platform everything from re-regulation of the economy to abolition of the States and, when it 
comes to the head of state, the complicated concept of the popular election of a four-member 
rotating presidency, with each member top dog for a year. 
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'States Won't 
Wither Away', 
by Prudence 

Anderson 

IF MORE people had listened to George Dibbs 92 years ago, Paul Keating would be heading for 
the office this morning a much happier man.  Instead of steeling himself for a fractious meeting 
with eight other heads  of government, today would have been just another Monday in the public 
life of a unitary State. One deficit. One tax system. One Parliament. One leader.  
 
As Premier of NSW in 1894, Dibbs tried to talk his Victorian counterpart, Sir James Patterson, 
into merging the two States as a precursor to a unified Australia.  Political life would have been so 
much simpler.  
 
The Dibbs proposal to abolish the States complained about incompatible railways, barriers to free 
trade in a national market, taxing complications and the duplication of Commonwealth and State 
administrations as the downside of federation.  He thought that he would see the end of 
"obstructive provincialism" in his  lifetime. He didn't - and most of the problems he raised back 
then will be on the agenda today in Canberra when the Prime Minister meets the Premiers to 
discuss strategies to boost economic performance.  
 
Keating is a man after Dibbs' own heart. His One Nation statement (designed to reinforce the 
foundations of a more competitive economy) was based on the need to cut costs, public sector 
waste and the regulations which create effective "tariff" walls between the States. His dilemma is 
to decide whether to agree with the Premiers' proposals for a new approach to economic 
management run by a federal/State government partnership – or to continue the strategy he 
launched as Treasurer and financially starve them into adopting efficiencies.  The outcome will 
depend critically on Keating's long-term plans for the States - but the atmosphere of distrust and 
poor communication in the run-up to the heads of Government meeting raises serious doubts about 
Commonwealth intentions to address the Premiers' budgetary problems or the States'willingness  
to co-operate with Canberra's priorities for micro-economic reform. 
 
Today's conference was organised out of the rubble of Bob Hawke's New Federalism process and 
Keating has made it clear that the States need to cut their expectations about the process down to 
size.  In October last year he summed up his concerns about the direction of Commonwealth/State 
relations, saying the Premiers were about "the dismembering of national government". He warned 
them he had "long believed that an essential Commonwealth job is to manage the size and shape of 
the public sector and it can only be done if in the end the Commonwealth has the power of the 
purse". As leader he moved quickly to cancel all bilateral discussions on the Premiers' tax-sharing 
proposal but the States are not sure about the prospects for other matters on public sector reform 
(such as tied grants, Medicare and technical education).  
 
Some officials tip that the Prime Minister wants a much less structured approach and say that the 
fate of the States' proposal for a Council of Australian Federation will set the tone of the entire 
conference.  The council's symbolism is tied to the Premiers' mantra that "national does not equal 
Commonwealth" - meaning that they want to see their role and responsibilities in the federation 
formally acknowledged. In line with this proposal, heads of Government would hold regular 
council meetings to steer fiscal co-ordination and involve sub-national governments in macro-
economic policy determination.  
 
There are signs that Paul Keating is instinctively nervous about this and according to the States his 
correspondence on the council appears to rule out the idea but opinion is divided on whether he is 
opposed to the mechanism as a whole or just the administrative rules (bearing for example on its 
relation to Ministerial Councils and the selection of council chairman).  The pessimists believe he 
would generally say no to any process resembling the one established by his predecessor.  Others 
are fearful of Keating's macro-political agenda and wonder if he intends to start "eliminating" them 
in practical terms by fiscal attrition.  
 
The Prime Minister and his deputy, Brian Howe, have often stated clearly that they believe the 
States have shirked their reform responsibilities. Just last week, Brian Howe said he would reject 
the Premiers' appeals today for increased health funding to force State-based efficiency drives in 
the country's  hospitals. 
 
THE States' insistence that they have set the pace of reform ahead of that pursued by the federal 
sector will no doubt be met by the full force of Keating's rhetoric and they are half expecting a 
rerun of his "bathed in blood" speech at the National Press Club in November: "From 1985 to 
1990 ... at every Premiers Conference ... we tried to cut back on the national public deficit -every 
year we chopped back and every year the States found some new money in another hollow log. 
The only tools of economic discipline the Commonwealth has over a State are the powers to adjust 
grants and borrowings."The States insist that if the Commonwealth wants their co-operation in the 
pursuit of public sector reform in the delivery of goods of services there has to be a quid pro quo.  
 
They have cited their budget deficit blow-outs as a potential threat to the Keating Government's 



 3E-16

economic strategy and plan to argue that heavy-handed Commonwealth grant cuts, combined with 
Loan Council restrictions on their borrowings, are creating perverse incentives such as those raised 
by the NSW Premier, Nick Greiner, when he said recently: "We need to (be prepared to) go on  a 
permanent war footing (with the Commonwealth) because without a national approach the people 
of all States will suffer from a deterioration in services, a huge increase in debt burden and 
increased taxes and charges of an unacceptable level." Other key sticking points on the agenda 
(apart from money) are; the Commonwealth offer to take over the $2 billion budget for technical 
and further education currently paid for by the States, and its One Nation proposal to replace the 
States' Electricity Grid Council with a jointly run National Grid Corporation.  Both initiatives are 
seen by the States as examples of what one official called the "policy arrogance and intransigence 
on the part of the Commonwealth" which could see the breakdown of constructive 
Commonwealth-State relations from this point on. 
 
On TAFE, the States complain that they have not seen a detailed Commonwealth proposition.  
According to one steering committee member, the States were worried that, while the TAFE 
arrangement was meant to be a joint policy, they were afraid that  once they lost the leverage of a 
dollar input they would not be able to influence the allocation of funds and could not feel confident 
that adequacy would be assured in the long term.  Similarly on the power-grid proposal, States 
complained that they were being pushed unilaterally into a new arrangement (organising 
competitive markets  and involving the direct sale of electricity across State borders)with the 
Commonwealth wanting to sign a heads of agreement on the corporation in June.  
 
Officials said last week they were happy with the progress made by their own council and felt that 
its work was proceeding "at a pace that we can handle". Once again they said they had not seen a 
detailed plan covering the Commonwealth's alternative plans to speed the project and were not 
clear where Canberra stood on matters of control and policy discretion.  "In fact that state of affairs 
just about sums up the position on virtually every agenda item and there has been no real 
communication at officer level that gives us any confidence that the States' position has been 
clearly understood," a Premiers' adviser said on Thursday.  
 
Both proposals would spearhead State arguments calling for on-going discussion "through an 
appropriate national forum with the authority to agree on  future directions in more detail".  
 
The point they make time and again is that Dibbs didn't get his way and that Keating has to 
manage that reality – or as the Director-General of Queensland's Cabinet Office told a Federalism 
Research Centre Seminar in February: "The States are not about to wither away in the foreseeable 
future. Rumours of their death are premature and the product of undue optimism on the part of 
some. Partnership is the only basis on which we can productively proceed." 
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'Local 
Councils: Let's 

Get Rid of 
Them', by 

Gerard 
Henderson 

GOVERNMENT, like beauty, is very much in the eye of the beholder. Witness the rise, and fall 
and (maybe) rise again of Brisbane's former lord mayor, Sallyanne Atkinson.  Less than a year has 
passed since Ms Atkinson called a media conference to  announce that she was taking herself "off 
the political stage" and would not contest for Federal, State or local office. Now, however, she is a 
high-profile Liberal candidate for the marginal Brisbane seat of Rankin in the forthcoming Federal 
election.  Normally this would be unexceptionable enough. After all, politicians are expected to 
change their minds. But what struck me about Atkinson's attempted political resurrection was her 
solution to our present discontents. Interviewed by Bob Hughes on ABC Radio, the former 
Brisbane lord mayor proposed two changes to the Australian political condition. First, elect a 
Hewson Government (of course). Second, abolish State governments now.  
...  In my view if any level of government is to be junked, local government should be the first to 
go. The States, as the heirs to the former autonomous colonies, are part of the Federation compact 
of 1901 and cannot be abolished - irrespective of the teachings of Sallyanne Atkinson. Moreover 
the performance of local government leaves much to be desired. 
 
Just look at the data. A nation of a mere 17 million people, Australia has  a Federal government, 
six States and two federal territories. Then there are 900 local government bodies with their 
various mayors/presidents/councillors complete with bloated bureaucracies - all busy enacting a 
series of regulations designed to stop citizens from doing what they want to do.  
...  As far as I can work out the more governments we have the worse we are governed. Tasmania 
with a population of under 500,000 has a ludicrous 46 local governments. According to reports, 
Tasmania is conducting an inquiry into local government aimed at reducing the number of 
councils. Don't be fooled. This issue  is under almost continual investigation in Tasmania with 
seldom any result. 
 
Then there is Victoria. It is Australia's worst governed State. Yet it has  210 local councils - one 
for every 21,000 Victorians. South Australia has 122 local municipalities - one for every 12,000 
residents. Meanwhile NSW and Queensland have 177 and 165 councils respectively. Too many for 
sure. But a lot better than the south-east States.  
 
One of the problems with local governments Australian-style is that they are essentially 
anonymous. With Federal and State governments, there are at least identifiable responsible 
ministers. Not so, with local governments.  Believe it or not Australia has 9,000 elected (and 
overwhelmingly part-time) councillors. Despite the iniquitous practice of compulsory voting, most 
are not even known in their own constituencies. The real power-wielders in local government are 
the unelected executive staff who have a vested interest in  regulation since their jobs depend on it. 
 
I have just come across the full colour, glossy (and very expensive) 1992 annual report of Hornsby 
Shire Council in which the executive staff get more photograph space than the elected councillors. 
The impact was blunted somewhat by an addendum advising that one whole paragraph on dog 
registration should have been omitted.  
 
This, in a sense, is what local government is all about. Apart from fining  citizens, levying rates 
and imposing regulations which retard economic growth, councils are essentially about telling 
owners what they are permitted to do with their dogs - and vice versa.  
 
I once visited Brisbane Town Hall when Lord Mayor Atkinson ruled the roost. Those entering the 
holy of council holies were confronted with a sign concerning the multitude of penalties under the 
dog ordinance. There were fines for those who let dogs outside their yards or who walked their 
canines unleashed  or who failed to stop them barking. Maximum fines, minimum fines, even a 
dog hotline.  Brisbane is not a happier place for all this regulation. Down with local government. 
Dog owners of the world, unite. 
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'States Plumb 
Nadir of their 
Fortunes', by 

Mike Steketee

PITY AUSTRALIANS who have to explain to inquiring overseas visitors how well Australia is 
governed. They could start with the Federal Government, the only fully fledged administration in 
recent times not to have been comprehensively discredited by a Royal Commission. Its sins look 
minor: merely the worst economic downturn for 60 years and mostly its own work.  The first 
report of the Royal Commission into the State Bank of South Australia released on Tuesday 
completes the circle of corruption, incompetence or both around Australia during the 1980s - 
starting in NSW with the jailing of a minister, Rex Jackson, and a chief magistrate, Murray 
Farquhar; to the jailing  in Queensland of a Police Commissioner and of four ministers (for 
tickling their expenses); to the jailing of the Tasmanian businessman Edmund Rouse for 
attempting to bribe an MP together with the severe criticism of the former Premier, Robin Gray ; 
to the cronyism and corruption of a government in Western Australia which equated the public 
good with soliciting $7 million in donations to the ALP from 13 businessmen with whom it had 
large commercial dealings; to the incompetence and neglect displayed by governments in Victoria 
and SA which allowed billions of dollars to be squandered by government enterprises.  
 
That's not quite all but then you wouldn't expect the visitor still to be listening as you recount the 
resignation of Nick Greiner over a political appointment or that of two Queensland ministers over 
their travel entitlements. Rather, he or she might be asking: why do you have all these 
governments? A good  question. Indeed, in the wake of these inquiries, Paul Keating could 
perform no greater service than to campaign not just for a republic but for the abolition of State 
governments.  Harder to sell than the GST? Perhaps, but then it was Paul Keating who pushed a 
consumption tax through a Labor Cabinet and almost into the shops. Support for States' rights has 
never been at a lower ebb. Those worried about centralisation of power could be accommodated 
by the longstanding proposal of that great States' righter, Gough Whitlam, for a series of regional 
governments, falling in size and status somewhere between existing local and State governments.  
But we will have to settle for more mundane solutions in the short run. A common theme runs 
through the reports of these inquiries: State governments have abused their power to such an extent 
that they cannot be trusted with the task of fixing up the system to make sure it doesn't happen 
again. 
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'Federalism 
Door Keeps 

Revolving', by 
Mike Steketee

IN 1990, Nick Greiner put forward a radical proposal: the States should abandon their 
responsibilities for industrial relations and hand over the  whole kit and caboodle to the 
Commonwealth.  Yesterday, the States were brawling with the Commonwealth over trespassing  on 
their industrial relations patch by offering Victorian workers the protection of Federal awards. That 
is a rough measure of where we have come in 2  1/2 years in developing a saner system of 
government in Australia.  Like most things to do with federalism, there is much tut-tutting about the 
waste and inefficiency of having seven industrial relations systems rather than one. But for the first 
91 years of our federation, our leaders have managed  to convince themselves that it was more 
important to hang on to what they had than run Australia as a nation.  The trade unions used to 
object when Neville Wran talked about giving industrial relations powers to the Commonwealth 
while conservative leaders were reluctant to commit the heresy of compromising States' rights. 
Greiner as Premier had a refreshing - though personally costly - approach to politics: he ignored it. 
He argued common sense, describing the present system of Federal and  State awards as "madness".  
Indeed it is.  There is something bizarre about a Commonwealth Industrial Relations Commission 
pronouncing on national wage cases and six State bodies passing on the increases to employees 
under State awards. The only real purpose of having seven bodies rather than one doing the same 
work of ratifying awards and settling disputes has been to create a great deal of work for lawyers. 
Such a judicial and bureaucratic maze seems all the less necessary when deregulation of the labour 
market is reducing the role of the tribunals.  Greiner raised his idea in the heady days of new 
federalism. Bob Hawke tended to develop enthusiasms after elections and this was one of them: he 
would  cut out many of the duplications, anomalies and inefficiencies in Australia's system of 
government. He received substantial good will from the premiers, particularly from Greiner who, 
with the help of his senior public service adviser, Gary Sturgess, drove many of the proposed 
reforms.  According to Sturgess, Greiner's industrial relations reform foundered on the opposition of 
Labor States concerned about what a Federal Coalition government might do to cut back union 
power. Now the concern of the labour movement is what a Federal Labor government can do to 
protect them.  Yesterday's meeting in Perth saw much of the hand-to-hand political combat  which 
has become a ritual at Premiers' Conferences. Co-operative federalism was  confined to worthwhile 
and obvious reforms such as national policies on the environment (which were resisted for years 
despite air and water's nasty habit of crossing State boundaries) and a national electricity grid, 
together with issues such as adult ratings of movies and national abolition of QCs.  
 
While Hawke was still in the chair, there had been agreement on issues such as mutual recognition - 
the States recognising each other's standards on goods such as food, as well as professional 
qualifications - although it still has to be implemented. There is a national rail corporation, although 
it is not operating fully.  But under Paul Keating, most of the meatier issues of new federalism have 
lost their momentum.  Keating used them as a weapon against Hawke in last year's leadership 
struggle. Doing what he is best at, he reduced new federalism to the narrow political point that it 
was advancing a Tory agenda. As a result, Hawke was compromised out of delivering his side of the 
bargain -giving the States access to their own sources of revenue to match the responsibilities which 
they had for expenditure.  The Keating argument goes that if you give the States more control over 
their own affairs then conservative governments will use it to commit anti-Labor acts, like cutting 
spending on health and welfare. Better for Canberra to raise  the money itself and hand it over in the 
form of tied grants with conditions attached on how it is spent. So much for State Labor 
Governments, let alone what happens under conservative Federal governments.  Another line is that 
more State autonomy will reduce the Commonwealth's control over the national economy. Given 
that all State Governments have disgraced themselves in one way or another over the last decade, 
there is something to be said for this argument. The real solution is abolition of the States, which 
would achieve more than 10 micro-economic reform agendas.  But while we wait for that to happen 
some time over the next 300 or 400 years, there is much to be said for making the present system 
work better. One way of encouraging greater financial responsibility from the States is to make them 
bear the odium of raising their own revenues. As the report last year of a working party of 
Commonwealth and State officials said: "If this link between spending and taxation is broken, there 
is a risk that governments will make decisions about one side of the budget equation without due 
regard for the other side."  At present, the States collect 20 per cent of tax revenue but account for 
more than 40 per cent of total government spending. That makes them dependent on  handouts from 
the Commonwealth and produces all the buck-passing that has put such a blight on relations 
between the Commonwealth and the States. 
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The Age 
9 Dec 1992 

'Axe The 
States And 
Save Cash': 

Letters 

Let's get this country going and lead the world by reducing government. This will reduce taxes and 
encourage investment which will create jobs. Remove state governments and increase the role 
played by councils. Let's have a referendum.  
Scott Harkess, Bittern.  
 
Also expendable 
If we can't afford luxuries such as teachers and nurses, we can't afford state politicians. The 
simplest way to stop our state bleeding to death is to get rid of them all.  
Eileen Ross, Euroa. 

 
The Age 

10 Dec 1992 

'Slim the Feds, 
too': Letter by

Bernie P. 
Rymer of 

Surrey Hills 

I agree with Scott Harkess (9/12) on abolishing state governments. Why not also limit the House 
of Representatives to one member for 300,000 voters, as in the US. 

Sunday Age 
13 Dec 1992 

'Having three 
tiers is a joke': 

Letter by 
Robert Stone, 
Carlton North

THE principle of states' rights has become holy writ to those who want to continue to divide 
Australia and to destroy any attempt at building a national identity.  The eastern states can't agree 
on uniform changes to summer time. Each state has differing curricula for secondary education 
and hence university admission. We don't agree on the minimum age necessary to hold a driver's 
licence. The road  rules vary from state to state.  They are just some examples of the stupidity that 
affects all people living and visiting Australia. For how much longer do we have to put up with it? 
 
The state governments serve no useful purpose. A nation of barely 18 million people with three 
levels of government is a joke.  Constitutional change, and as a consequence true taxation reform, 
is possible. The colonial era is long gone and if Australia is going to offer the same conditions and 
the same opportunities to everybody irrespective of where they live, it is time to abolish state 
governments.  A two-tier system of government _ based on a national parliament with regional 
governments both elected using proportional representation _ is feasible.  It is time for a change. 

The Age 
4 Jan 1993 

'Abolish State 
Governments 

For The 
National 
Interest': 

Letter by John 
Sawyer 

The advent of the Kennett Government and the exposure of the problems that confront the 
Victorian public sector, prompts me to speculate whether it is time to dispense with state 
governments altogether.  Given that the Commonwealth Government largely controls the funding 
of government in Australia, it appears that the states are little more than agents of the 
Commonwealth in the provision of goods and services to the community.  
 
Under the present system, significant inequalities have emerged, which will only be exacerbated 
by the continuing "beggar thy neighbor'' attitude of state governments. The present arrangement of 
competing states is inconsistent with notions of national interest, and the relationship between the 
Commonwealth and states represents a failure to reconcile national and regional priorities.  
 
The idea that Victoria can become competitive and develop a wealth independent of, or in spite of, 
what is occurring at a national and international level seems to be fanciful. Yet, this appears to be 
the presumption that underlies much of what state administrations claim to be doing.  If the future 
is a choice between the "international rationalists'' and the "traditional sentimentalists'', let's make 
the decision now.  
 
The international option seems to require centralisation and consistency, whereas the retention of 
the divisive and parochial state government system, would appear to be an endorsement of 
traditionalist preferences. Mr Kennett should complete the process of downsizing Victorian state 
public administration right down to nothing. Other states should follow and vest all present state 
public functions in the Commonwealth.  
 
Uniformity in areas such as education, health, transport, energy, business law and regulation would 
do more to facilitate economic recovery and restructuring, and complement the establishment of 
internationalist principles, than the fragmented processes characteristic of government in Australia 
at this time. 

The Age 
6 Jan 1993 

'Unions Turn 
On Button 

Over Holiday 
Pay Attack' 

Senator [John] Button, who will retire when Parliament rises for the next election, also called for 
the abolition of the states.  The current federal system "just means a proliferation of bureaucracies 
and a slowing down of decision-making,'' he said. "I would abolish the states and I think this 
would be a very fine goal for the year 2000.'' The federal system is widely opposed by ALP 
figures. 
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7 Jan 1993 

'Button 
Attacked on 
Loading', by 
Steve Lewis 

THE Federal Government has distanced itself from comments by the Minister for Industry, 
Technology and Commerce, Senator Button, that the 17.5 per cent annual leave loading should be 
scrapped.  Trade union leaders have attacked the outspoken minister and claimed his statements 
will hinder their campaign against the Government in Victoria.  In an interview published in the 
Australian Business Monthly, Senator Button outlined his vision for Australia, which included 
abolishing the States by the year 2000 and getting rid of the 17.5 per cent annual leave loading.  
"The loading was something we gave ourselves when we thought the world would go on forever," 
Senator Button said.  "It has now become a silly argument and is simply a symptom of the past."  
Senator Button's comments, which are contrary to government policy, may be  used by the 
coalition during the election campaign in questioning the credentials of Labor's industrial relations 
policy. 

Sun Herald 
10 Jan 1993 

'Button 
Touches Raw 

Nerves' 

THERE was no reaction to the ambition of Industry, Technology and Commerce  Minister Senator 
John Button to abolish the States by 2000, but his call to scrap the 17.5pc "symptom of the past" 
holiday leave loading thundered home, belying the softly, softly response from Prime Minister 
Paul Keating and Industrial Relations Minister Senator Peter Cook. It also won great praise from 
the Coalition, with part-time Shadow Industrial Relations Minister John Anderson  (with Bob 
Charles) saying: "We have to make changes and Senator Button is right when he says Australia 
has to move out of the past. After all, as Victorian union figures have been quick to point out, 
Senator Button has often been out of  step with the Government, but history accords him more 
credibility than anyone else in the ALP." 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

11 Feb 1993 

'Plan to Cut 
Aldermen 

Akin to Child 
Abuse, Says 
Mayor', by 
Jacquelyn 

Hole 

The State Government's plan to place a statutory limit of 13 on the number of aldermen a council 
may have was akin to "child abuse", according to the Mayor of North Sydney, Mr Gerry Nolan.   
"It's like child abuse, the State Government doesn't seem to be able to control itself when it comes 
to abusing its perceived offspring - local government," Mr Nolan said this week.  "They (the 
Government) started the revision of the Local Government Act with the best intentions, like a 
parent saying they wouldn't abuse their child any more, but the urge to beat local government has 
overwhelmed them again."  The plan to restrict the maximum number of aldermen or shire 
councillors to 13 is an attempt by the State Government to streamline council administration  and 
reduce costs.  It would mean that councils such as North Sydney, which has 15 aldermen plus a 
popularly elected mayor, and Willoughby, which has 15 aldermen, would have to axe positions.  
 
According to Mr Nolan, North Sydney's aldermen cost each resident less than one dollar a year.   
"Every day I talk with people who think we are over-governed, (but) people  think the solution is 
not to reduce the number of aldermen, who provide that absolutely vital link with the people, but 
to get rid of State Government," Mr Nolan said.  The Mayor of Willoughby, Alderman Greg 
Bartels, said he doubted that reducing the number of aldermen on the council would make it more 
efficient.  Aldermen were paid a mere $3,000 a year in the form of an expense account,  Ald 
Bartels said.  "There is the $15,000 a year you might save, but you would take away those five 
people who are there for people to consult."  Ald Peter Macdonald, who is both the State MP for 
Manly and an alderman on  Manly Council, said the Government's plan was "ridiculous" and went 
against the spirit of the revised Local Government Act, which was all about devolving power  to 
local councils.  "The local community should be allowed to determine what sort of representation 
it wants," Ald Macdonald said.  "I don't see any logic at all in restricting the numbers to 13. It 
would be more logical to link the numbers of aldermen to the number of people in the council 
area."  The Mayor of Sydney's newest council, Pittwater, Ald Robert Dunn, said that reducing the 
number of aldermen would have little or no effect on the cost and efficiency of a council.  "Having 
a well-organised council staff is much more important for the smooth and effective running of 
local councils," he said.  The Mayor of Mosman, Ald Dom Lopez, welcomed the plan.  "There are 
too many alderman on every council," he said. "On Mosman we have 12 and we could do better 
with five."  However, Ald Lopez said local councils were the busiest of all the arms of  
government. He believed one of the tiers of government should be abolished - possibly the State or 
Federal wing.  "People demand more of their local alderman than they do of their MPs. I can't even 
walk up the street without having people coming up to me, asking me questions and wanting me to 
do something."  Gosford and Wyong councils have 10 councillors each. 
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'Conservative 
Opposition 

Cracking', by 
Tim Dodd and 

Peter Gill 

THE wall of conservative opposition to Australia becoming a republic appears to be crumbling.  In 
the wake of Labor's unexpected federal election victory two weeks ago, key political conservatives 
are weakening their commitment to maintaining the present constitutional structure, signalling a 
fundamental shift in the debate away from whether there should be an Australian republic, to when 
and how it should go ahead.  Yesterday, the National Party Leader, Mr Fischer, left open the door 
to a republic, saying he was ready to accept it if Australians wanted it, and called for more debate.   
On Saturday, the NSW Premier, Mr Fahey, revealed that he had written to the Prime Minister, Mr 
Keating, proposing a constitutional convention this year to consider the issue.  The Federal Leader 
of the Opposition, Dr Hewson, has not given his official backing to a republic and disagreed with 
Mr Fahey's assertion that it was inevitable that Australia would become a republic.  However, he 
conceded at the weekend that "it is a debate we have to have".  Dr Hewson said it was up to Mr 
Keating to put forward specific proposals for a republic and that the Liberal Party would then reply 
to them.  Mr Fischer said he remained a supporter of a constitutional monarchy for Australia. "But 
if the people choose to change down the track, I'm an Australian  first and I'd accept that," he said. 
"I want to see a more substantial debate and I want to see chapter and verse put up by the pro-
republicans as to how exactly you elect a president of Australia."  Yesterday, senior promonarchist 
Liberal Mr John Howard also said he would accept a republic if Australians voted for it, although 
he stressed that he was personally unconvinced of the need to move to a republic.  Mr Howard said 
it was important that the Liberal Party fully debated the republican issue and was not pushed by 
"unilateral attempts to change".  High-profile Liberal Senator Bronwyn Bishop yesterday 
maintained that she would not be stampeded or brainwashed into accepting a republic.  "If I listen 
to a good logical argument, I will listen to it, but so far I  haven't heard one," she said.  
 
Mr Ian Macphee, former Fraser Government minister and Liberal Party moderate, also backed the 
idea of a republic at the weekend and called for a widening of the debate to include the structure of 
the Australian parliamentary democracy - urging abolition of State governments in favour of 
regional administrations.  Mr Fahey told a meeting of the Liberal Party's NSW State Council on 
Saturday that it was inevitable that Australia would become a republic and warned Liberals not to 
be left behind on the issue.  "The train is going to leave the station and it is appropriate that the 
Liberals are on that train," he said.  Mr Fahey's predecessor, Mr Nick Greiner, also backed a 
republic recently, calling on the Liberal Party to abandon the monarchy as an "article of faith".  A 
week ago, Mr Keating put forward a proposal for a republic which involved little change to present 
structures.  He rejected election of the head of state by plebiscite. He said the head of state should 
have the same powers as the Governor-General and continue to be appointed by the Government, 
but with the approval of both Houses of Parliament.  This requirement would offer some safeguard 
against a government appointing an unacceptable candidate.  Mr Macphee advocates using the 
move to a republic to introduce sweeping changes to the structure of Australia's government.    
"There is nothing more certain than that we shall be a republic by the turn of the century," Mr 
Macphee told a Griffith University conference in Brisbane on Saturday.  "But if we simply 
substitute a President for the Governor-General, we will  accomplish nothing substantial. If State 
Government Houses are to join the Heritage visits for tourists, so should State Parliament Houses,"
he said.  Mr Macphee's proposal - which he described as "an ambit claim" - would involve a strong 
central government and "effective local government with the power to design and provide the 
services which are needed locally." 

The Age 
30 Mar 1993 

'Grim Future 
In Store, Says 
Macphee', by 

Geoffrey 
Barker 

In his weekend speech, Mr Macphee said the economic rationalists did not matter any more. 
Enlightened self-interest, not abstract theory, would triumph, he said.  
...  Mr Macphee, now a partner in the law firm Corrs Chambers Westgarth, called for the abolition 
of the states in favor of strong central government and decentralised regional governments based 
on "natural economic regions''. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

1 Apr 1993 

'Can Anything 
Save the 
Governor 

General?', by 
Anne Davies 

Others are urging bolder thinking and wider constitutional reform than that proposed by the 
Republican Movement.  "If we simply substitute a president for the Governor-General, we will 
accomplish nothing substantial," said Ian Macphee, a former Liberal politician and a supporter of 
the republic.  In a recent seminar on constitutional reform, Mr Macphee argued that Australia 
should seize the opportunity presented by debate about the republic and abolish the States, instead 
developing a Senate with regional representation of areas with common economic interests. Once 
reduced to a unitary system of government, the idea of adding another level of an elected president 
at the top becomes less preposterous. 
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Australian 
Financial 

Review 
2 Apr 1993 

'The Road to 
the Republic', 

by Sheryle 
Bagwell 

The Republican Party of Australia, which for years has been trying to drum  up support for a 
republic at the "grassroots" level, proposes among other things the abolition of the States and 
replacing them with entities based on regional boundaries. But the party's spokesman, Peter 
Consandine, believes it will take a "half to two generations" to get that kind of change after the 
republic is formed.  The former Liberal minister, Mr Ian Macphee, now a partner at law firm Corrs 
Chambers Westgarth in Melbourne, sees no reason, however, to wait that long. In a speech last 
week to mark Samuel Griffiths Judicial Centenary in Brisbane, Mr Macphee presented his "ambit 
claim" for a republic. It also included abolishing the States, but Mr Macphee advocates replacing 
them with a strong central government operating independently from a network of regional 
councils that would be able to raise their own revenues.  "Quite frankly, I do not believe we should 
have a second century of federalism," he said. "I do not believe it is now relevant for Australia to 
have  state governments based on the accidental boundaries of our colonial history and possessing 
powers which derive from what was largely a political bargaining process conducted a century 
ago."  Mr Macphee said yesterday he had resisted invitations to join Malcolm Turnbull's 
republican movement largely because he believed it did not go far enough. Mr Macphee does not 
support the movement's campaign, which he claims is largely based on vilifying the Queen and her 
family. "That is offensive to a lot of people ... people like Wal Murray," Mr Macphee told The 
Australian Financial  Review. "If we are talking about uniting the country there is no point 
offending the monarchy. It will do nothing to inspire the efficiency of the government or our 
economy.  "How much better will we be off to have (Bill) Hayden as president instead  of 
Governor-General?"  Mr Macphee accepts his centralist, unitary model is a rank outsider in the 
republican debate. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

3 Apr 1993 

'Why 
Federalism 

Shouldn't See 
Its Second 

Century', by 
Ross Gittins 

 
(a largely 

identical but 
slightly 

shorter article 
by Ross 

Gittins, titled 
'Time to Re-
evaluate the 
States of the 

Nation', 
appeared in 
The Age on 

this same date 
of 3 April 

1993) 

If we're prepared to remodel the constitution of our country to the drastic extent of getting rid of 
the Queen, why don't we get rid of the States while we're at it? 
 
All of us have an interest in the question of a republic, but few of us have a vested interest.  When 
it comes to the preservation of the States, however, whole battalions  of politicians, public servants 
and lobby groups have the most obvious vested interests.  Even the public would be a problem. 
People in many parts of the country would not want to give up their State identities. But if that's 
the case - if West Australians and Queenslanders, for instance, are unable to perceive themselves 
simply as Australians - what reason is there to believe that merely getting rid of the Queen would 
deliver us a greater sense of national identity?  If national identity is the problem we think we're 
working on, surely continuing provincial attachments are a bigger part of the problem than our few 
remaining - and now wholely symbolic - links with Britain.  
 
If, at this early stage in my argument, you're already thinking that, no matter how persuasive the 
case, getting rid of the States is an impossible dream, I just remind you of this: only two or three 
years ago we regarded becoming a republic as equally unlikely. Now, (almost) everyone's saying 
it's inevitable. Our recent history is replete with examples of the hitherto unimaginable becoming 
reality.  If the problem is that the political will to abolish the States simply isn't there, we're left 
with an equally daunting problem: we also lack the political will to make the Federal system work 
satisfactorily. After almost 100 years of trying, things are getting worse rather than better.  
 
The problem is coming to a head. The more difficulty we have in managing the economy, the more 
the failure of our Federal system is being exposed.  Yesterday John Dawkins raised just one 
problem: the difficulty the Federal  Government has in managing the economy when the 
information the States provide about their own finances is often so misleading.  But it goes much 
deeper. Our Federal system gives the Federal Government ultimate responsibility for the 
management of the economy, but robs it of the power to do so satisfactorily.  The Federal 
Government has enough taxing and spending power to mess things up for the States, whereas the 
States have enough Constitutional power to mess things up for the Feds.  The States cling to their 
Constitutional responsibility for matters such as health, education and housing, but lack the money 
to discharge those responsibilities. The Commonwealth believes it should have that responsibility 
and tries to achieve it by wielding its cheque book.  One consequence is wasteful duplication. 
Another is that the Feds spend a lot of time devising ways to impose their policies on the States, 
while the States spend a lot of time finding ways around the Feds' strictures.  Perhaps the greatest 
form of tax avoidance in the country is the way the States are always exploiting little ways of 
ripping off the Commonwealth – jigging things around so that the bill goes to the Feds, not 
themselves.  But the worst consequence of Federal-State competition is that, because in practice 
responsibility is shared, no-one is ultimately accountable.  We see that every day when a problem 
arises, but the Federal and State ministers pass the buck back and forth until the electorate gives up 
in confusion.  Shared responsibility is a particular problem in health. Despite the doctors' chat 
about waiting lists, funding cuts, bulk billing, private hospitals  and all the rest, much of the 
problem in health boils down to the fact that our  hospitals are inefficient: we don't get enough 
service out for the dollars we pour in.  And the basic reason for this is that while the hospitals are 
run by the States, most of the money to pay for them comes from the Commonwealth. The States 
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lack the economic incentive to make hospitals efficient; the Feds lack the power.  
 
For a classic case of constitutional muddle, consider the bizarre saga of Jeff Kennett's industrial 
relations changes. He was counting on the election of a Hewson government that would make 
similar changes at the Federal level.  In fact, there are serious doubts about whether the 
Commonwealth has the constitutional power to do what Dr Hewson planned to do. But, in any 
event, the unwilling subjects of Mr Kennett's changes have been able to skip to safety in the 
Federal system.  There is a host of areas where national regulation is desirable, but the Federal 
Government lacks the power to impose it. In those areas it is forced to seek the States' agreement 
to uniform legislation.  But often the States fail to co-operate. There's always at least one State 
trying to work an angle.  Part of the fallout from the collapse of the asset price boom of the '80s 
can be blamed on the unsatisfactory division of powers between the Federal and State 
governments imposed by the Constitution.  The failure of the State banks of Victoria and South 
Australia occurred at least in part because of inadequate supervision of them by the Reserve Bank.  
But that's because the Constitution exempts State banks from Federal control. They submitted 
voluntarily, which meant the Reserve was diffident about  throwing its weight around and its 
advice could be - and was - ignored.  
 
The States have chronic financial problems because the limited range of taxes they are permitted to 
impose are so unstable. Much of their tax revenue comes from stamp duties on conveyances and 
share transfers. As the property and share markets boom and bust so do the States' revenues.  The 
Commonwealth could solve the States' revenue problem by giving them access to new and more 
stable taxes. But it won't, ostensibly because that would  undermine its ability to use the Federal 
Budget to manage the economy.  In any case, it's doubtful whether the States genuinely want such 
tax powers. They've come to like the position where they do most of the spending, but the Feds do 
most of the taxing. They've become past masters at passing the blame back to the Feds.  Federal-
State financial relations will become increasingly explosive in the'90s because of the way the 
economy is changing and being changed.  
 
For decades, a disproportionate share of the Commonwealth's general purpose grants have gone to 
the "less populous" States. In other words, Federal taxpayers in Victoria and NSW subsidise 
taxpayers elsewhere.  This is done in the name of allowing the smaller States to provide a standard 
of service comparable to that in the two largest States.  Historically, there was an unstated quid pro 
quo for this taxing arrangement. Victoria and NSW were the chief beneficiaries from the 
protection of manufacturing, which was a cost to most of the smaller States.  But now protection is 
rapidly being phased out, leaving the other side of the deal exposed. The painful adjustment to 
lower protection is adding to Victoria's other woes, but it has to keep up its maintenance payments, 
so to speak, to other supposedly more deserving States.  Among the beneficiaries of this intra-
national charity are Queensland and Western Australia, which are going from strength to strength 
thanks to their advantages in mining and tourism.  It's just not adding up any more and tensions 
over this laughably named system of "fiscal equalisation" will mount as Victoria and NSW 
struggle to stop being used as milch cows and the other States struggle to stay on the teat.  As any 
manufacturer will tell you, the Federal Government's phasing out of protection will do great 
damage to manufacturing unless it's accompanied by "micro-economic reform".  If our 
manufacturers must face the full blast of international competition, the "inputs" they buy from the 
rest of us must be produced efficiently and priced accordingly. That's what micro reform is meant 
to achieve.  But, as any manufacturer will tell you, micro reform is proceeding too slowly. What 
the manufacturers (and other advocates of micro reform) don't seem to have realised is why micro 
reform is proceeding so slowly.  The greatest reason is that most of the parts of the economy most 
in need of reform are under the control of the States: ports, railways, roads, electricity, gas, water 
and the professions.  All the Federal Government can do in these areas is try to whip the States  
along, urging them to co-operate in national solutions and to clean up their own acts.  But where a 
co-ordinated national response is called for the States are behaving, as usual, like Brown's cows. 
And where they have to act in their own bailiwicks they're doing so with varying degrees of 
enthusiasm.  Why are the States dragging their feet on micro reform? Because they're more 
susceptible to local vested interests and because they're not responsible for the successful 
functioning of the national economy. If too much of our manufacturing goes down the tube, no-
one will blame them. 
 
In theory, all these instances of malfunction in our Federal system are capable of rational solution, 
given the will on both sides. In practice, that will does not exist. After almost 100 years of 
Federalism, the stand-off is getting worse rather than better.  If we were smart, we'd seize the 
symbolic opportunity provided by the approach of 2001 and do more than change our symbols. 
We'd abandon Federalism as an experiment that failed. 
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The Age 
3 Apr 1993 

'I rest my case': 
Letter by 
Russell 

Bancroft, 
Oakleigh South

The Victorian coalition Government is the best argument yet for the abolition of the states. 

Financial 
Times 

5 Apr 1993 

'Tide Running 
Out for Royalty 

in Australia', 
by Kevin 
Brown 

Kevin Brown in Sydney sees a drift towards republicanism as old ties with Britain fade.  
...  [The] minimalist approach is favoured by the Australian Republican Movement, led by 
moderates such as Mr Thomas Keneally, the novelist, and Mr Malcolm Turnbull, a Liberal lawyer 
and merchant banker.  However, the more radical Australian Republican Party says the transition 
should be used as an opportunity to abolish the states. Mr Ian McPhee, a former federal Liberal 
minister, has argued a similar case. 

The Age 
14 Apr 1993 

'Abolition Of 
States Gains 

New Support', 
by Thomas 

Taylor 

The Local Government Association of New South Wales has used the republican debate to call for 
a review of government structures, including the recognition of local government in the 
Constitution and the possible abolition of state governments.  The association president, Mr Peter 
Wood, who is also president of the Australian Local Government Association, said yesterday, that 
he favored the abolition of the states.  The replacement of the states with a federal government and 
regional governments based around economic blocs enjoyed majority support in the association's 
executive, he said.  The NSW association has unanimously supported a motion identifying the 
debate on the republic and constitutional reform as "the time to give serious consideration to the 
structure of governance in Australia''.  Last night, the Municipal Association of Victoria and the 
Local Government Association of Queensland said they supported constitutional recognition.  The 
national executive of the association will discuss the issue of recognition next month.  The Prime 
Minister, Mr Keating, has written a letter to the association saying the constitutional recognition of 
local government needs to be dealt with, but warning that it required bipartisan support to succeed 
in a referendum. 
 
Mr Daryl Williams, QC, the shadow minister assisting the Opposition Leader, Dr Hewson, on 
constitutional reform, last night said the proposal would need a bipartisan approach if a 
referendum was to have any chance of succeeding, and he  believed the idea would enjoy only 
limited support.  
 
The president of the Local Government Association of Queensland, Mr Jim Pennell, said local 
government needed to be recognised in the Constitution because it was an elected sphere of 
government.  He said: "We believe the Commonwealth should have direct access to funding local 
government, and not have to go through the states.'' Mr Wood said the constitutional debate should 
include local government, at the very least recognising the third tier of government in the 
Constitution, if not considering the idea of abolishing states.  He claimed a two-tier form of 
government would be more efficient. He said councils had distributed last year's federal grant of 
$345million for capital works at a cost of 0.5 per cent. Distributing the grant would have cost the 
states about six per cent in administrative costs, he said. 
 
Mr Williams, who is also the shadow attorney-general, said: "I would regard it as unlikely that a 
proposal to abolish the states would get any great support in the states of South Australia, 
Tasmania, Western Australia, and Queensland, and would have absolutely no chance of being 
passed in a referendum unless there  was a bipartisan approach to it.'' Mr Williams, who holds the 
Western Australian seat of Tangney, said many people outside Victoria and NSW saw the 
Melbourne-Sydney axis as having an unequal amount of influence.  He also said he could not 
predict whether the Liberal Party could support the  plan when it was not a proposal from the 
Government.  Mr Williams said local government was already recognised in state legislation. "I'm 
not quite sure what it is that the Local Government Association regards local government as 
missing out on because it's not mentioned in the Constitution.'' 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

14 Apr 1993 

'Abolish Relics 
of State Govt – 
Councils', by 

Amanda 
Meade 

Local councils crashed headlong into the republican debate yesterday by calling for the abolition 
of State governments, which they described as"remnants of Australia's colonial past".  The 
president of the Local Government Association (LGA), Ald Peter Woods, said the its State 
executive had endorsed his recommendation that a public debate about the establishment of a 
republic should include local government.   The debate should be expanded to give "serious 
consideration to the structure of government in Australia", said Ald Woods, who also heads the 
Australian Local Government Association (ALGA).  He said the debate should centre on the 
restructuring of the three tiers of government and not just replacing the titular head of State.  
"NSW is the most overbearing, interfering and intrusive government. It's a disgrace," Ald Woods 
said yesterday.  "Even under Jo (Bjelke-Petersen) Queensland councils had a degree of autonomy, 
but NSW is the worst State in Australia. They have the greatest financial deficit and yet they want 
to take away councils' planning powers and play into the hands of their development mates."  Ald 
Woods said local government would promote regionalism and the abolition of the States would do 
away with "artificial State boundaries" forever.  It was also essential that local government be 
recognised as an autonomous  body in the Constitution and not just as an "appendage" to State 
governments, he said.  A spokeswoman for the Premier said the role of State governments was an 
issue which would be on the republican agenda: "But whether people find Ald Woods's views 
acceptable or not remains to be seen."  However, one State parliamentarian, the ALP Member for 
Bathurst, Mr Mick Clough, appears to support the demise of his own institution. Mr Clough was 
reported in the Lithgow Mercury as calling for the abolition of State Parliament.    "The enormous 
duplication of services, the six State and two Territory departments doing the same job a Federal 
department should do is surely an attack on commonsense," Mr Clough told the newspaper. He 
denied he was advocating a change in the structure of government simply because he was reaching 
the end of his time in Parliament.  But Ald Woods is confident the idea will catch and become as 
popular as the republic because people would realise that State governments were unnecessary.  
"The structure of government in this country is inadequate for the challenges of the 21st century," 
he said. "We cannot do without a strong national Government as a counterweight to the force of 
international conglomerates, and we cannot do without local government as the surest expression 
of local people's wishes." 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

5 May 1993 

'After the 
Monarchy, the 
States?', by Jim 

McClelland 

…  now that interest has been stirred up in our constitutional arrangements, why not take the 
debate a step further? Surely a target for constitutional reforms must be the continued existence of 
State governments.  The Victorian Premier, Jeff Kennett, has accused Keating of having a secret 
agenda, by which he obviously means the abolition of the States. That's no more than a scare story, 
but I wish Keating would take it seriously. When the  Republic Advisory Committee has 
discharged its task, I would like to see a body  established to explore a program for the abolition of 
State governments.  We are the most overgoverned country in the world. Two years ago I wrote: 
"The population ration in the main member States of the British Commonwealth has  been 
calculated (Ken Thomas, Regional Self Government, a Structure for a Modern  Australian 
Constitution, 1991) as follows: Australia (787 politicians)1 to 20,000; New Zealand (95) 1 to 
35,000; Canada (386) 1 to 66,000; United Kingdom (658) 1 to 145,000. Tasmania is a world 
leader with one full-time politician per  6,611 people. The ultimate in overgovernment was 
reached a few years ago with the setting up of a local "parliament" for the ACT, against the 
specific wishes of the natives.  I asked then why we heard almost nothing about the incubus of 
State governments from the vociferous advocates of "leaner" government. Discussing what were 
thought to be insurmountable obstacles to Federation during the 19th century, I wrote: "The faint 
hearts of that period have their counterparts today  who dismiss the possibility of eliminating State 
governments as a pipe dream. But we live in an era when ideas and institutions which were set in 
stone are being discarded daily."  The speed with which republicanism has captured support of the 
majority of  the population encourages me to believe that the continuing lives of State 
governments are nothing to bet on. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
6 May 1993 

States Could 
Keep Queen in 
Aust Republic, 
by Tim Dodd 

THE chairman of the Federal Government's republican advisory committee,  Mr Malcolm 
Turnbull, said yesterday it would be possible under an Australian republic for States to retain a 
governor appointed by the Queen.  ...  He said the question of the future of the States was outside 
the committee's terms of reference.  "It's very, very fashionable to say abolish the States. And I 
guess if you  abolish the States and abolish local governments, you'll certainly have less 
government in Australia," he said.  "But the suggestion seems to be that you'll abolish the States 
and replace  them with 50 or 60 regional governments. That may well increase the problem by 
tenfold rather than diminish it. I don't know."  He said the issue of the balance of power between 
the Federal Government and the States was a much more substantive matter to deal with than 
changing the  head of State.  "I don't want to underestimate the path that we're all embarking on, 
but that federal question - that debate - hasn't even started, and that's got to go a long way before 
you're likely to be able to reach any decisions," he said. 
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The Age 
10 May 1993 

'Trade Deficit 
Like The 

Titanic, Says 
Griffiths', by 
Martin Daly 

The Industry Minister, Mr Griffiths, yesterday described efforts to improve the nation's trading 
position as trying to turn around the Titanic.  Mr Griffiths was discussing efforts to boost 
manufactured exports so they would make up for a slump in commodity exports.  "These things 
are a bit like the Titanic. You can't turn that around,'' he said on Channel 9's 'Sunday' program.  
…  Mr Griffiths said, however, that Australia was improving its competitiveness in "quantum 
leaps'', particularly in comparison with the rest of the world.  He also said he believed there would 
be a debate on the abolition of the states within the next century.  Mr Griffiths also criticised state 
governments for not introducing micro-economic reforms in their own business enterprises. This 
had significantly  held back Australian manufacturing.  He described as an "embarrassing'' and 
"cold'' example the recent rejection  by the South Australian Government of legislation seeking to 
introduce uniformity of standards in one area. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

13 May 1993 

'Scrap the 
Whole Tired 

Colonial 
System': Letter 

by Richard 
Cobden of 

Double Bay 

The Herald (May 8), in an article about Australians for Constitutional Monarchy, named me as a 
member of the council of that organisation.  I am not. I was a foundation member of the council 
but I resigned on April  15, 1993. A year of articulating the arguments, both in public and in 
private, for the retention of the British monarch as Australia's head of State, only convinced me 
more and more of how weak those arguments are.  We are constantly reminded by apologists for 
the monarchists, and their fellow travellers, the preservers of the flag, of the power of symbols: the 
symbols of our past, the traditions we fought for in two world wars, the monarch  as a symbol of 
personal service, the symbolic recognition of Australia's independence which took place when the 
Queen's title was changed("by her own consent", as the monarchist literature condescendingly puts 
it)to "Queen of Australia".  Symbols indeed. What kind of symbol is a privileged, remote and 
insulated foreign woman, who despite the speed and ease of travel today, especially for someone 
who has an entire plane put at her disposal, and travels with a white kid lavatory seat for maximum 
comfort, has managed only a handful of visits over  40 years to a country she allegedly treasures? 
It is a symbol of indifference. What kind of symbol is a person who makes no attempt to change 
her job description, which places women last in the queue to take over, and bans Roman Catholics 
completely? It is a symbol of prejudice, discrimination and profound conservatism.  The fact is the 
time has come for an overhaul. The monarchists warn that the proposed minimal changes are the 
"thin end of the wedge" of a longer-term Keating plan to make more radical change, such as 
abolishing the States.    Unfortunately, I doubt that strongly. The political parties, and especially 
the Labor Party, derive great comfort from the existing system. Compare the secrecy and the 
hidden, factional deals of our parliamentary system with the openness of United States politics. 
Think of all those party hacks serving out pension-earning time in State parliaments. These will 
not be given up lightly.  It is from outside the parties and the parliaments that the call for change is 
coming. We should harness popular feeling and junk the whole, tired, colonial system - States, 
prime minister, monarch, the lot. This is the message that needs to go to the Turnbull committee - 
whether Mr Keating wants to hear it or not. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
13 May 1993 

'Minimal 
Approach to 

Republicanism'
, by Colin 
Howard 

Minimalism is an illusion. The monarchy itself is only the tip of the iceberg that shapes our system 
of government at all levels.  If we abolish that system we are going to have to think up another 
one. This is not done by rhetorical nonsense about political maturity.  Moreover, minimalism 
makes no allowance for the fact that once you let the  genie of constitutionalism out of the bottle, it 
is going to be hard to push it  back in again. That a move to republicanism is a major change is 
perceived as an opportunity to press for others: a bill of rights, or abolition of the States.  The 
present situation is all that can be expected from a cynical political excursion into shallow 
nationalism. 
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Sun Herald 
29 May 1993 

'Bordering on 
the absurd', by 

Lindsay Tanner, 
the federal 

Labor member 
for Melbourne 

A PERFECTLY legitimate childcare service in Fitzroy cannot get Commonwealth fee relief 
because it is attached to a kindergarten.  A low-security prisoner in northern Victoria is prohibited 
initially from attending his mother's funeral on the other side of the Murray River.  An article in 
The Australian is libellous in Sydney but not in Melbourne.  Two workers are sacked by an 
employer for misconduct but only one has access to an established unfair dismissal tribunal.  A 
national company employs specialist staff to deal with the six different workers' compensation 
schemes covering its employees.  January 26 falls on a Saturday and Australia Day is celebrated 
on different days in different parts of the country.  What do these occurrences have in common?  
The answer: These absurd situations all emerge from our antiquated three-tier system of 
government.  In this era of rapid internationalisation and micro-economic reform, our society is 
shackled by a structure of government which reflects the social and economic landscape of 1903, 
not 1993. 
 
Criminal law, environmental regulations, consumer law, food standards, trade and occupational 
qualifications and workers' compensation laws vary between states.  Major economic projects face 
a plethora of planning and regulatory structures which impose conflicting demands and cause 
inordinate delays.  States compete with each other to offer subsidised electricity to foreign 
investors – at the expense of their own citizens.  Regulation of major eco-systems like the Murray 
River is complicated by absurd state boundaries.  Vast amounts of political and bureaucratic effort 
is expended in attempts to achieve uniform legislation in areas of state responsibility. 
 
We live in a shrinking, changing world.  Economic and social interaction across our continent is 
infinitely greater in 1993 than it was in 1903.  An increasing proportion of federal MPs were born 
and raised, or have lived for extended periods, outside the state they represent.  Most major 
sporting competitions – football, rugby, basketball, soccer – are now thoroughly national in 
character.  The electronic media and modern telecommunications have expanded our horizons. 
 
Unfortunately, champions of small government and economic rationalism on the conservative side 
of politics have a major blind spot when it comes to state governments.  Although some like Ian 
McPhee and the Business Council of Australia support a two-tier system of government, the 
dominant Liberal-National view is that this would create "a gigantic bureaucratic monster that 
controls all aspects of our lives" (Liberal frontbencher, Chris Gallus, in 1990).  Hopefully the 
debate about the future shape of our society which the republican theme has triggered will 
transcend this sort of nonsense, and focus on real issues like the efficiency and accountability of 
government structures. 
 
Naturally there are parochial concerns in most parts of Australia which will hinder the growing 
momentum for abolition of state governments.  But when you look across the Australian continent 
from state to state, its most remarkable feature is the sheer uniformity of its people.  The critical 
differences in our society are within states, not between them.  The plight of a drought-stricken 
farmer is no different on either side of the Queensland-New South Wales border.  It is this very 
uniformity across our continent, and not the existence of state governments, which has protected 
the interests of the less populated regions. 
 
If our progress towards national maturity is to be genuine, it must encompass a thorough re-
examination of our system of government.  In an era of dramatic change, it would be extraordinary 
if Australia's greatest anachronism remains intact. 

The Age 
15 Jun 1993 

'Hewson 
Rekindles Row 
Over Republic', 
by Innes Willox 

The Federal Opposition Leader, Dr Hewson, yesterday described the Prime Minister, Mr Keating, 
as "potentially the most divisive leader in Australian history'', and attacked his plans for minimal 
constitutional changes for a republican Australia as a "myth and a deception''.  
...  The Labor Party's NSW conference unanimously supported a motion backing the establishment 
of a republic by 2001.  A motion calling for the abolition of state governments was rejected.  
 
Dr Hewson told the Liberal conference that his party believed the Constitution had served 
Australia well and there was no justification for rejecting the country's democratic foundations. He 
said the Liberals were not implacably opposed to change but would highlight the implications of 
proposed changes after a report in September by Mr Keating's Republic Advisory Committee.  "I 
am determined to protect the freedoms, independence and stability we enjoy and to put the onus 
firmly on the proponents of constitutional change that  they will not end up throwing the baby out 
with the bath-water,'' Dr Hewson said.  He said the Labor Party was pushing the republican cause 
for its own purposes, which he said included  centralising  power in Canberra, a cut in states' rights 
and perhaps even the abolition of the states and changes in the operation of the Senate. 

The Age 
16 Jun 1993 

'Altered States 
In A Time-

warp': Letter by 
Dianne Wilson, 

Clifton Hill 

Altered states in a time-warp The state government system suited colonial Australia, it is no longer 
relevant to modern Australia. We cannot afford to administer eight separate bureaucracies for 17 
million people. Valuable tax dollars could be more constructively spent. Abolish state 
governments (and state- federal wrangling) by 2001. 
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The Age 
6 Jul 1993 

'Division On 
Republic 

Shows In The 
ALP', by 
Margaret 

Easterbrook 

A convenor of the ALP's Left faction has highlighted divisions over the Keating Government's 
republic agenda, describing the debate as a "non-event'' compared with the recession and long-
term unemployment.  Mr Laurie Ferguson, a New South Wales federal MP, said yesterday that the 
party, even the factions, had no fixed position - a point highlighted by a call by Mr Lindsay 
Tanner, a Victorian Left MP, for Australia to shift to a republic with radical changes.  In a paper 
sent to all Left members, Mr Tanner has called for the abolition of the states and the Senate and 
the creation of a constitutional bill of rights, rejecting the minimalist approach of the Prime 
Minister, Mr Keating. 
...  Mr Ferguson denied there was a Left conspiracy to push the debate beyond the minimalist 
position.  ...  "I really just think the whole issue is of minimal importance compared to long-term 
unemployment in this country and the continuing state of the economy.  ...  "Who knows, the 
momentum in Australian society might be such that it does go beyond what Paul Keating is saying 
at the moment, but who can predict that?'' Mr Ferguson said. 

The Age 
7 Jul 1993 

'Kennett To 
Press For 

'retreat' ', by 
Lyn Dunlevy

The transfer of income taxing powers back to the states and the surrender of state industrial 
relations powers to the Federal Government could be discussed at a meeting of state and federal 
political leaders, the Premier, Mr Kennett, said yesterday.  Mr Kennett, speaking on ABC radio, 
said he would vigorously pursue a proposal he floated at Monday's Premiers' Conference for a 
five-day retreat of premiers, territory leaders, the Prime Minister, and their treasurers, to discuss 
national issues.  Mr Kennett said he did not accept that Mr Keating had put the kibosh on the 
retreat idea and he intended to take it further. He said political retreats were  an old and proven 
practice.  "In the lead-up to Federation in 1901, I understand that Parkes and Barton and Deakin all 
went away, I think it was on a houseboat or a river boat, to get away from the pressures of their 
normal environment and they actually drafted the Constitution,'' he said.  
 
Mr Kennett said the agenda for such a retreat should include the economy, industry and national 
savings policies and a review of the role of each level of  government.  A proposal by a Victorian 
federal Labor MP, Mr Lindsay Tanner, that state governments be abolished could be put on the 
agenda as could a proposition that the states raise their own income tax. Other matters that could 
be discussed included the states taking back from the Federal Government responsibility for 
education and housing and the transfer to the Federal Government of state industrial relations 
powers.  "I think at the end of four or five days you could come away without the pressure of the 
media or time frames. I think you could come away with an agenda  for this country, an economic 
and national agenda which would be of invaluable importance to the long-term development of our 
society.  He said this kind of outcome was impossible from the kind of meeting held on Monday. 
The first hour-and-a-half was open to the media and allowed television cameras and photographers 
to freely walk around. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
13 Jul 1993 

'Wanted: a 
Better Way to 
Govern', by 

Hugh Mackay

The large numbers of Australians declaring themselves to be in favour of Australia becoming a 
republic almost certainly have more in mind that the so-called minimalist position: they will be 
hoping for a genuine re-examination of a political system which has bred such widespread 
cynicism.  Even when people start announcing that they are in favour of abolishing the States, I 
doubt whether it is really that simple.  I suspect that what they are saying is that there must be a 
better way of making governments more responsible, more sensitive, and more accountable. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

14 Jul 1993 

Up the 
Republic: 

Council Coup 
Ends Royal 
Reign on 
Wall', by 
Amanda 
Meade 

A portrait of the Queen has been the prominent feature of every Australian local council chamber 
for as long the republican Mayor of Marrickville cares to remember.  ...  But Cr Cotter said the 
Local Government Act, introduced this month has clarified the situation, and the portrait had been 
relegated to the council's archives.  Marrickville took the big step after receiving a letter from Mr 
Keating's Republic Advisory Committee - one of 1,700 sent to councils around Australia -asking 
for submissions.  The president of the Local Government Association, Councillor Peter Woods, 
said he was preparing a detailed submission to the committee, and was in favour of abolishing 
State Governments too. 
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The Age 
17 Jul 1993 

'Whipping Up 
A State Of 
Discontent', 
by Geoffrey 

Blainey 

MOST Australians complain that we have too many parliaments and too many politicians. While the 
complainers have a case, they are primarily airing their discontent about the poor state of the nation and 
the expenses of governing it. Naturally, they turn their anger towards politicians, especially those 
federal ones who claimed all the credit for the good news of the 1980s and are now reluctant to accept 
adequate blame for the mistakes they made.  These critics are partly blaming the size of the bureaucracy 
as well as the number of politicians. In the past 20 years, the three spheres of government -local,  state 
and federal - have encroached on each other's territory, leading to an absurd overlap of bureaucracies 
and responsibilities. 
 
Gough Whitlam had come to power in 1972 with the hope of reducing the power of the six states by 
squeezing them with a strong Canberra on one side and a revitalised, federally funded local government 
on the other. The states, however, resisted his wish that they quietly die, and the lasting effect of his 
campaign was to give us three vigorous cooks instead of two.  
…  The new leader of the Democrats has called for the abolition of all states (thus abolishing her place 
as a senator!), adding that the state boundaries are the last vestiges of colonialism. She is mistaken. 
There are hundreds of vestiges of colonialism, and they include the English language in which she 
expressed her complaint.  "Colonialism'' is now a clumsy, ultra-fashionable form of shorthand for 
almost the whole of the past.  Abolishing the states is fine in theory. It might temporarily add to 
efficiency, but it will also decrease democracy, giving people less direct say in matters that arouse 
them. To abolish the states might also increase discontent, especially when central decisions override 
the different emotions and economic interests of the more remote of those states.  Canberra, Melbourne 
and Sydney have the most ardent advocates of a strong central government partly because those cities 
have the greatest political power  and are close to the centre. In Perth and Darwin, Hobart and Cairns, 
they see Canberra differently and will not give in easily to the powerful centralist ambition that Mr 
Keating expresses in his present Aboriginal, republican, and anti-state policies. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

27 Jul 1993 

'Hawke Call to 
Axe the 

States', by 
Geoff Kitney

The former Prime Minister, Mr Hawke, has called for the republic debate to be widened to include 
consideration of abolishing State governments.  Mr Hawke said we were paying "an immeasurably high 
price" for having too many governments and too many politicians and that the nation would be better 
off without State governments.  He said that if the republic debate did not address the fundamental issue 
of the need to reduce the over-government by removing the State tier, the debate "will have done the 
nation a disservice".  Mr Hawke's comments, to a forum on Australia's future, will reinforce the fears of 
some that the Keating Government has a hidden agenda of radical change.  Mr Keating has consistently 
denied he has a secret agenda and believes the  best chance of getting a national consensus on a republic 
is to keep the changes to a minimum.  He is unlikely to thank Mr Hawke for so strongly supporting the 
idea that much more radical change should be on the agenda.  
 
At last night's forum, organised in Brisbane by a former Hawke aide, Dr Craig Emerson, who now 
heads Queensland's Environment Department, Mr Hawke said the need for institutional reform was 
central to Australia's success in the Asia-Pacific region.  The nation's institutions were in poor shape to 
deliver the Australian vision, he said.  Mr Hawke said that 14 years ago he argued that the three-tier 
structure of  government meant the country was "constitutionally and institutionally immobilised".  The 
record of parliamentary reform and modernisation since then had been pitiful.    He had argued then that 
Australia was the most over-governed country in the world, but it had since gained two more houses of 
parliament and the number of politicians had risen from 747 to 840.  "I reassert now that Australia 
would be much better off without the level of State governments," he said. "All my experience as leader 
of this country for  nearly nine years reinforces, without qualification, my arguments in 1979."  Mr 
Hawke said that if the States were abolished, decision making and representation on local issues could 
be provided through local government.  He strongly believed that Australia should become a republic as 
a way of strengthening the nation's sense of identity.  "A Republic of Australia is also inevitable.  "But I 
do caution against worshipping at the republic altar as if the republic will deliver to Australians greater 
prosperity and a better lifestyle-it won't.  "If the republic debate spawns community and political 
discussion on the excessive governance of Australia it will have been worthwhile.  "But if the musing 
about the possible appointment of a titular head of state serves only to divert us from the more 
fundamental issue of Australia being encumbered with too many houses of Parliament, then the 
republic debate will have done the nation a disservice."  Mr Hawke said that he did not expect that the 
abolition of State governments would happen quickly and, in the meantime, the momentum of the New 
Federalism he initiated in 1990 had to be maintained.   

Reuters News 
27 Jul 1993 

'Australia's 
Hawke calls 
for abolition 

of states' 

CANBERRA, July 27 (Reuter) - Former prime minister Bob Hawke, describing Australia as the most 
over-governed country in the world, has called for the abolition of state governments as part of the push 
to become a republic.  "...the abolition of the states...would do infinitely more for the daily welfare of 
Australians than becoming a republic," Hawke said in Brisbane on Monday night.  He said the number 
of politicians in Australia's eight state and territorial parliaments had risen to 840 from 747 just 14 years 
ago when he first argued that Australia -- a country of 17 million -- had too many levels of government. 
...  "...If the musing about the possible appointment of a titular head of state serves only to divert us 
from the more fundamental issue of Australia being encumbered with too many houses of parliament, 
then the republican debate will have done the nation a disservice," Hawke said. 
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The Age 
28 Jul 1993 

'Country 
People Widely 
Agree - Scrap 
The States': 

Letter by Pat 
Power of 
Reservoir, 

Labor MLC 
for Jika Jika 

Province, and 
Shadow 

Minister for 
Regional 

Development

With the current discussion about the role of state governments, it would be tempting for 
commentators to be conned by Dr John Hewson and paint it as a debate between the conservative 
and non-conservative sides of politics.  After a tour of north-west Victoria last week, I can assure 
everybody that it  is not. To my surprise, I found that the notion of abolishing state governments  is 
enthusiastically supported by key players in National Party heartland.  The 1600-kilometre round 
trip included 25 meetings in Horsham, Ouyen, Mildura, Irymple, Merbein, Robinvale, Nyah West, 
Swan Hill and Kerang.  Apart from meeting with school communities, Save the Train committees, 
and community action groups, I met with representatives of business groups, farmer bodies, local 
government and many regional development corporations/boards.  It's not an exaggeration to state 
that in most meetings, the issue of state governments was raised - and not by me.  Particularly in 
the Sunraysia where there is a strong awareness of the natural regional focus of the districts' 
community, members and supporters of the National Party forcefully told me that they believe 
regional government would be far more relevant to them than the present system.  It was put to me 
by these groups, that daily life, business and government affairs would be simplified and made 
more efficient should there be a recognition that (for instance) north-west Victoria had more in 
common with southern New South Wales and part of South Australia than it did with East 
Gippsland or the Western Districts.  It was "interesting'' to be urged by farmers, business people 
and local government representatives to push for the replacement of state governments with  
regional government.  There was universal support for the Regional Taskforce announced last 
week by minister Alan Griffiths and whose brief it is to approach development from a regional 
perspective.  There is a lesson in this for the likes of Dr John Hewson: discussion about the 
republic is not a Labor Party plot designed to have as its "hidden agenda''  the abolition of the 
states.  This whole, broad debate is a bit more complicated than that.  If Dr Hewson visited north-
west Victoria, he would find that it's not the Labor Party that's calling for the abolition of state 
government.  The advocates of that are to be found among people who form the backbone of the 
Liberal and National parties' support base. 

The Age 
28 Jul 1993 

'Keating Rules 
Out Abolition 
of States', by 
Innes Willox, 

Tom 
Ormonde, and 
Andrew Darby

The Federal Government yesterday dismissed comments by the former Prime Minister, Mr 
Hawke, that the republican debate should be broadened to consider the possible abolition of state 
governments.  His comments were also roundly attacked yesterday by the Opposition, premiers  
and supporters of the constitutional monarchy.  A spokesman for the Prime Minister, Mr Keating, 
said the Government had no intention of including the abolition of the states as a brief for 
consideration by the Republic Advisory Committee.  He said Mr Keating was mostly concerned 
that the republican debate be centred  on how the Australian federation was to be governed if a 
republic was accepted.  He said Mr Keating recognised Mr Hawke's right to hold an opinion on the 
matter.  The Employment Minister, Mr Beazley, said the Government did not want to abolish the 
states and wanted Australians to debate the merits of republicanism.  "It's true the states are based 
on a series of divisions that had more meaning in the 19th Century than they have now, but having 
already established a  form of regional government via the states, I can't see it as an important 
issue,'' Mr Beazley said.  Mr Hawke said in a lecture on Monday night that if the republican debate 
did not tackle the issue of the need to reduce over-government by removing the state tier, the 
debate "will have done the nation a disservice''.  
...  The Queensland premier, Mr Goss, said that there was perhaps a case for more regional-based 
governments but "I can't see Queenslanders voting to abolish Queensland''.  The South Australian 
Premier, Mr Arnold, said he agreed that there was a need  for a proper assessment of how 
Australia was governed as part of the republican  debate but he feared the smaller centres would 
have little input if the states were abolished. 
...  Victoria's Labor leader, Mr Brumby, said he agreed with Mr Hawke that Australia was over-
governed, though he was not in favor of abolishing the states.  But, in keeping with long-standing 
Labor policy, Mr Brumby suggested upper houses of Australian parliaments should be abolished. 

The Age 
28 Jul 1993 

'A serious 
option': Letter 

by Allan 
Wendelken, 
Flemington 

Mr Hawke's call to abolish the states must be taken seriously. The federal election revealed the real 
weakness in the federation of states in that the majority of people didn't vote on the issues before 
them, but  their reactions to what was going on in their states. Far too often federal policies 
influence state elections and vice versa.  Until Australia abolishes the states it will remain in 
"fairyland''. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

28 Jul 1993 

Editorial: 
"Bob Hawke's 

Republic' 

THE PRIME Minister won't be thanking Mr Hawke for his call for the republic debate to be 
widened to include consideration of abolishing State governments.  
...  In his Boyer Lectures, Mr Hawke proposed an American-style Cabinet system(to ensure a more 
talented ministerial team), along with the abolition of the States. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

28 Jul 1993 

'Powerful New 
Parliament' 

Gets the Go-
Ahead', by 
Amanda 
Meade 

Local councils are planning to bypass the States completely by forming a new national parliament made up 
of local councillors.  The plan, just approved by an Australian Local Government Association(ALGA) 
working party, is to set up a "powerful new parliament", made up of councillors chosen from Federal 
electorates, by next year.  Following the call by the former Prime Minister, Mr Hawke, for the abolition of 
the States, Mr Peter Woods, president of both the Local Government Association of NSW (LGA) and the 
ALGA, told the Herald yesterday he was sure the  idea would be embraced around the nation.  Mr Woods 
is known for his determined promotion of regional representation at the expense of the States.  "We must 
bring councils to Canberra for an annual congress of local government which will form the foundations of 
a new partnership between the national and local spheres of government," Mr Woods said.  "I guarantee 
that the majority of Federal politicians would listen intently to the discussions and the resolutions of the 
General Assembly, and it would play a constructive role in changing the culture of all those involved in the 
development of the partnership between the Commonwealth and local government.    Three councillors 
will be drawn from each of the 148 Federal electorates to create 444 voting members. Issues such as roads 
and transport, planning, child care, housing, regional development, water, power and urban transport would 
be top of the agenda, Mr Woods said.  He said the grand vision was to decentralise government by giving 
local government a national focus.  "The working party has endorsed the proposal and has recommended 
that it be referred to the National Executive and State associations for consideration,"he said.  "But the 
feedback from individual councils has been overwhelmingly positive."  Mr Woods has also led the 
republican charge by councils by calling for a complete restructuring of Australian government.  In the 
LGA's submission to Mr Keating's Republic Advisory Committee, Mr Woods called not just for a republic 
but for a complete overhaul of the structure of government in Australia. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

28 Jul 1993 
p. 4 

'PM Flatly 
Rejects 

Abolition of 
States', by 

Geoff Kitney 
and Amanda 

Meade 

The Prime Minister has flatly rejected the suggestion of his predecessor, Mr Hawke, that the Government's 
republic plans should include a move to abolish the States.  A spokesman for Mr Keating said there was no 
question of the Government extending the terms of reference of its Republic Advisory Committee, which 
were restricted and explicit, to include consideration of the future of the States.  "Mr Hawke is entitled to 
his views. But it is fanciful for Dr Hewson or anyone else in the Liberal Party to imagine that Mr Hawke is 
privy to the Government's agenda on this or any other issue. He is now a private citizen and has no 
involvement in government decisions."  
...  Mr Hawke said he had been trying to put the issue on the national agenda since 1979 but had received a 
negative reaction from the ALP, as well as the Liberal and National parties.  "The political parties of this 
country, and there is nothing that divides them on this, the conservative parties and the Labor Party seem to 
see great attraction in having a large number of parliamentary benches on which to put their bottoms - the 
more the better," he said. 
...  both the NSW Premier, Mr Fahey, and the Queensland Premier, Mr Goss, acknowledged there was 
some validity to what Mr Hawke had to say.  Mr Fahey said there was a desperate need to ensure 
governments were not duplicating services.  "If we can achieve that, the people of Australia don't really 
care whether  the service is provided, they just don't like it being provided where there is duplication or 
triplication," he said.  Mr Goss, however, gave some support to the idea that the States in their existing 
form, at least, should be changed.  He said what was needed was "not to get rid of the States but to have 
about 20 more".  One alternative would be to have two levels of government, a national government and a 
number of State or regional governments.  "I think the different systems, the boundaries that were drawn so 
long ago  by English explorers just don't serve the country well," Mr Goss said. 

The Age 
30 Jul 1993 

'Should We 
Do Away 
With The 

States', by Des 
Moore, a 

senior fellow 
at the Institute 

of Public 
Affairs 

THE former Prime Minister Mr Bob Hawke's suggestion that changes to the Australian Constitution should 
include abolition of the states reflects a common community view that we have too many politicians and 
unnecessary duplication, and that, if we were starting again, we would not have state governments, but a 
Federal Government and a series of regional governments. Implicit in this view, though not always stated, 
is that local governments would also be subsumed into new regional governments, perhaps totalling 20.  
While such a development is unlikely, some facts may help us make judgments about the present situation.  
The figures in the accompanying chart suggest that, as the Commonwealth spends not much more than the 
states, but employs far fewer people, it may be more efficient. However, the lower Commonwealth 
employment mainly reflects its responsibilities for social security benefits, whose payment requires fewer 
staff than do labor-intensive services such as health, education and police, which state governments 
deliver. Local government, however, accounts for a relatively small proportion of total government 
spending (six per cent) and its share of total government employment (nine per cent) is quite a bit higher.  
There are marked differences  between the three levels of government in the proportions of total spending 
absorbed by general administration (which includes  the cost of politicians and parliaments as well as 
bureaucrats who are not providing specific services).  Only 4.7 per cent of state spending goes on general 
administration, but it makes up 8.4 per cent of Commonwealth spending and no less than 13.1 per cent of 
local government expenditure.  These figures are not conclusive, but they suggest that the economic case 
for trimming government by abolishing state governments is not strong.  They also suggest that, with 900 
councils throughout Australia which have relatively limited responsibilities, we are considerably over- 
governed at the local government level.  A recent Institute of Public Affairs analysis of local government 
in Victoria  shows that there is the potential to save ratepayers about $500-$600 million a year by halving 
the number of councils and introducing other reforms. Larger councils, of course, have the potential to 
provide stronger local government. 
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Sunday Age 
1 Aug 1993 

p. 19 

'The States - 
Do We Really 
Need Them?', 
by Peter Fray 

 
(with ALP 
member for 
Melbourne 

Lindsay 
Tanner as the 
main source 
for the case 
against the 

States, and the 
ANU's Dr 
Christine 

Fletcher as the 
main source 

for the case in 
favour of 

retaining the 
States) 

AS visionaries come and go, Fred Argy is a bit boring. He is not the type to paint grand landscapes 
of Aboriginal reconciliation, Australia's role in Asia, or of a nation without state governments.  
Fred Argy is an economist, not a politician.  But when he talks, politicians from the Prime 
Minister, Mr Paul Keating, down, tend to listen. Today, Australia's one-time ambassador to the 
OECD, and the former head of the Government's think tank, the Economic Planning and Advisory 
Council, will release his vision of Australia in 2000. 
 
It is an optimistic scenario: unemployment cut in half; average Australian living standards up by 
between 25 and 30 per cent; inflation steady at near current record low levels. Mr Argy's vision 
splendid, based on sweeping reform to virtually all areas of Government, would make Australia 
one of the most prosperous countries in the world. But there is a catch.  Underpinning the recipe is 
the need for an urgent rethink of federal and state relations aimed at reducing duplication, 
harmonising regulations, and setting national, not state-based, standards in most policy areas. 
Without the political will to attempt reform, Mr Argy's wealthy nation becomes a poor federation, 
republic or no republic.  Like most economists before him, Mr Argy balks at the costing of 
federalism. It is, he says, simply too unwieldy a beast to tame. "How can you cost the fragmented 
industrial relations policies we have, the different competition policies, how can you cost the 
conflicting regulations? "We are really talking about a huge cost. This is a very big economic 
issue,'' he says.  
 
But reform of the states is more than an economic issue. It goes to the heart of nationhood and is 
the big sleeper in the republican debate, awoken last week by the former Prime Minister, Mr Bob 
Hawke, suggesting the states could be abolished.  Although he had little success on the issue when 
in power, Mr Hawke has won broad support for pointing out what is obvious to any tourist 
confronted by several states and one Australian tourist bureau in central London, let alone a food 
company that has to meet different state and federal regulations before claiming a national market.  
The relationship between the states and the Federal Government is confusing, costly and 
cumbersome. It is also essential to how Australians view themselves - and how the world views 
Australia.  
 
...  Meeting in Melbourne in early June, the premiers and the Federal Government agreed to 
establish a working group to take "broad stock of the intergovernmental arrangements in 
functional areas involving shared responsibilities''.  In lay terms, it represented the smallest 
possible step towards reforming a system that one Labor backbencher claims costs taxpayers $10 
billion a year in administration.  Unlike the republican issue, the big bang for federation reform 
will not come from the Commonwealth. The deputy chair of the Constitutional Centenary 
Foundation, Professor Cheryl Saunders, who is also deputy dean of Melbourne University's law 
school, warns that the nation may miss a real opportunity.  "I think there is now a tremendous 
danger the minimalist republic issue will soak up every shred of energy and interest people have.  
"There's no doubt that the role of the states is a big issue over the next decade. Australia has been 
talking about abolishing the states for more than 60 years but no one has put up an alternative 
model. I think we should be having this debate, if only to finish it,'' says Professor Saunders. 
 
Politically, the debate may be over before it has begun. Just two days before  Mr Hawke offered 
his vision of an Australia without states, the federal Liberal leader, Dr John Hewson, warned the 
Western Australian Liberal conference that Labor's hidden republican agenda involved claiming 
more power for central government at the expense of the states.  "Apologising for our past and 
dismantling what is unique in our institutions is no foundation for building a secure, confident and 
united Australia,'' Dr Hewson said.  
 
...  Many corporate leaders see the next few years as the ideal time to get rid of many of the 
imposts associated with federalism and, while this debate may still happen outside republicanism, 
many agree with Professor Saunders that a divisive debate on Queen and country could make other 
constitutional issues tougher.  "There would be a lot of sympathy with the idea that this minimalist 
position is a massive opportunity lost,'' said the Business Council of Australia's executive director, 
Mr Paul Barratt.  Two years ago, the council's report into the role of Government in the 1990s 
concluded that Australia had "too many governments and there is a confusion of roles and 
responsibilities''. It acknowledged a strong case for replacing states with regional governments 
answerable to a central government.  Mr Barratt said that while some progress had been made in 
reducing state-federal overlap, business was still affected by a mass of often conflicting 
regulations and standards, inefficient financial arrangements and meddling by several levels of 
government in the same area.   "Often, you've just got two branches of people just looking at what 
each other is doing,'' he said. "That's happening all the time.  
 
Much of this duplication is caused by the specific purpose payments granted from the 
Commonwealth to the states.  More than 43 per cent of federal-state transfers, $11.2 billion in the 
1992-93  financial year, are in the form of tied grants - and unlike untied grants, known as general 
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purpose payments, the Commonwealth wants to know if its money is well spent.  The Federal 
Government has to employ people to do this and the states have to  have people to keep the 
Commonwealth happy. According to a 1990 estimate, more than $30 million a year is spent 
administering the federal end of this equation.  Mr Argy says this is just the tip of the iceberg.  The 
anomalies in the federal-state system are pervasive and far-reaching and cover many aspects of 
government, including health, community and welfare programs, education, Aboriginal affairs, 
road transport and the environment.  
 
A series of special premiers conferences and Ministerial Council meetings in recent years has had 
some success in agreeing on a national approach in areas such as credit reform and the electricity 
grid but for many law reformers, business people and politicians the pace of change has been far 
too slow.  Asked to nominate area of duplication with the Commonwealth in 1990, Victoria found 
10 areas of significant duplication, NSW 15, South Australia 11, Western Australia 19, and 
Tasmania 18. (Queensland did not respond.) Little has changed since that study, and the result is 
that many issues -  from how to control an interstate mice plague or regulate beauty therapists to 
swimming pool fencing to a coherent national schools curriculum - get caught on the spike of state 
rights. 
 
...  Faced with the realities of Australian history and the republican debate, many would-be 
reformers concede that abolishing the states is a long shot. "We are more concerned about making 
the existing system work,'' said Mr Barratt. "I  find it difficult to envisage the day when the 
majority of people in the majority of states vote to get rid of the states. But it's worth having the 
debate." 
 
It seems the debate is coming.  During the next session of Federal Parliament, due to start later this 
month, the head of the Labor caucus, Mr Jim Snow, a federal backbencher, plans to reintroduce a 
private member's bill calling for the abolition of the states.  Mr Snow, who claims the 
unproductive time spent considering state-federal relations could cost $10 billion a year, is 
working up an alternative model to states.  His plan: Expand local governments into regions based 
on a city; abolish the Senate; allow each regional government to send at least one representative to 
a new federal upper house and ensure that regional councillors hold regular meetings with local 
community groups.  He says the model is in its infancy but it could increase, not reduce, the level 
of democracy in Australia. At the same time it could cut the number of politicians and bureaucrats. 
"Even without that, the states could be made irrelevant by the Federal Government having a direct 
relationship with local government,'' he said. "Two tiers are more effective than three, and local 
government is essential. That leaves the states.  
 
... 
The case against the states 
 
Too many politicians: Including local government,  Australians have one state or federal politician 
per 1107 voters.  In the less-populated states, Western Australia, South Australia and Tasmania, 
the ratio is below 1:750. In Victoria it is 1:1125. Why do 18 million people need 15 houses of 
Parliament and more than 8000 local councillors?  
 
Too many bureaucrats: States overlap with federal and local government functions. Streamlined 
government is less costly and more effective.   
 
It is inefficient to have one level of government raise most of the revenue and another spend it.  
 
Give wrong signal overseas: Other countries are confused about what tier to deal with, and the 
existence of various state representatives overseas can conflict with national goals. States compete 
with each other internationally, when the national good is the only real issue.  
 
Local government would do better: Expanded local or regional government could  better represent 
the wishes of people and reflect the interests of a particular  group or area.  
 
Too many regulations: State regulations get in the way of developing national  standards. Why 
should states have different ideas on everything from education and traffic laws to food labelling 
and beauty therapists? Business is impeded by  federal/state duplication.  
 
Frustrate national goals: State rights spoil attempts to resolve clearly national issues, such as the 
High Court's Mabo decision. 
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Sunday Age 
1 Aug 1993 

'PM Calls For 
'new' 

Constitution', 
by Amanda 

Buckley 

THE Prime Minister, Mr Paul Keating, yesterday called for the Australian Constitution to be 
"remade'' to reflect the nation's values and aspirations, but vowed that an Australian republic 
would remain part of the Commonwealth.  But while abandoning his former commitment to 
"minimalist'' constitutional changes only, Mr Keating would not join his predecessor, Mr Bob 
Hawke, in a desire to abolish the states.  In a speech on the country's future, Mr Keating said the 
states were "an organic part'' of the nation and could not be easily abolished, even if a majority of 
Australians believed this was worth doing.  But he severely criticised the Australian Constitution - 
the document underpinning Australia's laws and institutions - labelling it "a routine piece of 19th 
Century British imperial legislation'' which was showing its age.  "A great many Australians don't 
even know it exists. Very, very few have ever read it, let alone understood it. 

Sun Herald 
1 Aug 1993 

'States to Stay: 
PM', by Peter 

Rees 

PRIME Minister Paul Keating last night rejected claims that he had a secret agenda to abolish the 
States as part of his push for a republic by the end of this century.  
...  Mr Keating also implicitly rejected remarks last week by former Prime Minister Bob Hawke 
calling for the abolition of the States as part of the move to a republic. Mr Hawke's comments left 
Mr Keating exposed and Dr Hewson immediately renewed his secret agenda claim.  
 
 Last night, senior Federal Liberal John Howard repudiated the Prime Minister's Corowa speech, 
saying: "When he talks about not having a hidden agenda, I don't believe him.  "I think Bob 
Hawke talks with the authentic voice of the Labor Party." 

Sunday 
Telegraph 

1 Aug 1993 
p. 15 

'Federal 
motion to 

abolish States',
by Brad 
Crouch 

Moves to abolish the states will be fuelled next month with an attempt to move a motion in Federal 
Parliament aimed at the demise of 13 houses of parliament and 631 politicians.  Labor MP Jim 
Snow's motion to abolish the states will provide a new focus for those seeking major constitutional 
reform as part of the republican debate, such as former prime minister Bob Hawke. 
...  Under Mr Snow's plan local governments would be expanded to deliver many services, such as 
pensions and unemployment payments, while the federal government would become the sole body 
for legislation.  The end of separate state laws and standards plus the bureaucracy to support them 
would save the nation more than $10 billion a year, according to Mr Snow. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

2 Aug 1993 

Geraldine 
Walsh, 

Letters Editor

Of late there has been a lively interest in the abolition of the States. The majority of writers seem 
to agree, for many and varied reasons, with  the proposition that the States should be done away 
with. "Bob Hawke revisits his 1979 Boyer Lectures and discovers the virtues of unitary 
government," wrote M. G. O'Brien, of Morwell, in Victoria. "He is of course perfectly correct 
now, as he was 14 years ago; no country can support a house for every million of its population. 
We are over-governed; we spread what little political talent we have  thinly over the State and 
Federal parliaments, and we pay very dearly for it."  
 
Mr Leonard Murray, of Mangrove Mountain, claims to have written on the subject a number of 
times but because he is "not a national entity to give sensationalism to a headline you have not 
printed any one of them. Perhaps if I had a name like 'Ornithorhynchus' from Goonellabah it might 
make a difference". Here are some of plain Mr Murray's views: "Mr R. J. Hawke has confirmed 
his position as a statesman in my thinking by his support for the abolition of the States. The 
republic hype should come second to the eradication of an extremely costly, divisive colonial 
system. We should forget about a republic until the new framework minus the States is in place. 
The reason being that the safeguards  against excesses of political power have been built into the 
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act, 1901 together with decisions of the courts system as 
well as conventions. We should not let this go without infinite care." 
 
Some letters call for a referendum on the matter. Chris Mangen of Budgewoi  has no doubt about 
the outcome: "the people voting politicians out of a job" -"the joy and satisfaction would be 
palpable". Ken O'Hara, from Drummoyne, is more pragmatic: "... as he (Hawke) knows only too 
well, 'politics is the art of the possible' and to eliminate State governments - although appearing 
quite meritorious - is really not just possible in real life in Australia today; so the only practical 
way ahead is to work at streamlining existing anomalies, and stupid duplications, etc." 

      
Sydney 

Morning 
Herald 

26 Aug 1993 

'At the 
Moment 

Politicians are 
on the Nose': 

Letter by 
Michael 

Sheriff of 
Narraweena 

I am amazed at Graham O'Neill's letter (August 25). Is he a politician too?  You would have 
thought that the excesses of the 1980s would have shown that, if nothing else, high salaries do not 
produce talented people, only greedy crooks.  I would hardly call our politicians' salary package 
"penny-pinching, mean-spirited"; their packages are among the highest in the world, and 
considering Australia's 17 million people, probably the highest per head of population.  I would 
suggest that the best place to start fixing the deficit would be if the Treasurer pruned the number of 
politicians and their perks. Why not abolish State governments?  To improve the calibre of 
politicians, how about on-the-job training in management sciences, etc, during their incredibly 
long paid holidays? 
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The Age 
14 Sep 1993 

'The Small 
Revolution 
We'll Never 

Have to Have', 
by Tony 

Abbott, the 
executive 
director of 

Australians for 
a 

Constitutional 
Monarchy 

In the absence of some great redefining event, a republic - like the abolition of the states - should 
remain interesting speculation but not practical politics. The challenge for constitutional lawyers 
no less than political leaders is to live with what we can't realistically change and to renovate old 
institutions to preserve their relevance. 
(an almost identical article by Tony Abbott appeared in The Age on 1 December 1994) 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

20 Oct 1993 

'Letting Go 
the Monarch's 

Apron 
Strings': Letter 
by Greg Moar 
of  Mortdale 

The republic should be accompanied by a new national anthem, a new flag and – shock, horror – 
yes, abolition of the States and territories. Local government can well and truly look after 
municipalities and the requirements of residents. 
...  I cannot wait for the year 2000. What a great period in history it will be for Australia. 

The Age 
30 Nov 1993 

 
 

'Dix Urges 
New Super-
councils', by 

Thomas 
Taylor 

The State Government should replace Victoria's 205 local councils with about 30 large regional 
governments, the head of the Geelong super council, Mr Bill Dix, said yesterday.  Mr Dix, whom 
the Government appointed as the chairman of commissioners when it merged seven councils into 
the City of Greater Geelong in May, said this would clear the way for abolishing state 
governments.  Australia had ''one too many'' tiers of government.  He conceded the extreme 
political difficulty of the change, but said regional  governments should still be created to reduce 
red tape and to save taxpayers' money.  
...  Mr Dix, who was speaking at a Business Council of Australia conference in Melbourne 
yesterday, dismissed the State Government's municipal reforms as slow and expensive. It should 
follow the lead of Tasmania, which used an act of Parliament this year to reduce the number of 
councils by almost half.  The chief executive officer of the city of Melbourne, Ms Elizabeth 
Proust, agreed that there were too many councils: more than 900 in Australia. But she told the 
conference that she expected cost pressures on local goverment would lead to further council 
amalgamations. ''What we currently have is a costly, inefficient and ineffective system, both in this 
state and across the country.''  
...  He said that, contrary to his earlier business life when he saw local government as a ''necessary 
evil'', he now believed it was the level of government at which a difference could be made. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

30 Mar 1994 

'Daylight 
Saving is Now 

a Parochial 
Issue': Letter 
by Ross A. E. 
Corrigan of 

Redfern 

Maybe I missed the class in Year 10 history on Federation but I thought Australia was one nation. 
If this is so, can someone please explain why State governments have the power to set time zones? 
Surely there can be no better argument for abolishing State governments than this sad farce about 
daylight saving. I pity the poor prime minister forced to make a declaration of war during 
summertime in Australia. Faced with a multitude of different time zones, how would our enemy 
know when to start the attack? Nevertheless, and in the true  spirit of State rivalry, we could take 
some comfort in the knowledge that Melbourne would be blasted off the map a full hour before 
Sydney. 
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The Age 
6 Apr 1994 

'Council 
Mergers - The 

Social And 
Democratic 

Costs': Letter 
by Oxley 

Shire 
Councillor 

David Caddy 
of Whorouly 

East 

The State Government has put local government mergers or boundary restructures on the agenda 
again. The rhetoric seems to be that mergers will create bigger councils creating large cost savings, 
this leading to more efficient operations delivering decreases in rates.  Very convenient and sounds 
plausible, yet is it? The phrase "cost saving'' seems merely to be a euphemism for staff 
redundancy, which, in turn, transfers more workers on to the dole queue or competing for jobs in 
our high unemployment "depressed'' economy. What is the ultimate economic benefit of cost 
savings that really mean the removal of more disposable  income from local economies? What, in 
rural Victoria, is the real social cost of this exercise? Where a merger might deliver a cost saving 
such as capital equipment being sold off and, hence, used more "efficiently'', what economic 
analysis can be produced by the Government to prove that this expediency is, in fact, going to 
benefit economic activity, especially in rural Victoria? If the Government is keen to impose 
mergers to deliver cost savings, and if, as it seems, the savings are largely through redundancies of 
existing usefully employed staff, to what extent is the Government willing to apply merger theory 
to its own operations? Surely, fewer politicians in fewer electorates will deliver efficiencies and 
cost savings? Imagine the efficiency of a "super'' electorate abolishing the seats of McNamara, 
Jasper, Plowman and Kilgour. How efficient would a "super'' MP have to be to represent all 
his/her constituents? Taken further, is it a real possibility that larger regional councils might one 
day argue for the abolition of state governments with their urban focus? To promote greater 
acceptance and support for the final decision, a consultative/participative style is preferred. Is a 
persuasive/authoritarian style of decision-making, now being used to force a "divide and conquer'' 
mentality on councils and ratepayers and also force a sense of the inevitable acceptance of change? 
As a consequence, will any amalgamation decision inevitably be a forced compromise, to be 
doomed to ongoing dissatisfaction? One would question the value that the State Government 
places on local democracy and representation as it intends, in the short term, to replace voluntary 
councillors with commissioners and, in the longer term, with fewer local government councillors.  
The Kennett Government ideology is clear, but is the case for amalgamations as clear? 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

16 Jul 1994 

'States May 
Go, Says 

Dawkins', by 
Geoff Kitney

In comments which will fuel claims the Keating Government has a secret republican agenda to get 
rid of the States, the former Treasurer, Mr John Dawkins, has urged business to push for the States 
to be abolished if they resist new Federal economic reforms.  Mr Dawkins said if the power and 
influence of the business community was mobilised, it would be sufficient to end the State system 
of government.  He said this could be necessary if the States stood in the way of the next major 
phase of economic reform - Federal plans to increase competition and efficiency in the State 
economies.  The Prime Minister is due to meet the Premiers next month to discuss these  plans, set 
out in the Hilmer report on national competition policy.  The Hilmer report recommends sweeping 
reforms to government business enterprises, such as the electricity authorities of the States, 
introduction of users' charges for facilities provided by government authorities, the deregulation of 
the taxi industries in capital cities and the outlawing of anti-competitive practices in the 
professions.  Although States have agreed in principle to adopt the Hilmer recommendations, 
strong resistance is likely to the implementation of specific proposals which involve the 
introduction of charges for services.  
 
Mr Dawkins said the cooperation of the States was crucial to the implementation of the Hilmer 
report, and putting Hilmer into practice was crucial to the creation of competitive markets in 
Australia.  "Should the States further delay in this area business should give serious consideration 
to the continuing value of the States as part of the apparatus of  the nation," he said.  "If business 
concluded that the States constituted an intolerable obstacle  to greater competition and efficiency 
their future would become extremely tenuous."  
 
Mr Dawkins was speaking at a function organised by one of the founders of the Business Council 
of Australia, Mr Geoff Allen, and specifically directed his  remarks at the BCA. The BCA is on 
record as favouring the removal of one of the three tiers of government. It proposed this in a paper 
on the role of governments in Australia.  Mr Dawkins heaped praise on the BCA for what he said 
was the fundamental role it played in promoting economic reform during the 1980s, and urged it to 
renew this role in the 1990s. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

3 Sep 1994 

'When State 
Rights is a 

Matter of Self-
Interest', by 

Jim 
McClelland 

AFTER a campaign lasting more than four months, the mouthing of a few million words and the 
promise of the State Government to spend millions of dollars on the electorate, a 10 per cent 
majority of the voters of that electorate have decided that unsatisfactory practices at its most 
important hospital outweigh in importance the dinkum Aussie appeal of a Premier who jumps for 
joy and hugs his nearest fellow-Aussie when the Olympic Games are awarded to  Sydney. Big 
deal.  Isn't there a Health Department in Canberra which could handle the problems not only of 
Westmead Hospital but of all the hospitals in Australia and eliminate the costly duplication of 
superintending the health services in this country? Doesn't the same go for education, transport, 
roads, industrial relations, the environment, sport, the arts, you name it? Can we afford both 
Federal and State parliaments?  It is not only State politicians who busy themselves with the 
preservation of their totally unjustified existence. Even those self-proclaimed advocates of  smaller 
government, the Federal Liberals, are outraged at the suggestion that a  Federal privacy act might 
trespass on the inalienable right of a neanderthal State government to peer through bedroom 
windows to find out if anything "against the order of nature" is going on. We know, of course, that 
the real reason why Alexander Downer is invoking the sacrosanctity of State rights is to placate 
the homophobic troglodytes on his own side of politics. No politician on  either side has been 
forthright enough to say: To hell with State rights.  
 
Similarly, it you glance through the volumes of the Commonwealth law reports you will find that 
millions of words (not to mention the millions of pounds and dollars paid to the lawyers) have 
been devoted to the preservation of  State rights against Commonwealth depredation in case after 
case decided by the  High Court since Federation. Don't blame the judges, who have been 
entrusted with the interpretation of the Constitution which demarcates the limits of Federal and 
State powers. But just reflect on the question whether what was inevitable when Federation of 
hitherto sovereign States occurred has any justification for perpetuation into the indefinite future.  
 
One of the more spurious arguments against Paul Keating's advocacy of a republic is that it is 
merely the thin end of the wedge and that his hidden agenda includes an even more sinister 
onslaught on the Constitution -the abolition of State governments. I suspect that there is nothing 
that Keating would like more than to see the States disappear, but to suggest that he has that 
among his political plans is to underrate his political caution. He accepts that State rights are a 
sacred cow, a direct attack on which would bring down on his head an avalanche of attack from a 
vast array of vested interest, including all the Labor members of State parliaments.  
…  As I have written in this column on an earlier occasion, we are the most over-governed people 
on the planet. The politician-to-population ratio in the main member States of the British 
Commonwealth has been calculated (Ken Thomas, Regional Self-Government, A Structure for a 
Modern Australian Constitution, 1991) as follows: Australia (787 politicians) 1 to 20,000; New 
Zealand (95) 1 to  35,000; Canada (386) 1 to 66,000; United Kingdom (650) 1 to 45,000. 
Tasmania is  a world leader with one full-time politician to each 6,611 people | The ultimate in 
overgovernment was reached a few years ago with the setting up of a local "parliament" for the 
ACT against the specific wishes of the natives.  
…  We may well ask whether State rights are so precious to the ordinary citizen as most politicians 
would have us believe.  One hundred years ago the vastness of our continent could be pleaded as a 
justification for the dispersal of political power, but that argument has been shattered by the 
revolution in communications technology. I'd say at least half our politicians are dispensable. 
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The Age 
20 Sep 1994 

'States' Days 
Numbered, 

Goss Predicts', 
from AAP 

The centralist policies of the Federal Government would lead to the de facto abolition of the states 
by the targeted republican year of 2001, the Queensland Premier, Mr Wayne Goss, said last night.   
He said the states needed to be reinvented because maintaining current federal policies would mean 
they would cease to exist.  The Premier told a forum called 20-20 Vision that the states would not 
accept  the reduction of their role to that of a mere branch manager, or a far-flung postbox for 
Commonwealth cheques wrapped in red tape.  "Not only would such an approach impede the 
progress of reform by generating  state resistance, it would also continue the present course of de 
facto abolition of the states,'' he said.  The Commonwealth must be prepared to play a leading role in 
designing and agreeing to arrangements that gave the states worthwhile reponsibilities.  Australia 
was seven years away from an important milestone in the development  of any new nation, with the 
talk of Australia becoming a republic.  Mr Goss said there was a real problem developing in the 
constitutional structure because the current course led to a continuing shift of power to Canberra and 
the de facto abolition of the states.  "Public debate talks of a new Australian nation by the year 2001 
- I suspect  the de facto abolition of the states will be complete by then,'' he said. "The  challenge for 
our nation is to stop tinkering at the edges and seize the initiative to reinvigorate the states.  "We 
need a reassessment of the states' place in the federation and a renewal  of the inter-governmental 
compact.''  Mr Goss, the longest-serving current state or federal leader in Australia, said that if the 
nation simply continued as it had the states would cease to exist to all intents and purposes.  He 
called for a restoration of a proper balance to the federation through a proper restructuring of the 
roles and responsibilities of all levels of government.  The current mish-mash of shared roles and 
responsibilities between the Commonwealth and the states was inefficient and lacking in 
accountability, and failed to meet the regional aspirations of the people, he said 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

25 Oct 1994 

'Stay in 
Touch', by 
David Dale 
and Michael 

Sharp 

WAYNE'S WAR OF THE STATES  
 
THE man we used to think was the most progressive of the State premiers, Wayne Goss of 
Queensland, has launched himself recently into a strange sort of campaign. He keeps speaking 
against the abolition of Australia's States. It's strange for two reasons: a) Nobody has been seriously 
proposing to abolish the States; and b) Getting rid of Australia's eight State and territorial 
governments (and, for that matter, our 830 local councils) looks like an extremely sensible idea.  
 
Even if you count only State and Federal politicians and leave out councillors, we are the most 
overgoverned nation on Earth, with one pollie per 20,000 citizens. Britain operates at the rate of 
45,000 citizens for every pollie (although that's not counting all the members of the Royal Family on 
the public payroll). The idea that our lives should be circumscribed by arbitrary boundaries drawn 
up by British bureaucrats more than a century ago seems pretty silly when you stand back far 
enough from it, but there are plenty of powerful people, particularly in the Liberal Party, who will 
fight to the death on behalf  of what they call "States' rights". It's hard to see what Wayne Goss is 
panicking about.  
 
In a speech to the Brisbane Club on Friday, Goss said one of the strongest arguments for the 
retention of Australia's States was "the diverse economic, social and political disparities which exist 
between them". He believes there are "benefits to be had from diversity - sometimes competition 
between the States is better than nationally consistent mediocrity". We presume he is talking about 
such phenomena as Adelaide people saying "dahnce" and "port" and"floater" while Brisbane people 
say "dence" and "suitcase" and "revolting Adelaide concoction of a pie in pea soup".  
 
Goss emphasised that he was not speaking out of self-interest. "I am concerned about the future 
place of the Northern Territory, South Australia, Western Australia within the federation ... I am 
sure the indifference shown towards remote and regional Australia by those in Canberra and 
increasingly Sydney and Melbourne is not through conscious malice - perhaps uninformed 
ignorance is the main explanation."  
 
But who is pushing the abolitionist line? In the early 1970s, Gough Whitlam flew some kites about 
the idea of amalgamating councils and dividing the  country into "regions". Then in 1989, the 
retiring Governor-General, Sir Ninian Stephen, said he did not think Australians were particularly 
committed to the present Federal system. He said many of us would find acceptable a system of 
government "characterised by a single, central government, combined with a local  government 
system with greater powers". He said this could be marketed on the basis of "fewer politicians and 
more grassroots democracy". There, the issue died.  
 
Well, since Premier Goss has put it back on the agenda, let's go for it. Compared with abolishing the 
States, introducing a republic would be a breeze. A  Stateless Australia could be the challenge we 
need to galvanise the nation for the year 2001. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

1 Dec 1994 

'Budget Poll is 
a Stunt', by 
Padraic P. 

McGuinness 

It is strange that the Labor Party, which is so passionately devoted to centralism and the abolition 
of State governments (except when it is in power in  a State), should find it hard to accept the idea 
of fiscal discipline imposed on the States by the Federal Government.  
…  IN PRINCIPLE, as long as we have State governments, and regardless of the vertical fiscal 
imbalance whereby the Commonwealth grabs the lion's share of revenue, it would be desirable for 
each State to be subject to the constitutional requirement of a balanced Budget. Whether such a 
thing would be desirable at the Federal level is another question - simple-minded Keynesianism is 
not of much use at the national level, either.  
(an almost identical article by Padraic P. McGuinness appeared in The Age on 1 December 1994) 

The Age 
2 Dec 1994 

'Stateless': 
Letter by Peter 

Allan of 
Blackburn 

Congratulations to the Federal Government for establishing the Greater Green Triangle region 
(The Age, 1/12). Perhaps, in the not too distant future, we may be able to rid ourselves of state 
government and have a more sensible and cost-effective two-tiered system of Commonwealth 
Government and regional governments. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

20 Mar 1995 

'Election 
Proves 

Superfluity Of 
The States', by 

Jim 
McClelland 

Take, for example, the question of public health. As Stephen Leeder, Professor of Public Health 
and Community Medicine of Sydney University and Westmead Hospital, wrote in this paper last 
Tuesday: "On the issue of how we pay for health care, there has been no mention of new 
approaches to the perennial tensions between Commonwealth and State that lead to cost-shifting 
and game-playing between those parties to the detriment of patient wellbeing." Instead, the 
argument is reduced to which marginal seat is more deserving of a new hospital and how best to 
reduce waiting time. Surely public health is a national, not a parochial question and, therefore, best 
administered by a national government! 
…  At the risk of sounding like a bit of a nagger, the lesson I draw from this election is the one I've 
harped on in the past: State governments are an absurd superfluity in a country of 17 million 
people. We have  to face another, Federal election within 12 months. Apart from the other reasons 
I have advanced in favour of the abolition of State governments, the more frequently people are 
compelled to vote, the lower their already abysmal view of politicians will become. We can't 
expect them all to be philosopher kings, but neither are they all Barry Morrises. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

23 Mar 1995 

'Pollie Waffle', 
by Malcolm 

Knox 

The Abolish State Government Party, with the campaign slogan "Shed a Tier", claims "there'll be 
many a tier shed in joy" if they can convince Australia to fuse local and State governments. The 
ASG's symbol is a map of NSW  with a no-smoking-style slash through it. The challenge is to get 
those thousands of informal voters who would like to get rid of State governments to get their 
pencils inside the box. 

      
Sydney 

Morning 
Herald 

24 Mar 1995 

'The Crowded 
Law And 

Order 
Bandwagon': 
Letter by Guy 

White of  
Leichhardt 

Three strikes and you're out! Could we apply the same standard of justice to those proposing this 
legislation? How about: "Three lies and you're out (of public life)." Sounds like a quick way to 
abolish State governments.  Now that is a good idea. 
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50 Something 
(the journal 
of National 

Seniors) 
April-May 

1995 
p. 37 

Compton's 
Column: 'Do we 

Really Need 
State 

Governments?', 
by Everald 
Compton 

The high cost of government concerns us all.  It is a sensitive area for seniors, particularly those on 
fixed incomes who face increasing taxes – direct and indirect.  It has been evident for some time that 
one significant way of reducing the cost of government would be to remove State Governments. 
 
State Governments aren't independent.  Their finances are heavily dependent on handouts from the 
Commonwealth and their areas of influence are being reduced every year as the Commonwealth 
regularly introduces uniform legislation controlling education, health, the environment, business and 
unions.  Even more significant is the Federal Parliament's use of its external powers to overrule State 
laws. 
 
People in Cairns and Mount Isa don't love Brisbane any more than Canberra.  The same applies to the 
attitude of people from the Kimberleys to Perth and Canberra or the thoughts of people in Bourke and 
Broken Hill.  Business leaders in our capital cities are much more concerned about what decisions are 
made in Canberra than they are about those made in Melbourne or Adelaide. 
 
Some national organisations like ours don't have State Branches – we are National and Regional with 
some of our regions crossing borders.  We really don't have anything to gain by negotiating with State 
Governments.  Those organisations that do have State Branches wish that they didn't because 
parochial attitudes simply hold back progress.  In addition, our members regularly complain to us that 
their State Government Seniors Card is worthless in other States.  They want to have a Federal Card.  
An even worse problem is the way that traffic laws change when you cross State borders. 
 
Of course, if we don't have States, more powers will have to be given to local governments and there 
will have to be more amalgamations to make them larger, more efficient and less costly.  But, that can 
be done and it will bring power over local issues much closer to the people. 
 
Quite apart from cost savings, the loss of the States will foster a much greater sense of nationalism.  
We will be proud to be Australians instead of identifying ourselves as Victorians or Tasmanians.  
Above all, it will enable us to concentrate our political talent in Canberra.  We need people like Jeff 
Kennett and Wayne Goss in Canberra.  The raising of the quality of the Parliament will increase 
community respect for the political process.  It will also stop the nonsense of pretending that Senators 
protect the interests of the States that elect them when we know that they vote on party lines.  Senator 
could be elected directly by regions and be accountable to these regions as well as acting as genuine 
watch dogs on the house of Representatives ands the Public Service. 
 
The removal of State Governments is a far more important issue for us all than establishing a republic 
which is merely a cosmetic change.  Once we are being governed in an efficient, low cost manner in a 
way which fosters genuine national pride, we can think about the republic issue in a far more rational 
and objective way. 
 
Too often, the community sees Seniors as being firmly entrenched in the past, obsessed with 
preserving archaic traditions.  We can show that we have our minds attuned to the future of creating 
an Australia which will be a greater nation in the 21st century than it was in the twentieth. 

The 
Australian 
7 Jul 1995 

'Lord mayor 
attacks Goss 

over red tape', 
by David Fagan 

A SENIOR Queensland Labor figure, Brisbane's Lord mayor Councillor Jim Soorley, has questioned 
the State Government's running of hospitals and schools in a criticism which mirrors Coalition claims 
that money is being wasted on bureaucracy.  The attack on the Goss Government was made by Mr 
Soorley at a private business function in Brisbane on Wednesday where he argued the case to abolish 
State governments and replace them with regional governments.  He told 400 people at a dinner 
organised by accountants Arthur Andersen and Co that the Government's regionalisation of health and 
education administration had failed because it imposed extra bureaucracy.  Mr Soorley, lord mayor 
since 1991, has clashed regularly with the Government, which will be embarrassed by his criticism 
just 10 days before a State election in which the Opposition has also attacked regionalisation.  
Queensland had developed a "crazy situation" in its administration of State services, he said.  "We 
took it (health) away from the local government and the regions, centralised it down there in George 
Street (Brisbane's government precinct) and then what do we do? It doesn't work so we set up regional 
health authorities," Mr Soorley said.  Mr Soorley said the State and Federal Governments were 
preaching micro-economic reform without considering reform of the whole system.  He said the 
system of State government did not work because there were too many politicians who comprised "a 
long tail of useless incompetents who contribute nothing to the system". 

The 
Australian 

11 July 1995 

'Forging the 
new federalism', 
by Wayne Goss, 

Premier of 
Queensland 

I BELIEVE it is time for a new national debate on the future of the Federation itself. A debate which 
addresses the macro-questions of whether the States should continue to exist. If so, what should they 
do? And what, in practical terms, must be done to bring about the change necessary to make the 
Federation functional?  Unless this debate is taken up, what we will witness within a generation is the 
de facto, if not de jure, abolition of the States - death by a thousand constitutional cuts. 
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The 
Australian 
26 Jul 1995 

'Cut States': 
Letter by 

Mark Dossetor 
of Garran, 

ACT 

YOUR Editorial (12/7) claimed that people would not tolerate the abolition of the States. Is this 
really true?  Why not look at the best result for all Australians with a truly national approach and 
expanded local involvement?  Isn't that better than the current situation where business or 
international sport pits one State against another for the best deal or where positive initiatives are 
vetoed because State and Federal political parties don't mix? For example, moving the motorcycle 
Grand Prix has cost New South Wales over $135 million.  Sure, it depends on the details, but 
fewer elections, decreased costs, the best deal for Australia as a whole who doesn't support that? 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
22 Sep 1995 

'Down With 
The (State) 

Government', 
by David Dale

THE case for the abolition of State governments is so obvious I'm amazed we are not already 
working towards it as the Great Australian Project for the year 2001. By then we'll have the 
republic in place and the Olympics will be a fading memory. We'll need something new to 
galvanise and unify the nation. Getting rid of boundaries drawn up by British bureaucrats in the 
19th century with no regard for geographical logic or regional identity would be the greatest  
contribution we could make to efficient growth through the 21st century.  Even if you count only 
State and Federal politicians and leave out the amateurs on Australia's 900 local councils, we are 
the most overgoverned nation on Earth. We have one pollie per 20,000 citizens. Britain operates 
comfortably at the rate of 45,000 citizens for every pollie (although that's not counting all the 
members of the Royal Family on the public payroll).  The reason Australia has 842 full-time 
pollies (with their accompanying bureaucrats) is that we have a national parliament and eight State 
or Territory parliaments, most of which have two chambers. And what a bunch of buffoons they 
are, with their State governors and their State crests and their faunal emblems (Victoria: the 
helmeted honeyeater; South Australia: the hairy-nosed wombat) and  their State slogans (South 
Australia: "Going All The Way"; Western Australia: "State of Excitement"). The most pathetic 
case is the Northern Territory (two faunal emblems: the red kangaroo and the wedge-tailed eagle), 
which demands statehood and builds itself a Taj Mahal of a parliament house when it has a 
population of 170,000 - smaller than most local councils.  Well the joke's over. It's time to grow 
up. The solution is to eliminate the State governments and amalgamate the 900 local councils into 
about 40 regional bodies, each responsible for between 100,000 and 500,000 people, with 
boundaries  created on the basis of real geographical or cultural association. The regional  
governments could collect the garbage, water the parks and hand out the liquor licences, while the 
central government could run the country. 
 
Will anybody shed a tear for the States when they're gone? Of course not, because they don't 
represent any community of interest. The people of far North Queensland feel just as separated 
from Brisbane as they do from Canberra. They'd  be better administered from Cairns. Broken Hill, 
NSW, is much closer to Adelaide than to Sydney, and in lifestyle has most in common with Alice 
Springs in the Northern Territory.  This idea has some heavyweight support. In 1989, the retiring 
Governor-General, Sir Ninian Stephen, said he did not think Australians were particularly 
committed to the present Federal system. He said many of us would find acceptable a system 
"characterised by a single, central government, combined with a local government system with 
greater powers". He said it could be marketed on the basis of "fewer politicians and more 
grassroots democracy". Now there's a man who would make an excellent president. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

10 Oct 1995 

'Things That 
Matter', 

by David Dale 
and Malcolm 

Knox 

THIS column thought of the heading "things that matter" long before Alexander Downer did, so 
we decided to stick with it even after he made it a laughing stock. In our 365 days of life, we have 
revealed the following  ...  Australia is the most overgoverned nation on earth, with one full-time 
politician per 20,000 citizens (and that's not counting local councils). The solution would be to 
abolish the States and amalgamate the councils into about 40 regional governments. 

The Age 
4 Jan 1996 

'Government 
By The 

Region': Letter 
by Bruce 
Hyett of 

Waurn Ponds

In Countdown to 2001, Sir Ninian Stephen (The Age, 2/1) says the scrapping of  state 
governments was not a "goer''. 
 
The cities of Tokyo, Cairo and Mexico City each have populations similar to the whole of 
Australia. 
 
Governments, local governments and industry are all pleading for efficiency and savings in the 
way we use our skills and resources.  It is hoped that we would be more efficient if we had a 
federal government and, say, 15-20 "regions'' of about one million people each that did what the 
state governments  do now, but made no laws, and simply administered as a group leader of local 
governments.  The savings should be noticeable and the public would have closer ties to their 
"regions'' than they presently have to their state governments. 

The Age 
18 Jan 1996 

'Let Councils 
Care', by Peg 
Jones of West 

St Kilda 

We should abolish state governments and rely on local councils for care of our people. We need a 
head of a republic to represent us at all political and diplomatic functions and to be installed in our 
beautiful Government House. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

4 Mar 1996 

'The Problems 
Of Polling - 

Too Long And 
Too Often' by 

Jim 
McClelland 

Part of the reason why politicians are on the nose is that we are called on to vote so often. With a 
Queensland election just over, a Tasmanian election running almost simultaneously with the 
Federal one and a Victorian one in the offing, it is to be expected that voters feel a bit put-upon. In 
fact, the predominant feeling I detected in the election just completed was "To hell with the lot of 
them".  I have long ago suggested this annoyance would be mitigated by the abolition of State 
governments. 

The 
Australian 

13 Jun 1996 

'End over-
government; 
abolish the 

States': Letter 
by Frank 
Rigby of 

Campbell, 
ACT 

I WAS disappointed by the editorial "NT push for statehood is premature" (The Australian, June 
6).  As the national newspaper you ought to be displaying the breadth of vision which would 
abolish the states entirely, rather than discussing the pros and cons of creating new ones.  
Australia, with a population of only about 18 million, does not need nine governments and nine 
bureaucracies.  By any standards we must be the most over-governed country on earth.  The States 
with their artificial boundaries are accidents of history, having arisen from the six British colonies.  
A century after Federation they are irrelevant and now should be consigned to the dustbin of 
history.  This is one country, one people with a common destiny. 
 
The ever-increasing calls for uniform legislation on so many issues should remind us of that fact.  I 
could visualise two tiers of government instead of the present three: an enlarged Australian House 
of Representatives, preferably with multi-member electorates, and high-quality local governments, 
encompassing regions of common interest. 
 
As for the unrepresentative Senate, that so-called "State House", I would abolish it forthwith, thus 
eliminating a whole host of problems with one blow.  Come on Australia, grow up!  With our 
modern communications the tyranny of distance no longer exists.  Let us show that, a century after 
Federation, we have matured.  There should be a ringing cry for Defederation in 2001, which is a 
substantive issue much more important than the mostly symbolic issue of the republic.  As a 
bonus, if we abolished the States and the Senate, we would save ourselves a mint of money. 

The 
Australian 

20 Jun 1996 

'Rival cities 
boring, says 

Carr' 

BRISBANE and Melbourne are the "boring parts of Australia", the Premier of NSW, Mr Carr, 
asserted yesterday, provoking responses of sarcasm and dismay from his targets.  The Lord Mayor 
of Brisbane, Mr Jim Soorley, said Mr Carr's comments showed the need to abolish State 
governments.  Mr Carr was launching a new marketing campaign designed to attract more visitors 
to the State from "boring" areas such as Melbourne and Brisbane.  He said the We'll do Wonders 
for You campaign would have interstate visitors "coming to NSW very, very quickly". "You have 
got to imagine how these ads would work for you if you lived in one of those boring parts of 
Australia like Melbourne or Brisbane," Mr Carr said.  A spokesman for the Premier of Victoria, 
Mr Kennett, said: "The poor old Premier of NSW doesn't so much have a chip on his shoulder as 
half a woodyard.  "We thank the NSW Premier for once again recognising Melbourne and Victoria 
and acknowledging that Sydney and NSW need to spend $9 million to prise people away from 
(here)."  Mr Soorley said: "We would be better served if we got rid of State premiers and we had a 
national government and regional governments to rid us of all this pettiness." 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

20 Nov 1996 

'Avoid At All 
Costs 

Draconian IR 
Laws': Letter 

by George 
D'Aran of 

Nelson Bay 

Regarding Jeff Kennett's decision to hand his State's industrial relations  powers to the Federal 
Government (he was heard on TV last night muttering about  one set of industrial laws for the 
whole country) and your editorial of approval today (Herald, November 14), of course he should 
hand them over and, of  course, there should be only one set of all laws for the whole country.  Not 
a week goes by without an example of this sort of situation occurring at practically every level of 
activity.  In other words, Victoria's action on this issue highlights the stupidity and extent of over-
government in this country of a mere 18 million people. Your editorial's own words, "the absurdity 
of Australia's seven separate industrial relations systems" applies equally to all our other systems. 
Whether on a short- or long-term basis, the ultimate objective must be the abolition of State 
governments (and the multiplicity of bureaucracies), and certainly not the creation of new ones.   
Only total reform of the Constitution under strong leadership and with bipartisan support can 
achieve such a goal. Meanwhile, the Federal Government must avoid the introduction of draconian 
laws. 

Canberra 
Times 

22 Nov 1996 

'A new state 
based on the 
ACT': Letter 
by George 

Tafe of 
Kambah 

WHAT a wonderful idea! Link the ACT with the surrounding 17 shires to improve the 
coordination of services and better market the marvellous variety of attractions and industries of 
the region for visitors and residents.  But why not go one step further? The argument to turn the 
ACT into a new state has been simmering for a while, and joining us with the Northern Territory 
has as many disadvantages as advantages. Why not form a new state with these areas? Seriously!  
Just think, a real state government with a genuine parliament instead of our present Mickey Mouse 
Club or (even better) the nation's hub if we ever manage to get rid of state governments to have 
just two tiers of bureaucracy instead of three. 
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Byron Echo 
5 Feb 1997 

'A fast 
learning curve 
– Ian Hosken 
talks to The 

Echo' 

To be perfectly honest I think that to have three tiers of government is an extravagance. With the 
coming of republicanism it would be much more appropriate to abolish state government and to 
have only the federal government and local government system, to have two tiers of government. 
The funding that would then be available, with the huge amount of money that is spent on state 
government and their different projects made available for local government, would make far more 
resources available for different projects on a local level. 

The 
Australian 

12 Feb 1997 

'Republican 
vision has 

been 
sacrificed', by 
John Bruni, 
School of 
Politics, 

University 
College, 

Australian 
Defence Force 

Academy, 
ACT 

LATELY the on-again, off-again republican push is back in the public's focus. It is a depressing 
state indeed when an issue that finally provides this country with an opportunity to recast the way 
we govern ourselves and view ourselves in the international community appears before us as a fait 
accompli.  We are, according to the official torch-bearers of the republican cause, destined to be a 
minimalist republic. No debate is warranted on this topic, constitutional convention or not. 
...  In an article by Patrick Walters (Suharto Reins in his Critics, World News, 8-9/2), it was said 
that in Javanese politics much is made of providing a symbolism of democracy without substance; 
that in the fullness of time democratic substance will somehow transfer itself on to the Indonesian 
political scene.  In Australia's case, minimalist republicans also share this view of symbolism 
magically transforming into something of deeper significance. This, without the need to develop 
any kind of commitment to a philosophy or ideology of republicanism that would give Australians 
some hope that we might rise out of mediocrity in world strategic and economic affairs.  Will a 
minimalist Australian republic usher in an age of more sensible, centralised government rather 
than continue the tradition of maintaining local, State and federal political structures? Will the 
cosmetic changes to the Australian Constitution proposed by the minimalists to free ourselves 
from the "onerous British" do anything to further secure Australian sovereignty against the more 
substantial dependence we have on the United States for our nation's physical protection and our 
Asian neighbours for our economic security?  
...  Are we so bereft of intellectual talent in this country that we simply can't conceive of an 
Australia that can do without its ramshackle federal government structure, perhaps replacing it 
with a unitary bicameral national parliament presided over by a popularly elected executive 
president?  To be sure, this would be a more radical alternative to the minimalist proposition, 
entailing a fair degree of risk and a lot of very hard work. But national greatness does not come to 
those without ambitious plans, bold innovation and a will to succeed.  As a nation are we so 
conservative that we can't even imagine something greater for ourselves other than resigning 
ourselves to fate as a small, relatively insignificant over-governed country, dependent for its 
survival on the good graces of its great and powerful friends?  Arguably, structural change through 
alternative constitutional arrangements coupled with a confidence in this country's ability to 
clearly articulate and defend its own interests would go some way toward ameliorating this lack-
lustre situation.  A minimalist republican position would promise more of the same, dooming this 
country to another period of prolonged geo-political insignificance. Cleverly, but to the detriment 
of Australia, such broader issues have been decoupled from the republican debate, which is now 
merely a contest between monarchists and minimalists; a choice between defending the status quo 
and reinforcing it. 
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The 
Australian 
3 Mar 1997 

'Renew, 
rebuild - or 

maybe perish', 
by Alan Wood

WILL John Howard celebrate the centenary of Australia's Federation on January 1 2001 as Prime 
Minister?  As much as anything the answer to that question will depend on his ability to renew and 
rebuild the Federation itself before then.  Should he fail he faces the politically debilitating 
prospect of prolonged internecine warfare with the State premiers, notwithstanding the fact that all 
but one are from Howard's side of politics.  Other Liberal prime ministers have found such conflict 
politically fatal: John Gorton being the obvious post-war example. It was also, arguably, an 
element in the Keating government's defeat.  Each of the big economic and social issues facing 
John Howard - unemployment, growth, budget repair and national savings, tax reform, the 
waterfront and other micro-economic reform, native title, health, education, an ageing population, 
to name some of the main ones demand joint Commonwealth-State solutions. At the heart of the 
problem is so-called vertical fiscal imbalance - the fact that the Commonwealth raises the lion's 
share of revenue in Australia, but the States are responsible for most of the spending.  The degree 
of imbalance is far worse than in any comparable Federation and has been a constant source of 
friction between the Commonwealth and the States. This has become more marked since the 
1980s, when the Federal Government began a strong financial squeeze on the States.  An 
indication of Howard's problem was provided yesterday by Queensland Premier Rob Borbidge 
when he was asked on Channel 9's Sunday program about Howard's warning to the States about 
getting hooked on gambling tax revenue.  Borbidge knows a free kick when he gets one, and he 
was quick to reply that State governments had been forced into gambling taxes by the failure of 
successive federal governments to overhaul Commonwealth-State financial relations.  
...  While Howard's inclination is to move cautiously, and he is widely regarded by the premiers as 
a centralist, his hand may be forced by the forthcoming High Court Walter Hammond case.  The 
details are unimportant. What matters is that the power of the States to levy business franchise fees 
on tobacco, liquor and petroleum products is under challenge again and while they are not going to 
concede it publicly, privately the States fear that this time they will lose.  If they do, then 
according to figures in the latest report from the Commonwealth Grants Commission, around $5 
billion of State revenue will be lost.  The High Court has been a nemesis of the States almost since 
Federation, progressively extending central power through its rulings, including some that prevent 
the States imposing sales taxes on constitutional grounds.   The business franchise fees are a 
device the court has so far allowed.  This has enabled the States to raise de facto sales taxes, but 
the decisions have always looked vulnerable, being based on some rather ornate legal reasoning.  
As Borbidge said yesterday, if the case goes against the States the push will be on in earnest to 
reform financial relations, with Borbidge claiming that without reform the States would not be 
"viable options" within the Federation within a decade.  He is not the first to sound such a 
warning. His predecessor, Wayne Goss, did so in a thoughtful and sophisticated analysis of 
federalism in July 1995.  Goss called for a national debate on the future of the Federation and the 
changes needed to make it functional again, warning that without change Australia would see the 
de facto, if not de jure, abolition of the States within a generation. 

The 
Australian 

17 Mar 1997 

'Abolish State 
governments': 
Letter by Brett 

Molony 

IN the past months, various government and community groups have called for Australia-wide 
standards for a number of critical issues. These have included gun laws, teacher registration, 
driving licences and literacy standards in primary schools. Last week, the Liberal Government's 
work-for-the-dole scheme was put forward, with at least one State premier writing to the Prime 
Minister to ask permission to run a similar scheme within a State system. 
 
It seems that many, if not most, forms of legislation would be better regulated by a single federal 
scheme, not by the individual States, resulting in uniform standards of laws, education and medical 
practices across Australia.  This raises the question: why do we need separate State governments at 
all? Surely the Federal Government could legislate a national scheme that could be administered 
by expanded local governments and councils. This would bypass much of the red-tape, reduce the 
time between legislation and implementation and remove the need for State governments 
altogether. 
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The 
Australian 

31 Mar 1997 

'Why we must 
fix the 

Federation', by 
Rodney Hall 

UNDERLYING the arguments against a future republic of Australia is the cliche that the present 
system works well, so why fix it? But does it work well? Is it even stable? 
...  We are saddled with a system of State and federal governments left over from the days when the 
States were separate colonies. A glance at the Australasian Federal Convention of 1897-98 will show 
that the meeting approved the framing of a Constitution applying to "each colony in the Federation". 
Note: colony.  As a result of this colonial thinking we have 15 Houses of Parliament to serve the 
needs of 18 million people. It beggars belief. If the British did the same they would have about 50 
Houses of Parliament instead of two.  The legacy of waste is incredible. There is duplication of 
support services for running all these Parliaments, a massive overload of bureaucrats, and a tangle of 
conflicting laws and regulations, road rules, railway gauges, titles to land and opportunities for 
euthanasia. Add to this the utterly needless expense to the public of supporting State governors and 
their households (who for the past 60 years, by the way, have been appointees of the British 
government, not the crown).   
 
LITTLE enough seems to be said about what might happen to them under the half-baked schemes 
aired so far by the republican movement.  And the waste does not stop there. Australia's reputation 
among our trading partners suffers because we present them with a laughable spectacle by competing 
against ourselves. State representatives are in rivalry for foreign capital, undercutting each other to 
attract investment or sales - and to hell with the national interest.  Is this any way to do business? One 
can only imagine what hardheaded negotiators, let's say the French or Koreans, think when planning 
to invest in industry, only to find themselves offered the opportunity of playing Tasmanians off 
against Queenslanders or Victorians against South Australians, in a bidding game for supplies of 
cheap electricity or coal or whatever. We might as well just put our head on a plate.  This is no joke. 
State premiers and State negotiators are out there in the international marketplace. The present 
system guarantees them that right. But there can be no doubt they are actually undermining each 
other. Australians undercutting Australians. This is the inheritance of the "Federation of colonies". 
Can this be the system which works so well it doesn't need fixing? Tell us another. 
 
One of the mysteries is why the republican movement hasn't used its access to the media to 
investigate these issues or have them debated. There's not much use doing so when it is too late: after 
the constitutional convention.  The public debate should begin with an admission that Federation 
itself was a botched job. The future republic is not just a matter of being rid of the royals. An 
independent Australia ought to be founded on the best model available. Why make do with patching 
up the leaky vessel we have inherited?  A hundred years ago the decision to go with Federation was 
by no means unanimous. It was fiercely contested and numerous options were aired. By contrast, the 
debate today has taken several large steps backwards. We treat Federation as if it was handed down 
from Mount Sinai on stone tablets. But in fact this is the ideal time to admit that our founding fathers 
got a whole lot wrong.  Australia was never in the American situation with a multiplicity of ex-
colonies, many of them with different cultural foundations (French, Spanish, English), with different 
languages and with strict boundaries drawn between radical Protestant and conservative Catholic. 
That's not our inheritance at all.  
...  The challenge for the republican movement is to arouse the political imagination of the people. 
Without that we will get nowhere. Whatever else happens, let's agree that two Houses of Parliament 
and one head of State are quite enough. 

 
Canberra 

Times 
14 Apr 1997 

 
Letter, by 

Mark 
Drummond of 

Hasitngs, 
Victoria 

 

YOUR April 5 edition contained a letter from Phillip Bailey which discussed the problem of vertical 
fiscal imbalance.  While problematic in an academic sense, such imbalance is nevertheless nowhere 
near as problematic as the chronic funding shortages presently experienced in education, health and 
human services etc.  Those who complain loudest about vertical fiscal imbalance are generally states' 
rights zealots too affluent to appreciate just how crippled Australia is by its extent of 
overgovernment.  The states duplicate the work of one another and of the federal government to an 
enormously expensive extent and, as a result, insufficient funding trickles down to the "coal-faces" of 
government service provision - the schools, hospitals etc.  
 
In 1995, whilst trying to help Jim Snow (the Federal Member for Eden Monaro), I estimated that we 
could save $15 billion per annum if we abolished the states and implemented a two-tier system of 
government like in Britain and New Zealand, with just national and local governments, without states 
in between.  If we choose to keep the states then the funding of education, health etc will likely spiral 
ever downward.  Surely it is clear that scarce dollars are better spent in schools and hospitals than in 
multiply duplicated bureaucracies.  We must abolish the states as soon as possible. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
23 May 1997 

'Call It A 
VAT, Not 

GST': Letter 
by Robert 
Stone of 

Carlton North, 
Vic. 

Your Economics Editor, Alan Mitchell, most politicians and your other correspondents have lost the 
plot when talking about taxation reform.  First, taxation reform in Australia is impossible without 
constitutional reform. The taxing powers of the States and Territories distort the picture. Abolishing 
the States and Territories and having only two levels of government is essential if any light is to be 
brought to this debate.  ...  The 100th anniversary of Federation is fast approaching. What a golden 
opportunity to bring in really meaningful reforms instead of the claptrap we've been dished up with 
in the last two Howard/Costello Budgets. 
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The 
Australian 

7 Aug 1997 

 
'Mayor urges 

review of  
3-tier 

government', 
by Michael 

Gordon 

THE High Court decision to strike down $5 billion in State taxes had demonstrated the urgent 
need to review Australia's three-tier system of government and abolish the States, high-profile 
Brisbane lord mayor Jim Soorley said yesterday.  Mr Soorley said the States were inefficient and 
were not delivering good outcomes; too big to be good managers and too provincial to develop 
good policy.  "They are not customer-orientated. They are just gobbling up the resources of the 
nation," he told The Australian.  Mr Soorley said the High Court decision should be a trigger for a 
review that went well beyond the question of federal-State financial relations.  Mr Soorley, who 
oversees Australia's largest municipality with 800,000 residents and a $1 billion budget, said he set 
some funds aside to encourage debate on the need for a People's Convention to make 
recommendations.  He said autonomy and adequate funding for regions would make Australia far 
better-equipped to face the challenges of the next century.  His sentiments were supported by 
Australian Democrats leader Cheryl Kernot and Flinders University's Dean Jaensch, who said 
State boundaries, created in arbitrary fashion 150 years ago, now had little connection with the 
nation's population spread or economic and cultural regionalism.  Dr Jaensch, a reader in politics, 
said Australia should keep its federal system but reduce it to two government levels - scrapping 
States and elevating a revised local government model.  Senator Kernot said the court's decision 
posed obvious questions: "What is the purpose of the States? Why do we need them?" 

      
The Age 

8 Aug 1997 

      
'PM Should 

Seize The Tax 
Initiative And 

Quell The 
Critics', by 
Niki Savva 

THE High Court's decision invalidating state taxes on cigarettes, alcohol and petrol has presented 
the Howard Government with two outstanding opportunities. One is to introduce a goods and 
services tax; the other is to abolish the states.  If it was a gutsy Government, it would do both. It 
could be forgiven for not moving to eliminate state governments, even though the states' reasons 
for existence disappear with each passing day.  Asset sales, cuts in services and now the High 
Court's stripping of their tax powers has left state governments little to do except act as 
administrative middle managers. They are ever more dependent on the Commonwealth for their 
finances, with increasing directions on where and how they should spend the money.  
 
According to Dr Dean Jaensch, reader in politics at Adelaide's Flinders University, the High Court 
has demonstrated that the time has come to abolish the states. He says state boundaries, created 
arbitrarily about 150 years ago, have little connection with population spreads or economic and 
cultural regionalism.  His other argument, that Australia is overgoverned, would resonate with 
voters. Britain has a population of 70 million, and gets by with 650 politicians. Australia, which 
has a population of 18 million, has more than 850 elected politicians.  A strong centralist like 
Gough Whitlam would have relished the fight with the  states and seized the moment. A Liberal 
Prime Minister, especially one as cautious as Mr Howard, who has an abiding commitment to the 
Constitution, would relegate it to Fantasyland. 

Herald Sun 
8 Aug 1997 

 'Abolish state 
governments': 

Letter by 
"2001" of 

South Clayton

THE latest ruling on state-collected taxes has again raised the question of why Australia needs all 
these governments.  Surely the best thing to celebrate our first 100 years in 2001 would be to 
eliminate the state governments.  Now that we have large councils, in the interest of efficiency, the 
very same argument should be applied.  The saving in salaries and allowances which are paid out 
to state members could go a long way to fixing the so-called crisis in the health services.  We 
should also put the members of the Commonwealth Government on to work contracts worked out 
by their employers, a committee from their electorate. 

The 
Australian 

8 Aug 1997 

'Tax ruling 
another reason 

to abolish 
State 

government': 
Letter by Dr 
D.B.Jones of 

Pymble, NSW

THE decision of the High Court that it is unconstitutional for State governments to levy taxes on 
various goods and services (GST Boost: States Lose $5bn in Tax, 6/8) reinforces the generally 
held view that State governments are irrelevant and unnecessary to modern Australia.  The 
duplication of bureaucracy in essential services, including health, higher education and law 
enforcement, leading to gross inefficiencies, suggests that as we approach a century of Federation 
it is time to disband this tier of government in favour of federal and local levels only.  I wonder if 
there is a handful of State parliamentarians out there who have the testicular fortitude to initiate a 
private members' Bill in each State government pledging widespread redundancy for the lot of 
them? 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

16 Aug 1997 

'Sundry 
Thoughts On 

Taxation 
Reform': 
Letters 

The much needed tax reform will not, by itself, reduce the $152 billion tax burden carried by the 
Australian taxpayers. The new tax system will only redistribute this burden.  To be truly effective, 
any tax reform ought to be complemented by a major overhaul of our administrative system. With 
our aging population and the resultant erosion of our tax base, we can no longer afford three levels 
of government.  Downsizing and economies of scale, the principles vital in the survival of our 
private sector, should be embraced by our politicians. Abolishing the State and Territory 
governments and making the local governments more accountable for their finances would almost 
certainly reduce our overall tax burden, enhance our  incentive to work, save and invest.  
Mustafa Erem, Gosford 
… 
If we had a SGD (smaller government departments), a FMP (fewer members of Parliament) 
together with a LLP (less lurks and perks), and finally an ASG (abolish State Governments), there 
would be no need for a GST. 
Vincent Scoppa, Gladesville 
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The 
Australian 

26 Aug 1997 

'Time to bury 
tax system's 

bloated 
corpse', by 
Alan Wood 

IN September 1994, Goss delivered a powerful speech on reinventing the States, in which he 
warned that "there is a real problem developing in the constitutional structure of this country, and 
it is that at present we are on a course where the continuing shift of power to Canberra is leading to 
the de facto abolition of the States". The recent High Court decision that abolished $5 billion of 
State franchise fees has taken this process to the brink. If the loss of income tax is combined with 
loss of access to a broadbased indirect tax, the States effectively become constitutional ciphers. 

Sunday 
Herald Sun 
5 Oct 1997 

'TNT Boss a 
Man with a 
Vision', by 

Peter Costigan

Ken Thomas revolutionised the post-war road transport system in Australia and spent the past 20 
years planning a revolution which would have disposed of the states. PETER COSTIGAN reports 
 
ONE of the best known transport industry Australians died two weeks ago. He was a man who 
transformed post-war transport across the nation.  But, had those in power listened, he could have 
been instrumental in transforming our political and economic map as well.  Ken Thomas, 84, was 
the T behind the giant transport company, TNT, which he created in the 1960s and ran as Thomas 
Nationwide Transport. 
...  Mr Thomas' name is known to millions of Australians simply because of the impact of his giant 
transport company and its involvement in the daily movement of so much freight and so many 
people (for a long time it was half-owner of Ansett Airlines).  But it was the project to which he 
devoted much his last 20 years that would have made an even greater impact on the nation that 
gave him so much success. It still could if those entrenched in power gave it the attention it is due.  
Mr Thomas drew up a new map of Australia designed to reduce the complexities of the levels of 
government. He spent large sums of his money employing universities and researchers to help.   
His plan better reflects the needs of the different regions in a diverse nation and, at the same time, 
consolidates and emphasises the sense of Australian nationality.  Simply, he proposed abolishing 
the states, territories and local governments. They would be replaced with 37 regional political 
entities that would supervise a modernised system of local governments and effectively take over 
the powers of states plus many of the "natural" state areas of government which are duplicated in 
Canberra.  
 
UNDER the Thomas plan, which he called FORM (Federation of Regions' Movement), each of the 
37 regional governments would appoint two members to represent it in the 74-member national 
parliament. In deference to the Roman rather than the Australian or American traditions, it would 
be called the Senate.  Each regional government would have eight elected members, meaning 
Australia would have fewer than 400 politicians overall.  There are plenty of details of the Thomas 
plan which could be argued.  Especially the idea of an appointed national parliament.  But it is 
interesting to note that after he proposed the general concept to the appallingly expensive and 
ineffectual constitutional conventions of the 1970s, Mr Thomas spent more than a decade hiring 
cartographers, demographers and researchers to draw up an actual political map of Australia.  It 
reflects the real extent of regional interests and population spread on this huge continental nation. 
It was - and is - a fascinating contrast to the accidental lines drawn around the states and territories, 
mostly by clerks in the 19th century British colonial office in London.  Most of the Thomas map 
lines are east to west and reflect the fundamental geography of Australia; the southern parts are 
cool, the central coastal areas temperate and the north tropical.  Queensland, our second largest 
state in area, is divided into seven separate mini-states, some of which intrude into parts of the 
Northern Territory and NSW. The Gold Coast region logically includes Tweed Heads which is 
clearly part of the culture and economic entity of the region, but is now part of NSW, not 
Queensland.  The most densely populated part of Australia, the south-east corner, has the most 
divisions.  Mr Thomas and his advisers based their research on the 1986 census, but there has been 
no change in the basic demographics of Australia and his proposals are as valid today as when he 
published them privately in 1992.  Our biggest city, Sydney, would be divided into six regions, 
including parts of the Sydney basin and surrounding areas. Melbourne would have four regions. 
But, apart from the logic of his regional arrangements, there is another benefit of the plan for 
south-east Australia. It would rid Australia of the artificial nonsense of the so-called rivalry 
between the two most populous and powerful states.  The areas bordering the Murray River are 
combined into one region stretching from west of Mildura to east of Holbrook and Corryong, from 
just south of Broken Hill in the north to just south of Shepparton, Wangaratta and Beechworth.   
Aptly named Murray, this mini-state would reflect a reality that has existed for 150 years: that the 
residents and businesses conducted there have much more in common than the differences created 
by having an artificial state border splitting them.  Mr Thomas' new political map of Australia has 
regions varying in population from more than one million for Adelaide, to less than 70,000 for 
Centralia, the huge circle of Outback land surrounding Alice Springs. 
 
Should his idea be addressed posthumously, there is plenty of margin for adjustment and change. 
In particular, his idea would not fall over if the 74-member national parliament was elected 
directly.  Given public opposition to an appointed president, one suspects nothing less than a 
directly elected parliament would satisfy Australians.  Mr Thomas made a huge and positive 
impact on his country during his life. His political testament could continue the Thomas tradition. 
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Daily 
Telegraph 

30 Oct 1997 
p. 12 

'How to save 
$30 billion': 

Letter, by Bill 
Klusman (Snr)

of North 
Epping 

AMANDA Vanstone, in a recent Senate sitting, stated crime was costing the Australian 
community about $20 billion annually.  And statisticians have revealed that, on a pro rata basis, we 
have 10 times more politicians than America or developed European nations.  Even by 
conservative estimations, we could save $10 billion annually, if we replaced Australia's antiquated, 
wasteful and short-sighted tiers of government. There are six State governments, plus one each for 
the ACT and the Northern Territory. On top of all that there is, of course, the Federal Government. 
They could all be replaced by one centralised national authority. That body would only be 5 per 
cent the size of all those other groups. 
 
To save Australian taxpayers some $30 billion a year, we need a group of politicians with 
backbone.  Those politicians would implement legislation to make our crime punishments more 
severe, such as the death penalty for murder or particularly bestial crimes.  They would also amend 
our constitution to enable Australia to abolish the States and their surplus governments.  They 
would then install a single management authority, so government tasks are not duplicated or 
triplicated. 

The 
Australian 

28 Nov 1997 

Letter, by 
Michael T. 
Gleeson of 

Warrnambool, 
Victoria 

If we must have a republic let us abolish the States and the Senate and go all the way with the 
USA, as the 51st State. The present situation, with our piddling 18 million people, is absurd, and 
dangerous - and in the long term untenable. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
14 Jan 1998 

'2000 Calls for 
a Fresh Start': 

Letter by 
Robert Stone 

of Carlton 
North, 

Victoria 

Dame Leonie Kramer implies at the beginning of her article, "Republic: don'ts  for delegates" 
(AFR, January 12) that the forthcoming Constitutional Convention  is about Australia becoming a 
"republic" before espousing broader objectives for that Convention based on constitutional issues.  
To me, a "republic" is a form of government. So too are a dictatorship and a parliamentary 
democracy - the system we currently use.  
 
If we believe that a parliamentary democracy is the best form of government, then the debate is 
confined to what you call the "head of state" and how that person is put into office.  If we believe 
that a "republic" is the best form of government, a whole new debate is required, plus a "people's" 
convention sitting for several years, not just a fortnight.  Dame Leonie Kramer goes on to state: "It 
seems that power is accumulating at the centre, and relationships between State and federal 
governments need to be rationalised and streamlined."  In the same edition, a letter from Paul F. 
Williams commenting upon Mr Garvie's article brings up "tax reform" as part of the constitutional 
debate.  Well, why can't we start off with our existing federal constitution, abolish the States, 
reform our taxes and come up with a whole new way to start the next millennium?  Genuine 
constitutional reform should not be put into the "too hard basket", nor should our elected 
politicians be involved in the process, as their vested interests in the process of "government" are 
too strong to provide an outcome which is fair to all of our citizens. 

The 
Australian 

15 Jan 1998 

Letter by 
Anthony 
David of 

Melba, ACT 

While we are at reforming the Constitution, let's abolish the State governments and develop strong 
local communities with more responsibility given to local government. 

The 
Australian 

16 Jan 1998 

Letter by 
Lester Cannon 

of 
Indooroopilly, 

Qld 

As part of constitutional reform Anthony David (First.byte, 15/1) calls for abolition of the States 
and greater responsibility for local government. Yes! Yes! Yes! We simply cannot afford the 
expensive replication of services with real or potential differences in regulation and delivery. We 
need government for the people, not the acres. 

The Age 
16 Jan 1998 

'States no 
longer 

relevant': 
Letter by 

Valerie Parr of 
Bayswater 

Could one small step for a convention ever lead to one quantum leap to establish the Australia of 
the 21st century?  Technology, privatisation and globalisation could obviate the need for our three-
tier system of government.  Are competing state governments becoming a costly anachronism? 

The Age 
17 Jan 1998 

Letter by Don 
Bruce of 
Watsonia 

Valerie Parr (16/1) is right.  But let's go one step further and scrap all national parliaments, 
privatise the United Nations and go fully global.  Thatcherism at its best. 
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Australian 
Financial 

Review 
30 Jan 1998 

'Two 
Ministers 
Declare 

Support For A 
Republic', by 

Michelle 
Grattan And 

Nick Hordern

Two federal Liberal ministers yesterday strongly supported Australia's becoming a republic.  The 
Minister for Family Services, Mr Warwick Smith, said there was a need to have an Australian 
head of state "and the sooner we do, the better for Australia".  The Minister for the Status of 
Women, Ms Judi Moylan, said she and many of her colleagues believed Australia should "embrace 
a head of State who truly reflects who we are as a modern, dynamic and mature nation".  Opening 
a two-day Women's Constitutional Convention in Canberra yesterday, she said: "Contrary to some 
old adages, something doesn't have to be 'broke' in order to be refined, improved or in some way 
examined."  ...  However, the representative for the Country Women's Association, Mrs Dorothy 
Ross, said the issue of a republic was not a major concern for regional Australia.  Rural Australia 
saw the most pressing issues in the constitutional debate as the recognition of local government 
and consideration of the abolition of State governments. 

Daily 
Telegraph 
6 Feb 1998 

Letter by 
John Newton 

of Coffs 
Harbour 

I think the president of the republic should be elected by the people and should take over the role 
of the senate. Also I think it would be a good idea while we are changing the Senate to actually 
abolish the State Government and have one central government. 

Daily 
Telegraph 
7 Feb 1998 

Your View / 
The 

Convention 

WE should adopt the American system and get rid of State governments and all the costs involved. 
You only need one government for 18 million people.  
Ralph Heinrich, Temora 
 
IF there is to be a referendum on a republic, let's ask the people some real issues, such as to amend 
the Constitution to abolish State governments, possibly the Senate.  
J Browne, Bondi Beach 

The 
Australian 

20 Feb 1998 
p. 13 

'ARM model's 
clowning 
glory', by 

Rodney Hall, 
writer and 

former 
chairman of 
the Australia 

Council 

It was a Canberra Comedy Convention, although it was supposed to be so much more  
** 
AT last, a politically extravagant idea has been put forward in the sleepy land of Oz. The 
monarchists were already amusing enough, of course, but now the Australian Republican 
Movement has offered us a future so wildly funny, I begin to regret not joining them.  
 
First, we are to keep the multiple levels of government we love so much: federal and State 
parliaments and local councils. Yes, fear not, all 15 parliamentary chambers will survive, complete 
with armies of State public servants to pit against Commonwealth public servants, and State 
governors almost grand enough to rival the president.  
 
Just because the ARM is waving the banner of the great leap forward does not mean it intends 
anything so risky as modernising the system. The convention was all just good fun. And the show 
goes on with the same old faces shaded by different hats. All we lose is the Queen. And in her 
place we're to be offered a substitute sovereign - a sovereign parliament. Just what everyone 
wanted.  
 
In order to keep Federation, we are to elevate the States to republics. That's right. More or less the 
East European model. At first we only had the word of ARM convener John Hirst (writing to The 
Australian, April 3), but now the good news has been confirmed by Neville Wran, speaking on 
ABC television. Wran kept a perfectly straight face even when he raised the prospect of some 
States exercising their sovereignty and refusing to become republics. No, no, he assured viewers, it 
would never come to the point of the Australian republic comprising a mixed federation of 
republics and monarchies. And why not? Because, he explained with exquisite nonchalance (wait 
for it), we can rely on Queen Elizabeth to refuse an invitation to continue her relationship with the 
States.  
 
In case you were too helpless with laughter to hear what else the approved minority at the 
convention decided, let me assure you that we look like offering our prime minister the one power 
essential for a dictator: he'll have the head of State in his pocket. Not just because we won't get a 
shot at voting for the president (perish the thought) but because he can dismiss him and the 
president can't dismiss the prime minister. 
 
As for the wishes of the people, well, we had already heard a mild Prime Minister John Howard 
grow shrill with determination: "I don't want a plebiscite!And I won't have a plebiscite! ' Of course 
not. A plebiscite, after all, is nothing more dignified than a decision by the people.  
 
Set aside ex-senator Neville Bonner raging against republicans for daring to question the 
superiority of a system that has persecuted and disinherited his people for 200 years, set aside the 
little lump in Professor Geoffrey Blainey's throat (these were details, embellishments), the main 
comedy unravelled regardless. The serious players from both sides were laughed to scorn and the 
serious issues were dismissed as red herrings. The vital question "What happens to Crown land in 
a republic?" was politely ignored. Well, of course, once we've done away with the Crown, all those 
leasing problems are going to be simplified. No more Wik.  
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This knotty issue is simpler than you may think. Under the status quo the States do not have to pay 
for Crown land, though the Commonwealth does. So Crown land becomes Republic of 
Queensland land, or Republic of Victoria land, and so on. After all, this is much more 
straightforward than rewriting the Constitution. Isn't it? Surely the equivalents of Richard Court or 
Jeff Kennett can solve the issue in 10 minutes over a bottle of chardonnay?  
 
This is good news for those with a heritage addiction, strutting the boards of an intellectual 
Sovereign Hill or reclining on neo-Federation verandas. And, indeed, what could be more 
attractive than stopping the clock by taking a step back towards the colonial system? What could 
be more satisfying than to drive a wedge between the States and force them apart again?  
 
THE gloves will be off when Queenslanders confront Tasmanians or South Australians decline to 
be confused with Victorians. Future sequels of the drama will feature borders that are proper 
boundaries again, preserving the character of our different road regulations and registrations, 
education and health systems. For some citizens, sex and death may also be affected as the gap 
widens between incompatible laws controlling euthanasia in different republics. And the same 
applies to the age of consent for consenting adults.  
 
Well, if Australians aren't laughing, I'm sure a good many foreigners are. Because there's money in 
it. According to Productivity Commission figures for 1997, we already waste $5 billion a year on 
competing against ourselves in the international marketplace with State and federal ministers 
sallying forth as rivals to seek investment.  
 
There would have been little to poke fun at and much to celebrate if the convention had closed 
when a 58 per cent majority voted in favour of a republic. But the politicos and would-be politicos 
insisted on wheeling out their minimal model with its in-built failure factor. So we haven't seen the 
end of it yet. There will be plenty more strutting the stage. As our self-appointed spokespeople 
root around among the cobwebs in the constitutional attic to find what else can be dusted off as 
props for the comedy, the ARM's incremental changes promise the most laughs. The first may well 
be the proposal for many republics. And next, a lost referendum. O tempora! O Bosnia! 
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Canberra 
Times 

8 Feb 1998 

 'Large Crowd 
Greets The 
Big Aussie 

Poet' 

IN 1987 Rodney Hall wrote a futuristic novel, Kisses of the Enemy, about a hoped-for Australian 
republic which goes wrong. Now he has written a timely little book called Abolish the States: 
Australia's Future and a $30 Billion Answer to Our Tax Problems (Pan, 109pp, $6.95). This is a 
book that should be read before the current Constitutional Convention is over, especially by the 
delegates. 

Sunday 
Herald Sun 
8 Feb 1998 

'Poor Vote for 
States', by 

Gerard 
Mcmanus 

STATE governments are costing Australians $30 billion a year to run, or $1500 for every man, 
woman and child in the country.  If the states were abolished, the finances of an average family 
would be boosted $6000 a year.  The massive over-governance of Australia is the subject of a 
book released this week to coincide with the Constitutional Convention in Canberra. 
 
Writer and political commentator Rodney Hall argues the overlapping of governments, and the 
cost of keeping our 842 politicians fed and happy, is the root cause of political disenchantment.   
Hall's book Abolish the States outlines his case for a major constitutional overhaul.  "Politicians 
have never been so low in peoples' regard," Hall said.  "This problem is blamed on parliamentary 
behavior or lack of participation, but the root cause is the overlap of powers and responsibilities 
which results in buck-passing and procrastination on a massive scale."  Hall argues in his book that 
Australia's 605 state politicians represent one of the greatest stumblings blocks to national wealth.  
The cost of running the states results in enormous duplication, legal problems, and waste, he said. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

21 Feb 1998 

'ABOLISH 
THE 

STATES!  By 
Rodney Hall': 
Book Review, 

by Angela 
Bennie 

Australia has 15 houses of parliament to govern only 18 million people. How come, don't we trust 
ourselves? We are the most overgoverned people in the world, argues Rodney Hall. So while in 
the midst of all this discussion about constitutional reform, why not go the whole hog, he asks, and 
abolish the States? Hall argues that federation is an idea from our colonial past. So is that "drab 
document", the constitution, whose real title, he reminds us, is the British Colony of the 
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act. To all those who ask why put a reliable, stable 
system at risk by fiddling with it, he responds: is it all that stable, when all "it took to topple a 
government was the breaking of a single convention, 'a gentlemen's convention', about who should 
be appointed to a senate vacancy"? How stable is it if it is possible at this very moment for one 
independent Tasmanian senator to have the ultimate say-so as to what law will pass or not pass 
through both Houses of Parliament? 

Newcastle 
Herald 

(Saturday 
Magazine) 

21 Feb 1998 

Best-Sellers: 
Non-Fiction 

1. Give Asthma the Big A Marian Shepherd Slee $12.95 
2. Angela's Ashes Frank McCourt $22,95 
3. Death of a Princess Thomas Saxton and Scott MacLeod $19.95 
4. Colours of My Life - The Judith Durham Story Graham Simpson $22.95 
5. Abolish the States! Rodney Hall $6.95 

The Age 
21 Feb 1998 

'Paperbacks', 
by Fiona Capp

Abolish the States! 
Rodney Hall 
Picador, $6.95 
IN THE tradition of the political pamphlet, novelist and poet Rodney Hall has penned an easy-to-
read, punchy polemic on why we would be better off without state governments.  Before the 
hackles go up, it should be said that Hall is not an advocate for "small government" or palming off 
responsibility to private enterprise.  Federation, he argues, might have been necessary to unite the 
six separate British colonies in the 19th century but it is now outdated, a top-heavy structure that 
costs the country $30 billion a year.  Written in question-and-answer form, Hall takes the reader 
step by step through the issues: federation, what's wrong with it, how a different system might 
work, the role of the constitution, practical issues concerning a head of state and future effects of 
the abolition of the states.  He proposes a two-tier system, as in England or France, with a national 
and regional governments.  In a country of Australia's size and diversity, it makes a lot of sense.  A 
very timely production: it would be good to see more pamphlets of this kind. 

Weekend 
Australian 

21-22  
Feb 1998 

'Miscellany', 
by Tony 
Maniaty 

* Abolish the States! 
By Rodney Hall (Pan, 109pp, $6.95) Reminiscent of Ye Olde Political Pamphlet, this tract 
forcefully argues that a federal republic is only one of Australia's available options, and not the 
best. Hall sees federation as "a thing of the past" and it's no time for timidity or "a half-baked 
compromise". Why not drop the States? Estimated saving - $30 billion a year. Hall proposes two 
tiers: national and regional governments. New Zealand, England and France all do nicely without 
States. Still in doubt? Try the ultimate reference, sport - the VFL became the AFL, and life went 
on. 

Daily 
Telegraph 

28 Feb 1998 

'Altered 
states': Letter, 

by Paul 
Gittings of 
Russell Lea 

NSW, situation normal. Health system in disarray. State leaders blame the Commonwealth for 
inadequate funding. Commonwealth leaders blame states for inadequate management. Who's 
accountable? Abolish the states and end this farce. 
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The 
Australian 
2 Mar 1998 

Letter, 
by Paul 

Gittings, of 
Russell 

Lea, NSW 

NSW situation normal. Health system in disarray. State leaders blame Commonwealth for 
inadequate funding. Commonwealth leaders blame States for inadequate management. Who's 
accountable? Abolish the States and end this farce. 

Sun Herald 
8 Mar 1998 

 
'Sunday Life 

Topshelf': 
Book review 
by Clarissa 

Bye 

Abolish The States. 
By Rodney Hall. Pan Macmillan Australia, $6.95.  
This odd little political treatise by noted Australian novelist Rodney Hall offers a radical and 
simplistic solution to the Republic debate - simply abolish  the states. According to Hall, who in 
1967 took part in the successful campaign  to change the Constitution, we are one of the most 
overgoverned nations on earth, with 15 different parliaments. Written in a question and answer 
format, it's not so much a book you would read from cover to cover as a handy little 109-page 
debating tool. Hall argues Australia could save at least $30 billion a year by getting rid of state 
governments and installing a two-tier system of national and regional government. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
12 Mar 1998 

'Australia has 
too many 

politicians': 
Letter by Ross 

Holborow, 
Cloncurry, 

Q'ld. 
 

Now that the misguided euphoria connected with that obscene waste of taxpayers' money, the 
Constitutional Convention, has waned, let's really get stuck into the wrongs of Australian politics.   
Australia will become a republic; whether in five years or five decades, it doesn't matter.  The only 
real problem with Australian politics is that there are too many politicians.  Austria, with a 
population comparable to Australia, has some 49 elected representatives.  We have more than 600! 
Why? Because the Australian Constitution gives the States control over several areas.  
 
Forget about the tyranny of distance; e-mail, faxes, phones and jet aircraft have overcome this 
obvious barrier to reducing representation.  No politician is going to vote himself/herself off the 
gravy train so let's have a Commonwealth referendum to abolish State Governments - a real 
Constitutional change.  Oh yes and we'll find a job for any current State politician who is over-
achieving. (Stockdale from Victoria is the only one who comes to mind.)  Once the superfluous 
politicians, personal assistants and public servants are  paid out I conservatively estimate 
Australian taxpayers will be better off by some $2 billion a year. 
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The 
Australian 

17 Mar 1998 

'Reform taxes 
or States 

perish', by 
Alan Wood 

The States are facing de facto abolition. Can they save themselves at Friday's premiers conference? .... 
SO far there are four issues on the agenda for Friday's premiers conference: health, guns, the "fiscal 
contribution" and tax reform. Gun control is the sort of issue that encourages political grandstanding 
but, in the context of the premiers conference, is a minor diversion. The fiscal-contribution issue 
refers to a deal struck between the States and the Commonwealth at the 1996 premiers conference for 
the States to make a contribution to reducing the federal budget deficit. The States will argue the 
Commonwealth doesn't need the money anymore and the argument may even become quite heated 
but it, too, is a diversion.  Health is about the new five-year Medicare agreement with the States and is 
on the premiers' agenda because the State health ministers have rejected the Commonwealth's funding 
offer. There is no doubt about the importance of this issue, with the health system in crisis. However, 
it is equally plain the Howard Government has no serious interest in health reform.As a result, the 
Medicare debate on Friday is likely to descend into the usual bucket of money argument.  It is also 
likely to prove time consuming, leaving little time to deal with by far the most important item on the 
agenda Commonwealth-State tax reform. If the Howard Government wants to deliver a modern, 
efficient, internationally competitive tax system, as Treasurer Peter Costello constantly says it does, 
then the States' tax base has to be repaired. It is the States that levy some of the really bad taxes in the 
system. They do so because they have an inadequate tax base. 
 
But there is a more fundamental issue involved than tax efficiency, as important as that is. It goes to 
the very nature of the Australian Federation as it approaches its centenary. Probably the most famous 
quote in the Federation debate is from founding father and Australia's second prime minister Alfred 
Deakin about the States being financially bound to the chariot wheels of the Commonwealth, but it is 
seldom quoted in full.  "As the power of the purse in Great Britain established by degrees the 
authority of the Commons, it will ultimately establish in Australia the authority of the 
Commonwealth," Deakin wrote in 1901. "The rights of self-government of the States have been 
supposed to be safeguarded by the Constitution. It left them legally free, but financially bound to the 
chariot wheels of the central government.  "Their need will be its opportunity. The less populous will 
first succumb; those smitten by drought or similar misfortunes will follow; and, finally, even the 
greatest and most prosperous will, however reluctantly, be brought to heel. Our Constitution may 
remain unaltered, but a vital change will have taken place in the relations between the States and the 
Commonwealth. The Commonwealth will have acquired a general control over the States, while every 
extension of political power will be made by its means and go to increase its relative superiority." 
 
DEAKIN'S prophecy has been fulfilled, eagerly aided and abetted by a centralist High Court. As a 
consequence, we are seeing what former Queensland premier Wayne Goss described as the de facto 
abolition of the States. This took a further big step forward with the High Court's decision last year to 
rule State franchise fees illegal, thereby wiping about $5 billion from the States' already narrow tax 
base.  Emergency arrangements have been implemented to replace the lost revenue, but these are 
generally regarded as unsatisfactory and unsustainable. How this problem is resolved will be decisive 
in shaping the Federation that goes into the next century.  One choice is simply to have the 
Commonwealth go on raising the revenue, with its share of national tax revenues at about 80 per cent 
following the latest High Court decision and handing some more money back to the States. 
Queensland's befuddled Treasurer Joan Sheldon was effectively endorsing this at the Liberal Party's 
national convention at the weekend by demanding a fixed share of federal tax revenues. That would 
leave the States so tied to the Commonwealth's chariot wheels as to virtually complete the process of 
de facto abolition.  If this happens, then - as Goss warned the States will become a dead weight in our 
constitutional baggage and an impediment to an efficient and competitive nation. Since there is no 
realistic prospect of abolishing the States, this would be a nationally destructive outcome. Far better to 
recognise that Australia has a federal Constitution and try to make it work as efficiently as possible.  
The key to this is to give the States access to a share of income-taxing power, not just tax revenue. 
This almost happened in 1991, until Paul Keating sabotaged it as part of his leadership struggle with 
Bob Hawke. Goss, who supported the 1991 proposal, explained that the Commonwealth would 
continue to administer a national personal income tax, but with the States jointly nominating a State 
component of the tax. The Commonwealth would reduce its income tax rate by the rate nominated by 
the States, initially envisaged in 1991 as 6 per cent. What Goss didn't say is that later the States would 
be free to vary this component, within agreed limits.  I understand that nearly all the States and 
Territories have agreed to revive this proposal, albeit with some reservations about tax competition on 
the part of South Australia and the ACT. Ironically, the stand-out is Queensland, where the Borbidge 
Government is on death row.  The majority of premiers and chief ministers realise that John Howard's 
tax reform push is their last chance to avert the de facto abolition of the States. However, it looks as if 
there will not be time for any serious discussion of this crucial national issue on Friday. The States 
should recognise this now and resolve to demand that Howard agree to a special meeting on 
Commonwealth-State tax reform. To refuse would damage his credibility as a tax reformer, 
particularly if his tax package were to lose the support of the Liberal States. 
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Herald Sun 

18 Mar 1998 

'Opinions - Does 
Australia Have 

Too Many 
Politicians?': 
Response by 

Peter Newton, an 
Engineer from 

Heidelberg 

AUSTRALIA does have too many politicians and you just have to look at the structure of our 
government to see that.  We have a federal government, a state government then a local 
government.  Compared with other countries, we're terribly over-governed. We could eliminate 
one level of government - be it state government or even local government.  I think you're looking 
at a problem of the country being over-governed and it's costing us more to govern the country.  
So I think there would be a massive saving in cost and structure if we had fewer politicians. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

21 Mar 1998 

'Abolish the 
States': Letters 

NSW, situation normal. Health system in disarray. State leaders blame Commonwealth for 
inadequate funding. Commonwealth leaders blame States for inadequate management. Who's 
accountable?  Abolish the States and end this farce! 
Paul Gittings, Russell Lea 
 
My belief has always been that I live in the federation of Australia, one nation, one people and all 
that!  However, the proposed watering down of Federal gun laws, Western Australia's attempt to 
prosecute doctors for performing termination of pregnancies, drunken footballers not being legally 
responsible for their actions, and the forcible removal of euthanasia rights make me wonder. These 
differences in how individual States see the "world of Australia" under their own laws surely 
provide the strongest case for abolition of State governments.  The creation of larger local 
government areas, complying with and upholding one Federal law, is now years overdue. Give me 
a consistent government structure  throughout the country. 
Phillip Mickan, Frenchs Forest 

The 
Australian 

25 Mar 1998 

'Need for States 
has long gone', 

by Michael 
Muschamp of 
East Brighton, 

Vic 

WHAT do the abortion row in Western Australia, the "walkout" of Premiers over the 
Commonwealth's health funding, the gun law fiasco and the appalling (and continuing) salinity 
problem of the Murray basin and elsewhere have in common? They are all with us because of our 
ridiculous federal system.  While, in 1901, States very much had their place in the great scheme of 
things, their raison d'etre has long since evaporated.  Why should each State have a different law in 
the matter of choice over abortion or over the control on ownership of guns by private individuals? 
Why should laws differ from one side of the Murray River to the other? Why, if a person accused 
of a serious crime in Victoria is found in Queensland, do two police officers have to fly north (at 
considerable expense) to apply for "extradition"? Much of the blame for the dreadful salinity 
problem in the Murray can be laid at the door of three State governments and umpteen qangos and 
local bodies as they push their own selfinterested barrows. Wiser pens than mine have pointed out 
the enormous inequity in our federal parliamentary representation where, because of the lunatic 
"States' rights" cry, a citizen of Hobart has in the Senate almost 12 times the clout of one in 
Sydney and 10 times that of a Melburnian.  And we have compounded the error by giving the 
same out-of-balance privilege to the burghers of that monument to crass stupidity and purblind 
idiocy – the ACT.  I think it was Oscar Wilde who said "America is the only country which will go 
from adolescence to senescence without a period of maturity". With our anachronistic and 
colossally expensive State system, we are in grave danger of doing the same.  When, oh when, will 
we become first and foremost Australians? And then, and only then, Taswegians, Croweaters, 
Sandgropers or whatever silly epithet we give to our silly little States. 

The 
Australian 

30 Mar 1998 

Letter by 
Ron Knox of 
Laidley, Qld 

THERE are compelling reasons for abandoning State parliaments. Australia has only 18 million 
people and yet we have nine governments – six State, two territory and one federal. This makes 
one government for every two million people.  When the Commonwealth was formed 
communication difficulties over great distances, plus our colonial history, made local parliaments 
desirable.  Our country's size is no longer a barrier to communication and if we cannot transcend 
our colonial past we will never be respected enough to influence regional or international affairs. 

The 
Australian 
1 Apr 1998 

Letter by 
Gertrude Tuw 

and Polly 
Tishans of 

Mittagong, NSW 

First the premiers walk out. Now Dr Wooldridge flags a "federal takeover of State hospitals". Is 
this some diabolical plan to get rid of the States? Gawd, we hope so. 
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The 
Australian 
1 Apr 1998 

'Is the Northern 
Territory Ready 
for Statehood?', 
by Alan Wood 

Although Australia's Constitution was conceived as a federal one, since Federation there has been 
a steady shift of power to the central government via the Commonwealth's control of more and 
more of the nation's tax base.  The High Court's decision last year that State franchise fees were 
unconstitutional has increased the Commonwealth's share of national tax revenue to over 80 per 
cent, while the States are responsible for 55 per cent of expenditures.  THIS makes Australia the 
most fiscally imbalanced Federation in the world, and combined with High Court-assisted 
encroachments on State power in other areas, amounts to de facto abolition of the States. Unless 
this situation is reversed via reform of Commonwealth/ State financial relations and a new 
agreement on roles and responsibilities in the Federation, then - as former Queensland premier 
Wayne Goss warned in 1994 - the States will become a dead weight in Australia's constitutional 
baggage.  If this happens, then the States will be a real impediment to an efficient and competitive 
nation and "someone, somewhere had better begin to work out right now how to finally and 
formally get rid of the States", to quote Goss. Until this great national issue is resolved, the last 
thing we want is a new State that is simply another Constitutional corpse chained to the 
Commonwealth's chariot wheels.  Even if the issue is finally resolved in a way that restores 
meaning to the Federation, it will be well past 2001 before the Northern Territory can make any 
serious claim to statehood. 

Daily 
Telegraph 

15 Apr 1998 

'Political rorts 
put wharfies in 

shade': Letter by 
Paul Gittings of 

Russell Lea 

I UNDERSTAND the Government's desire for all sectors of society to be productive and pull their 
weight in the economy. But taking on a small problem like the Maritime Union of Australia is a 
waste of time when there are much more inefficient and unproductive elements in our society.  
Rather than looking outwards, maybe the politicians should be looking a bit closer to home.  Our 
three-tier system of government has to be the most inefficient in the world.  Fifteen houses of 
parliament to look after 18 million people. Apply the same proportions to Britain and it would 
have more than 40 houses of parliament.  The inefficiency, the unproductive competition between 
States, the lack of accountability and the corruption (oops, sorry, that should be conflict of interest) 
are mind-boggling.  It has been estimated that abolishing State governments and local councils and 
replacing them with about 40 regional governments, along the lines of the ACT, would save $30 
billion and, unlike the money from the sale of Telstra, this saving would occur every year.  Here is 
a task up to the capabilities of economic rationalists like Howard, Reith and Costello. 

The Age 
21 Apr 1998 

'The states 
should go', by 

John 
Nieuwenhuysen, 

the Chief 
Executive of the 
Committee for 

Economic 
Development of 

Australia 

Another year, another state Budget.  But who will fix the flaws in federalism? 
...  The erosion of confidence in the financial arrangements underying [Australian] federalism is so 
deep that it would be best if one level of government – the states – disappeared. 
... there is evidence that Australia has crossed the line between democracy and over-government, 
duplication and inefficiency. 

Herald Sun 
12 May 1998 

'Dump the 
states': Letter by 

Mark 
Drummond of 

Hastings, 
Victoria 

NOW it is clear that state governments are only able to prop themselves up financially by 
encouraging gambling and discouraging employment (through massive levels of payroll tax), can 
we hurry up and get rid of them before they drag the country down further?  Our crippled three-tier 
system of government is horribly broke. A new head of state (who won't put any more food on 
anyone's table), and a GST (which will make the rich richer and the poor poorer) will not be 
enough to fix it.  We must abolish the states without delay. 

Canberra 
Times 

15 May 1998 

'Time to abolish 
the states': Letter 

by Mark 
Drummond of 

Hastings, 
Victoria 

NOW THAT it is clear that state governments are only able to prop themselves up financially by 
encouraging gambling and discouraging employment (through massive levels of payroll tax), can 
we now please hurry up and get rid of the states before they drag this country down even further.   
Our crippled old three-tier system of government is badly "broke", and a new head of state (which 
won't put any more food on anyone's table) and a GST (which will make the rich richer and the 
poor poorer) will not be enough to fix it. We must abolish the states without delay. 
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The Age 
18 May 1998 

'Making our 
parliaments 
productive': 

Letter by Rod 
Mackenzie 

(former ALP 
and 

independent 
member for 

Geelong 
Province, 

1979-1992) of 
Teesdale 

During the recent MUA/Patrick dispute on the waterfront, we constantly heard the Minister for 
Industrial Relations, Mr Reith, remark, ad nauseam, that we must make our waterfront more 
efficient, more productive and more competitive  with other trading nations.  At the same time, Mr 
Reith works for an organisation that is grossly inefficient, overstaffed, some say overpaid, non-
productive and non-competitive with similar nations, many of whom we trade with.  Not only that, 
it has not been restructured for 97 years. I refer to the Federal Parliament and our six State 
Parliaments.  Consider the savings and efficiency of replacing the State Parliaments with county 
councils. This would remove a complete tier of government in one move, providing us with 
uniform laws across the nation. One health system, one education system, one transport system 
and one legal system, etc, as many more enlightened nations have.  
...  So, Mr Reith, let's be a bit more careful about whom we call inefficient, non-production, non-
competitive. Instead, have an honest look at our current systems of goverment and tell Australians 
that we can't do it any better. 

Herald Sun 
25 Jul 1998 

'Senate must 
be scrapped', 

by Norm 
McWhinney 
of Rosebud 

 
 

PAMELA (Myer) Warrender (Herald Sun, July 17) is correct when she suggests there is little 
difference in the policies of the present government and the Labor Party and that they should 
collaborate to defeat the disruptive minority having the balance of power in the Senate.  The 
Senate was set up nearly 100 years ago to protect the interests of the states, particularly the minor 
ones, and is not used for that purpose today. It is now centred on representing minority groups, and 
it could get a lot worse.  With only about 14 per cent of votes necessary to elect a senator, we 
could see pro and anti-euthanasia senators elected, pro and anti-guns, and anything else that 
catches people's interests when they perceive the government is not listening to the electorate.  
 
Kim Beazley should realise that if Labor achieves government he will be faced with exactly the 
same scenario as John Howard is now, with the minority senators opposing the government to 
exploit their balance of power.  Mr Howard and Mr Beazley could achieve statesmen status by 
having a referendum to abolish the Senate. With both government and Opposition in favor, there is 
a good chance it would be passed.  Further down the track, when we are fully mature politically, 
we could abolish the states. 

The 
Australian 

13 Aug 1998 

'New State the 
last thing we 
need': Letters

THE last thing Australia needs is a new State, especially one that is as financially non-viable as the 
Northern Territory (Our Centenary Gift: A State Like Alice, 12/8). The States are an historical 
anachronism and as we approach the centenary of Federation we should be looking at more 
efficient ways of providing government services in this country.  The States and their duplication 
of services with the Commonwealth and each other represent the one area of government crying 
out for reform.  The irony that the establishment of a new State is being promoted by a 
conservative Government, which measures its success in financial terms, appears to be lost on Mr 
Howard.  
Roksana Khan, Brisbane 
... 
AS a former resident of the Northern Territory I have listened and read of the news of the 
Territory's forthcoming statehood with a sense of amusement and incredulity.  First, this decision 
comes at a time when most informed opinion is struggling with the notion of a federation of six 
States. The notion that we are about to welcome another member to the club whose raison d'etre is 
far from clear is bizarre. The carcass is rotting and will not be reinvigorated by the addition of 
another who will never be in a position to pay its own way.  Second, I struggle to see this as more 
than a crass appeal to well-known Territory insecurity. The brutal reality is that the rest of the 
country pays for the Northern Territory. Statehood will not change that. All it will do is give the 
current crop of Territory pollies a warm inner glow at the expense of the broader Australian 
community. 
Michael Baldwin, Subiaco, Wa 
 
WHAT this country needs is fewer States, not more. Imagine one set of laws to apply to all 
Australians and only one set of politicians. What a vision. Blind Freddy could see it. But not Mr 
Magoo. 
Ken Rogers, St. Andrews, Vic. 
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Daily 
Telegraph 

13 Aug 1998 

'One State too 
many': Letter 

by George 
Mayes of 

Narromine 

THE Northern Territory a State ... at a time when people are starting to think of abolishing the 
States, this has to be unbelievable.  In most provincial constitutional conferences held this year the 
overall vote was to disband the States in favour of a regional system, leading to a big reduction in 
politicians and their staffs, and to a better representation of the people in a revised Parliament.   
Glaring examples exist of how our system just does not measure up. Tasmania with a population 
of less than half a million is a State, while many medium sized cities on the mainland are more 
populous.  If the Territory wants to stop being a territory, then rub out the line between it and 
South Australia. Let us not compound a system that right now makes us one of the most over-
governed countries in the world.  Looking at a map, Australia is region-oriented, with large open 
areas in between - the Albury-Wodonga region, south-east Queensland and north-east NSW, the 
Mildura-Renmark region, the list goes on of areas that effectively ignore State lines. Broken Hill 
has been part of South Australia in an unofficial way since it started.  Wake up Australia, and 
abolish the States. At least, don't make a new one. 

The 
Australian 

14 Aug 1998 

'Overcrowded 
with States of 

the nation': 
Letters 

NOW I know why the federal and State governments have been so mean and lean in the past few 
years. It was so that they would have the finances to get some more mates into the political scene 
so as to have enough of them to make sure they could never vote themselves out of a job and give 
Australia a sensible and workable system of government.  How many more States can we set up 
with 18 million people?  Yours in over government.  
Peter Guppy, Moruya, NSW 
 
JEEZ.  AT a time when commonsense and logic indicates that the States have outlived their 
usefulness Howard decides that we need one more.  The creation of another State will only aid the 
inefficient and costly governance of Australia and perpetuate a system that benefits only the 
politicians who manage to get elected to the federal and various State governments.  What 
Australia needs is a proper debate on our whole system of government. 
Mel Cheal, Manly, NSW 

Courier-Mail 
14 Aug 1998 

'Impact of new 
state': Letter 

by Mel Cheal 
of Manly 

AT a time when common sense and logic indicate that the states have outlived their usefulness, 
John Howard decides that we need one more.  The creation of another state would add to the 
inefficient and costly governance of Australia and perpetuate a system that benefits only 
politicians.  What Australia needs is a proper debate on the whole system of government - not the 
expensive farce that was Howard's constitutional convention - and reform of government and the 
Constitution so they reflect the needs and aspirations of people through the 21st century.  The real 
purpose of government in a democracy is to look after the welfare of the governed. To continue 
with the existing system or to tinker with it would be stupid and deceitful. 

Sunday Mail 
(Adelaide) 

16 Aug 1998 

'Pockets 
stretched too 
far', by Mrs 

Brenda 
Beauchamp 
of Elizabeth 

Downs 

CAN someone please tell me what is going to happen when the governments (both State and 
Federal) have sold off all our assets. They need the money to run their budgets, but when they 
have sold them and they no longer have the income these assets generate, where are they going to 
get the money then to run their budgets?  The taxpayers again are going to face enormous taxes. 
We all work one day a week for the government now. I think the time has come not just for tax 
reform, but also for government reform. We need to abolish State governments and go to just a 
Federal government (with local authorities closer to the people). South Australia, alone, would 
save several million dollars on politicians' wages, not to mention their travel expenses, cars and the 
usual hanger-ons (advisors, etc). We are the most over-governed country in the world. 
 
England (we have the Westminster form of government) has about 59 million people, but only has 
one government. America has State Congresses, but the populations of their States far exceed our 
entire country. We have to support all ex-governments, and personally, I think the burden is 
getting too great. Our pay packets only stretch so far and I would like some left for me. 

The Age 
29 Aug 1998 

'Where are our 
real political 

leaders?': 
Letter by Tony 

Guymer of 
Burwood 

We should no longer tolerate the obscene waste of our political system ... 
...  I think we need a single government and a new Constitution. 
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The West 
Australian 
2 Oct 1998 

 
'Republic: The 

Debate 
Nobody 

Wants To 
Have', 

by Steve 
Pennells 

 
 

Regardless of who wins the election, Australians will vote again next year for what is billed as the 
most crucial decision since Federation - whether Australia should become a republic. STEVE 
PENNELLS reports. 
...  Kerry Jones, executive director of Australians for Constitutional Monarchy, argued that the 
republic was a beautiful political diversion and it suited the ALP to talk about it but not define it.  
...  Monarchists believed the model agreed to at the Constitutional Convention - for a republic with 
a president approved by a vote of two-thirds of Parliament - would be defeated.  
...  Peter Consandine, who founded the Republican Party of Australia in 1982 - "9 1/2  years before 
the Australian Republican Movement" - said the convention had taken the republic debate off the 
agenda.  But like Ms Jones, Mr Consandine, who is the party's national executive director and is 
running in the New South Wales seat of Parramatta, said the convention had failed because the 
model it had produced was a bad one.  "The people will not buy a pig in a poke," he said.  "We 
think this referendum can't carry in a majority of States."  He still believed Australia could become 
a republic but said it would not happen until at least 2005.  The party, which wants to abolish the 
States in favour of 20 to 30 regions, including at least three in WA, will push for another 
convention in 2003. 

Daily 
Telegraph 

09 Oct 1998 

Letter by 
Chris Johnson 

of Wyong, 
NSW 

I HAVE welcomed the overdue debate on our multitiered system of government and the fact that it 
is crying out for reform.  I would like to put forward a proposal to eliminate State governments.   
This would leave us with the Federal Government whose responsibility would be those things 
affecting all of us, such as defence, health, education and foreign affairs - and regional 
government, created by the amalgamation of local councils and shires.  The responsibility of these 
new bodies would be those things which now concern local government and some overflow of 
previous State responsibilities.  For this to happen, however, it would mean politicians voting 
themselves out of a job. Just how do we overcome that little obstacle? 

The Age 
24 Oct 1998 

'The next 
logical step': 
Letter by Lou 

Coppola of 
Hawthorn East

I must congratulate Jeff Kennett on his sympathetic attitude towards Crown casino.  It is a fine 
example of just how archaic, inefficient and irrelevant state governments really are.  When a 
Premier justifies a reduction in tax rate based on interstate competitiveness, doesn't it logically 
follow that all states should adopt standard tax rates on taxable commodities to make this 
competitiveness complete?  Out of fairness to other industries and services, one would think this a 
reasonable course of action.  Once put in place, of course, it would be difficult to justify the 
existence of state governments.  Instead, the Commonwealth could administer a standard scheme 
of taxation and a federal minister could be appointed to oversee the day-yo-day matters of each 
state.  Thias would eliminate what is an inefficient and unjustifiably expensive duplication of 
government, further compounded by federal and state governments often being of opposing 
political doctrine.  Mr Kennett, your suggestion is a resounding winner.  Nevertheless, I suspect 
the associated logic has no appeal to your ministers. 

The Age 
27 Oct 1998 

'No marks for 
imagination': 

Letter by 
Stephen J. 

Elliott, 
expatriate 
Australian, 
Wisconsin, 

USA 

Non-Australians are often surprised, first by the fact that Australia has states, and second that the 
states have such unimaginative names.  Only the oft-forgotten Tasmania can claim any color in its 
name 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

12 Nov 1998 

'State subsidy': 
Letter by 
Connie 

Klimko of 
Killara. 

It seems Bob Carr likes to point the finger at everyone else these days -whether they be Sydney 
Water executives (while his Government was milking this cash cow for everything it was worth 
instead of investing in vital infrastructure) or our poorer neighbour-States.  Behaviour like Mr 
Carr's mounts a compelling argument for abolishing the States in favour of one centralised 
government.  Perhaps then some of this ridiculous parochialism will abate and we can enjoy  one 
Australia, instead of a group of loosely connected States which constantly snipe at one another. 
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Alice Springs 
News 

18 Nov 1998 

'Scrap States': 
Letter by Dr 

Charlie Carter 
of Alice 
Springs 

Sir,- I have grave misgivings about the statehood process, and the direction that it appears to be 
working in. It is apparently about "ways to facilitate the statehood process". This could be 
interpreted as "let's ignore the results of the referendum, the silly buggers really do want statehood, 
they just don't know it yet. All we need to do is spend a few more millions of the taxpayers money 
shoving it down their throats". A more realistic approach would be to examine what the 
government is offering as "statehood". There are many things that the community is concerned 
about. Government accountability, freedom of information, and land rights, to name a few. 
However, I submit that one of the things that is a serious concern is the issue of Senate 
representation. This is being swept under the carpet. It is "to be dealt with later". Why ? Because 
nobody is even suggesting that the proposed new "State of the Northern Territory" will get full 
statehood rights. We will not get 12 Senators. We might get three or four. So what we are being 
offered is not "statehood". It is second class statehood. Most people probably don't see it as much 
different to what we've got, and when you stack up all the other concerns, it's not really worth it. 
But of course 12 Senators is ridiculous! Is it? Perhaps. But that does not mean that the NT should 
accept second class statehood. Citizens of the NT deserve the same constitutional representation as 
the other citizens of Australia. Clearly the proposal on offer does not give them that. I submit that 
this is one reason why it has been rejected. It is also clear that under the present Federal 
constitution this problem is not likely to be resolved. The answer is to change the Federal 
constitution. Now the people of the NT cannot do this, but we should be able to present this 
situation to the Australian people, and convince them that change is necessary. The conservatives 
in the Australian community always come up with the "if it ain't broke don't fix it" response to 
proposals for constitutional change. In this case I think that we can prove that it is "broke". The 
people of the NT cannot get equal political representation under the present system. What kind of 
change is required ? There are many possibilities, but I submit that the most sensible one, even 
though it is a radical change, is to abolish the states, form sensible geopolitical regions, and have a 
two tier system of government. Is this impossible ? Let us say that we define a region of Central 
Australia, as roughly within a radius of about 600 km from Alice Springs, including bits of WA 
and Qld, and a fair bit of northern SA. I submit that if we conducted a referendum offering an 
autonomous regional government, equal to regional governments in the rest of Australia, it would 
be carried overwhelmingly. Repeat that line of argument with all the other sensible geopolitical 
regions in Australia, and I submit that the idea of radical change becomes feasible. Senate 
representation could then be based on these regions, not on arbitrary lines drawn on maps by 
people who had never seen most of the country they were dividing up. Where is the famous 
Territory pioneering spirit? Are we going to sit back and be content with a proposal for second 
class statehood, or are we going to grab the opportunity to lead the rest of the country in making 
sensible, much needed changes to our national constitution? And let's not be bulldozed by an 
arbitrary date, or an anniversary. It may take a bit longer than that, but it will be worth it. 

Herald Sun 
28 Nov 1998 

'MP bonus call 
a joke': Letter, 
by James R. 
Vanselow, 
Blackburn 

OUR Victorian Premier has a rare sense of humor to suggest a performance bonus for MPs so soon 
after the gas supply fiasco.  More pay for what? Not for the efficiency of our public transport fare 
collection system, surely. And what of that little grey cloud still hanging around called Crown 
casino.  But why do we still need state governments when so many state instrumentalities have had 
their functions privatised? Further, it is both logical and desirable that the provision of education, 
health care and law enforcement should be uniform throughout Australia and administered at 
federal level.  The simple solution is to abolish the states and declare premiers and state MPs 
redundant. 

Sunday Age 
29 Nov 1998 

'Pollie 
downsize': 
Letter by 
Marianne 
Norris of 
Burwood 

With the continuing privatisation of public utilities, there is less and less for the State Government 
to manage.  So why not reduce the number of politicians?  With the constant cutbacks in the 
number of public service employees, why no cut in the number of politiccians?  With considerable 
reductions in perks for both public and private employees, why no reduction in politicians' perks?  
An independent assessment of the role of the State Government, its purpose, size, cost and 
performance, is well overdue. 
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Adelaide 
Advertiser 
9 Jan 1999 

'Politicians' 

CYNICISM about politicians and politics was rife, despite the fact only one member of the group 
was able to vote in the last election.  They all felt politicians had little or no impact on their lives.   
 
Robert: "In our lives politics doesn't have much relevance. The system is pretty stupid. Their time 
in office is so short that all they're thinking about are election schemes to get back in again. I think 
they could get rid of State Government too." 
 
Justin: "Unless there are big changes it doesn't catch my attention."  
 
Dennis: "Politicians are more concerned with getting back into office than anything else."  
 
Yik Ling: "In some areas, such as education, it would be good to have a uniform system, but I'm 
not sure one centralised government would be a good thing. The system is a little over-governed 
though. Do we really need all the politicians? Do they all perform a useful function?"  
 
Emma: "I think they're just normal people trying to get the best for the public, but you can't make 
everyone happy." 

The 
Australian 

25 Jan 1999 

'Shame of an 
opportunity 

lost', by 
Rodney Hall, 
a writer and 

former 
chairman of 
the Australia 

Council whose 
latest book is 
'Abolish the 

States!' 

QUITE a few of the usual political number cruncher arguments are already being put to explain 
why the republican referendum will probably be lost. The most common are: the Prime Minister, 
as a monarchist, will have decisive influence on the issue; the republicans cannot unite to support a 
single model; Australian voters have a history of rejecting referendums.  These are all convincing 
enough. But they omit the most significant factor of all: the common sense of the people. People 
will not vote for something that does not answer their needs. 
...  The unavoidable fact remains that our Constitution is deeply entrenched in imperial 
assumptions that are never spelt out and which are hopelessly incompatible with the needs of a 
modern independent nation. The simple solution (if there is one) would be to scrap the whole thing 
and commission the writing of a complete, new, more appropriate constitution.  Lots of countries - 
France, Germany, India and South Africa, to name only a few - have constitutions written within 
the past 50 years. The reason they adopted new constitutions was to position themselves more 
appropriately in a changing world. The pressures are more urgent than ever.  
 
 Globalisation is rapidly taking over. Like it or not, this is the reality. The English language is 
taking over. By luck of history we are once again in a privileged situation, though - since the 
defeat of Paul Keating - there seems to be very little visionary planning at government level to 
seize what opportunities this may present.  So profound are the new developments that the whole 
notion of national sovereignty is under threat and being swiftly broken down. We have to be ready 
to adapt to what is left. This will necessitate having legal structures that maintain our 
independence and yet allow us freedom to move with the times. In other words, we need a modern 
constitution.  
 
Instead, the likelihood is that, thanks to a bit of nifty footwork by the politicians, we are doomed to 
creak along with an obsolescent colonial mechanism, encumbered by three levels of government 
and an incredible 15 houses of parliament for 18 million people.  The overlap costs alone eat up 
some 30 per cent of the $100 billion a year we spend on federal, State and local government - a 
wastage so enormous, it costs every man, woman and child in this country $1500 per year. And 
will go on costing that until we do something about it.  
 
How long can we sustain such wastage? Why shouldn't we look at cutting the middle level and 
replacing the present system with two tiers, national and regional?  Why perpetuate the present, 
crazy tangle of conflicting State rules and taxes? Anyone moving interstate soon encounters the 
problem: you must reregister your car, re-establish your qualifications, cope with the problems of 
different education systems for your children, different laws about the age of consent, and so on.  
Meanwhile the States are spending large amounts of money collected from you as tax in 
competing against each other for foreign investment and overseas tourists. This is a case of 
Australians undercutting Australians.  We have to ask ourselves if this is an appropriate 
constitutional basis for a country facing the huge challenge of globalisation. I don't think so. 
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The 
Australian 

27 Jan 1999 

'Undue haste 
could 

undermine a 
unique 

opportunity', 
by Ted Mack

Let's take some time to get the Constitution right. 
 
THE debate on an Australian republic has been too emotional and divisive. Even many senior 
journalists have abandoned reporting and analysis for polemics.  It is no way for a country that 
prides itself on being a stable, independent democracy by world standards to conduct itself on such 
a fundamental issue.  This will be the most important step for Australia since Federation and the 
process should not be unnecessarily divisive. It should be as inclusive as possible. Trampling on 
each others' values and arguing about the person, not the issue, is not constructive, no matter how 
momentarily satisfying.  
...  A recent analysis of 21 industrialised democracies shows Australia as one of the least 
democratic. The two criteria which give us this low rating are our continual minority governments 
and our general voting systems in which the will of the people is often deliberately or accidentally 
distorted. The obsolete features of our Constitution create continual frustration and inefficiency in 
almost all areas of public policy, such as education, health, transport, taxation, commerce, the 
environment.  The balkanised warfare between the massive over-government of nine legal 
systems, 15 houses of parliament, 840-odd MPs and their associated bureaucracies is a major 
impediment to Australia competing in the global community.  These are just a few of the issues 
that have been discussed at many constitutional conventions since the 1920s. These and many 
other problems won't go away.  
 
How defeatist it is to take refuge in "only minimum change is acceptable" or refusing to reform on 
the cliche "if it ain't broke, don't fix it". John Howard has a choice. He can easily put the ARM 
model of a republic to referendum and get a No vote, thus reinforcing the image of a small-minded 
manipulator compared to Paul Keating's "visionary big-picture man". Alternatively, he can assure 
his place in history as a true representative of all the people by arranging an orderly process to give 
Australians what he knows they want - an Australian head of State whom they can choose, and a 
better form of government. 

Sun Herald 
31 Jan 1999 

'Over-
governed': 
Letter by E 
Parker of 

Parkes 

BEFORE we even contemplate having a republic we should get rid of State governments. 
Australia doesn't have the population to support all these governments - and a presidency. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

1 Feb 1999 

'Why The 
Republic Will 
Be Stillborn', 

by Robert 
Manne, 

Associate 
Professor of 

Politics At La 
Trobe 

University 

Australia is now trapped between rejecting the monarchy and being unable to agree on what 
should replace it.  ...  As we now learned, there were, in essence, in contemporary Australia, two 
kinds of republicans. For the sake of convenience I will call them "the nationalists" and "the 
democrats".  ...  The democratic republicans ...  hoped that the process of severing the last link 
with Britain would be accompanied by one program or another of root-and-branch constitutional 
reform. Without such reform the final break with the British monarchy would represent merely a 
lost opportunity, a singular waste of time. They were, they believed, the "real republicans". The 
minimalists were republicans of a Clayton's kind.  Although the ambitions of the different 
tendencies of democratic republicans were ultimately inconsistent and self-evidently unrealisable - 
some wanted to create an American system here; some to destroy Westminster "elitism"; others 
merely to abolish the States - during the period of the Constitutional Convention the democratic 
republicans were able to cobble together a fragile unity on the basis of a single platform - the 
directly elected presidency. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
6 Feb 1999 

'Tanner Maps 
Out Path For 

An Open 
Australia', by 
Steve Lewis 

Foreign investment and media ownership restrictions should be relaxed and a more liberal capital 
gains tax regime encouraged, according to Labor frontbencher, Mr Lindsay Tanner.  Outlining a 
series of radical policy reforms required for Australia to prosper in the new global economy, Mr 
Tanner has also recommended the full privatisation of areas of Telstra Corp - a policy that is likely 
to cause a major backlash within the ALP. Labor's shadow Finance Minister, in his new 
publication, Open Australia, suggests abolishing State governments, nationalising their regulatory 
functions and devolving service delivery to regional-based bodies. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

13 Feb 1999 

'Vintage 
Keating Gives 

New Boy 
Tanner A Big 

Tick', By 
Debra Jopson

Paul Keating described yesterday how he marked the manuscript of Lindsay Tanner, the rising 
Federal MP and Labor left thinker who wants to abolish the States and his party's faction system.   
"Tick, tick, tick - there were very few crosses," said the former prime minister, launching Mr 
Tanner's book Open Australia  in Sydney. 

 
 



 3E-63

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) 
or Author(s) 

if Known 

Extracts from Report 

Weekend 
Australian 

13-14 
Feb 1999 

'Labor 
endorses its 

write wing', by 
Sian Powell 

IT was a Labor-in-waiting crowd at the launch of Lindsay Tanner's book yesterday.  The old Labor 
heroes - the Goughs and the Bobs and the Bills - were at ceremonies honouring Don Dunstan and 
Neville Bonner, so the next generation flocked to Sydney's Powerhouse Museum to do justice to 
one of the party's popular young thinkers, Tanner, the frontbencher from Victoria.  Praising the 
book, titled Open Australia, former prime minister Paul Keating endorsed many of Tanner's ideas, 
applauded his thinking and made short work of the Coalition's criticism of Labor's "book club". 
The Coalition jibes referred to Open Australia and to the book recently written by the Tanner's 
parliamentary colleague, Mark Latham. Both canvass radical ideas that cut across Labor policy.  
…  Tanner's ideas include abolition of State governments, the importance of fostering the 
information revolution, government intervention to lessen loneliness and alienation in the 
community, media deregulation, and reform of the Labor Party. 

The 
Australian 
6 Mar 1999 

'Knee Jerks in 
Bow to Public 
Pressure - 
What They 
Think' 

EACH week The Australian will interview a group of voters from around NSW and present their 
views and impressions of the campaign.  
...  Doug, 46, owns a small business in Sydney's eastern suburbs "As a small-business owner I'm 
concerned about the additional red tape costs of having a state government at all.  "Whenever they 
want to raise revenue they create more taxes and more regulations." 

Canberra 
Times 

2 Apr 1999 

'It's time to 
abolish state 

governments': 
Letter by Phil 

Button of 
Cook 

I SUPPORT Stuart Weller's call for fewer MPs and believe the majority of my fellow Australians 
have the same sentiments (Letters, March 29).  I would suggest, however, that his suggestion to 
downsize the Federal Parliament doesn't go far enough.  Unlike most Australian industry nad 
commerce, the "business" of government has escaped being put under the same microscope for 
examination of efficiencies.  It's time attention was turned to downsizing government right across 
the board in this country, for there is far too much waste and duplication.  A good starting point 
would involve a rewrite of the Constitution in which state governments are abolished and 
government in this country consequently "downsized" to the tune of the 500-600 Members of state 
parliaments.  Then, it would follow that the nine Education departments, nine Transport 
departments, nine Health departments and so forth would cease to be.  The subsequent savings to 
us would, I believe, certainly remove the need to introduce any GST or to even contemplate the 
selling-off of any public utilities – both of which are distasteful to the electorate at large. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

3 Apr 1999 

'Our MPs 
must lift their 
game': Letter 
by Michael 
Phillips of 

Wollstonecraft

Your correspondent Ronald Wolff (Letters, March 30) began well but faded in the home straight. 
The most important constitutional question facing the Australian people is not the republic, not the 
preamble, and certainly not the proliferation of fringe "parties"; it is the fundamental shape and 
size of our governmental system.  What other homogenous nation of 18 million has nine 
governments and their attendant bureaucracies, infrastructures and hangers-on? The mind boggles 
in contemplating the tax burden that has to support our State and Territory administrations.  Is it 
conceivable that any sensible group charged today with creating an Australian constitution would 
come up with the mess that we now have? Australia will never become the great nation that it 
could be until this middle layer of government is totally expunged from the system, and all those 
involved are given  productive work to do instead. 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 
7 Apr 1999 

'Unwieldy 
duplication of 

authority': 
Letter by 

Colin Moffatt 
of Salisbury 

North 

IT is my opinion that we in Australia are over-governed by far too many bureaucrats and 
politicians. The three-tier "feudal'' system local, State and federal governments shows plainly that 
we do not need this unwieldy duplication of authority.  Too many chiefs and far too few Indians 
and assorted snouts all going into the taxation trough. As we are only months away from the 
beginning of a new century, we do need to change our outlook concerning the burden that this 
ancient vestige of a triple-dipping authority places on to the tax-paying public.  
...  I suggest that we should abolish all State governments and become one unified nation, 
"Australia'', not an assortment of "tribal States'', and in each capital city only one local government 
responsible for the upkeep of the residents' needs etc.  Fewer snouts in the trough and more slops 
for all to share in. 

The 
Australian 

14 Apr 1999 

'Benefits if we 
abolish States': 

Letter by 
Mark 

Drummond of 
Kaleen, ACT

PETER Switzer's estimate (Business, 12/4) that "almost 90,000 jobs would be created in NSW 
alone" if payroll tax was jettisoned suggests that more than 200,000 new jobs could created if the 
tax were eliminated nationwide.  The best way to eliminate payroll tax is to abolish State and 
Territory governments, which depend upon this tax on employment (as well as gambling taxes 
which encourage gambling beyond "healthy" levels) to prop them up.  Our nine sovereign 
governments lumber Australian taxpayers with the salary bills of not one but nine ministers and 
entire departments of senior bureaucrats in most areas of government responsibility.  By slashing 
the number of public employees on six-figure salaries, and hence freeing up funds for many more 
to be employed, the abolition of the States and Territories can significantly reduce unemployment 
and the gap between rich and poor.  Areas such as the Hunter, Gippsland, western Sydney, north 
Queensland and southern Western Australia urgently need their own regional governments and 
buckets of money with which to implement industry, employment and community programs to 
address the changes imposed upon them due to global and market forces such as those which led to 
the scaling down of BHP's Newcastle operations and the Gippsland power plant shutdowns. 
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Canberra 
Times 

21 Apr 1999 

'The problem 
is too much 

government': 
Letter by Don 
Malcolmson 

of Pearce 

MIKE BANNON argues that abolition of the Senate will improve Australia's political system (CT, 
April 18, p.8). He cites cost, irrelevance and complexity as justification for his proposal. But 
abolishing the Senate isn't really the issue. The most important domestic question facing us today 
is not the republic, not the preamble and not the GST: it is the fundamental shape, cost and size of 
our federal/state governmental system. What other homogenous nation of 18 million has nine 
parliaments and nine governments, with their attendant bureaucracies, infrastructures and hangers-
on? What other nation would contemplate shouldering its citizens with the tax burden that supports 
our federal, state and territory administrations? As we approach the centenary of Federation, any 
sensible group charged today with creating an Australian Constitution would surely come up with 
something better than we have now. Sadly, in proposing constitutional change, our politicians lack 
the "ticker" and vision required to put the national big picture ahead of parochial self-interest. 
Until changes to our overall system of government are addressed, the extravagances and 
inefficiencies of our current model will continue to provide proof to many Australians that 
politicians have lost touch with those who elect them and care even less about how they spend 
taxpayers' money. 

Sunday 
(Canberra) 

Times 
2 May 1999 

'Let's replace 
states with 
regional 

governments': 
Letter by 

Kevin A. J. 
Connor of 

Kaleen 

I DO NOT agree with your correspondent Graham Brown that "Federal system brings government 
closer to the people" (Letters, April 26).  It is pure mythology that state governments are "closer to 
the people".  Ask residents in Broken Hill, Cairns, Townsville, and Kalgoorlie, to name but a few 
cities which all share in common some dissatisfaction with their respective metropolitan capitals.  
The reality is that Australia is governed by six highly centralised states, with their financial 
viability mainly dependent upon the Federal Government.  What is needed, as we approach the 
centenary of Federation, is to abolish the state governments with their centralised administrations 
based in their capital cities, and replace them by regional local governments that are more 
reflective of local aspirations.  Some examples: 
* The abolition of the ACT-NSW border to form South-East (NSW) regional entity with Canberra 
as its focal point. 
* The creation of a Riverina Regional Council with Wagga Wagga, and Albury-Wodonga as the 
main centres. 
* Separate Cairns, Townsville, and Rockhampton from being controlled by Brisbane. 
* Create regional councils for NSW (i.e. Newcastle, Sydney and Wollongong), Perth, Adelaide 
and Melbourne. 
* The establishment of a Moreton Bay-Tweed River regional council to reflect the population 
expansion in southern Queensland and northern NSW. 
In this way Australia can look forward rather than backward as we enter the new millennium. 

Canberra 
Times 

1 Jun 1999 

'Forget GST: 
abolish the 

surplus 
governments!': 
Letter by Don 
Malcolmson 

of Pearce 

WHY IS it that, in all the GST brouhaha, no politician will address the fundamental question 
facing Australia - the cost, shape and size of our federal/state government system and the revenue 
necessary to sustain it? Our present system suffers from what has been described as "duplicated 
centralism" so-called because of the extent to which the eight state and territory governments 
duplicate the work of one another and the Commonwealth. This means that Australian taxpayers 
are burdened with the salary and running-cost bills of not one but nine Parliaments, ministers and 
departmental heads in most areas of government responsibility not to mention the underlying state 
and Commonwealth bureaucracies. Consequently, insufficient funding trickles down to the 
"coalfaces" of government service provision - education, health, unemployment, legal aid, the 
"stolen generation" and so on. The abolition of state governments and their replacement by a two-
tier national/regional model would, according to a recent study, save up to $30 billion annually. 
We could have uniform national laws and properly address crime, food standards, child protection 
and care for the poor, aged and disabled. We would be spared the constitutional squabbles between 
the state, territory and Commonwealth governments, and the legal costs of resolving them. 
Meanwhile, debate on a GST is pointless. 
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Online 
Opinion 

15 Jul 1999 

'National 
Development 

and the 
Constitution', 

by Lance 
Endersbee, a 
civil engineer 
whose career 

included 
service with 
the Snowy 
Mountains 

Hydro-Electric 
Authority, the 
Hydro-Electric 
Commission 
of Tasmania 

and the United 
Nations in 
South-East 
Asia as an 

expert on dam 
design and 

hydro power, 
and now 
active on 

conceptual 
plans for 

several major 
new national 
engineering 

projects 
directed to 
Australian 
national 

economic and 
social 

development 

Prior to Federation, the states of Australia operated as independent economies, virtually as separate 
countries. The Constitution was written to preserve that independence. It was never intended that 
the new Commonwealth Government would be granted powers to manage a national economy. At 
that time, a national economy did not exist.  Now, 100 years later, Australia is vulnerable because 
the Australian Government does not have sufficient powers to defend the national economy, or to 
plan and build for national development. This is the most serious problem facing the nation. The 
only major national infrastructure project in our history was the Snowy Mountains Scheme, started 
50 years ago and authorised under the defence powers of the Commonwealth. There is now much 
to be done. The Australian Government has vital national responsibilities. The Commonwealth 
should have the powers to plan and build for national development. 
 
An Historical Background 
 
...  After federation in 1900, the States continued to control their own revenues and expenditure. It 
was never intended that the new Commonwealth Government would have powers to manage the 
national economy, because a national economy did not exist. 
 
Now, 100 years later, the Australian Government simply does not have the powers to manage the 
Australian economy in the interests of all Australians. This limitation of the constitutional 
authority of the Commonwealth government is now the most serious problem facing the nation. 
... 
As we consider the prospect of the new republic of Australia, and the concept of Australia as a 
nation-state, we may contemplate what we may want to do if Australia was truly one nation. I have 
prepared conceptual plans for some major national infrastructure projects that could be put in hand 
if the national government was empowered to build national public works. These projects are to 
enable a massive increase in production in Australia. Funding is not a critical issue, as the projects 
are highly economic. The key factor is the constitutional authority of the Commonwealth to lead 
the development of the nation, rather than state governments, and to plan and build for national 
economic development. 
 
The Economic Consequences of the Constitution. 
 
Last year a Constitutional Convention was held to discuss the question of Head of State. But that 
was the only item allowed on the agenda. The Australian people were not given the opportunity to 
discuss the Constitution, at a Constitutional Convention! The consequent deliberations were then 
hailed as a great democratic achievement! Such deliberate thought control of a major national 
issue is really quite astonishing. 
 
All citizens must now prepare to cast their votes on the question of the Head of State at a 
Constitutional referendum later this year. However, when we vote we will not be allowed to 
express our views on any of the issues that should be included in any review of the need for a new 
Constitution for Australia.  
 
The move towards the nomination or election of a Head of State for the Commonwealth 
Government should only be regarded as a first step. It is a symbolic move, but not substantive. The 
critical problems of the managerial relationships between the State and Federal Governments 
remain and need to be addressed. 
 
The Constitution now presents a major impediment to our national progress. It preserves the 
concept of sovereign states, each with their own laws and bureaucracies. It is an unreal concept in 
a world of globalisation and international financial manipulation, where the states could be quite 
vulnerable. There are many needlesss differences in laws from state to state which could be 
unified. There is a corresponding bureaucracy at national level, monitoring state expenditures. 
There is continued frustration of trade across state borders, and thereby, international trade, eg. 
separate state rail and port systems. 
 
This incredible duplication of activities from state to state, and between the states and the 
Commonwealth, creates enormous costs, amounting to tens of billions of dollars each year. It is a 
burden of cost which is carried, through taxation, by every enterprise in Australia. 
... 
 
International Pressures on the Australian Economy  
 
We are now entering turbulent times. The world economy is facing what could be the most 
dangerous financial emergency in modern history. The driving force behind the crisis is the 
manipulation of world markets by 'institutional speculators', who have created a new form of 
financial and economic warfare. The speculators have turned the world into a vast casino, 
according to Maurice Allais,( Nobel Prize for Economics, 1988). These days there is little need for 
invading armies. The conquest of nations can now proceed through financial manipulation from 
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the other side of the world, and through complex transactions unknown to the nations concerned. 
 
In the past year, the national economies of several Asian countries have been de-stabilised by 
financial manipulators, the reserves of their central banks pillaged, their industries plunged into a 
lethal chain of bankruptcies and then 'rescued' by foreign investors picking up bargains at a 
fraction of the previous value. 
 
In these circumstances, in Australia, we are critically dependent on the capacity of the Australian 
Government to actually understand what is going on in world financial markets, and to have the 
powers and competence to defend our national economy, and indeed the state economies. The 
Constitution is an impediment, and as a consequence the Australian Government has insufficient 
authority to defend us against international financial pressures, which are becoming the 
commercial equivalent of war. 
 
Australia has enormous potential. It is inevitable that others will be jealous of what we have. We 
have to be prepared to defend our nation in the international market-place. But the greatest danger 
we face may be within our own political and social institutions. 
 
A Way Forward 
 
In this paper I have endeavoured to show that the Australian Constitution was written to serve 
quite different circumstances to those which prevail today. It is now a national hazard, imposing a 
massive burden of costs on every person and enterprise in Australia. Despite all the emphasis in 
recent years on economic rationalism and global competitiveness, the glaring inefficiencies in the 
management of the nation have not been addressed. Is it because it is too hard for the normal 
political processes? 
 
It would be possible, if all governments agreed, to appoint a substantial Royal Commission, with 
possibly up to 7 or 8 Commissioners, and give it the powers and time to thoroughly investigate the 
structure of government in Australia, and to recommend the desirable changes to the Constitution, 
and the relative powers and duties of national and state governments. 
 
This would be a very large task, but quite achievable. Such an approach would enable the 
deliberations to be isolated from day-to-day politics, and would certainly attract thoughtful 
submissions. The potential benefits of such an enquiry are savings to taxpayers of the order of 
billions of dollars each year. It deserves our best efforts. This Academy could readily assist with 
submissions and proposals. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

14 Aug 1999 

'Vote 'no' 
Against 
Federal 

Inefficiency': 
Letter by 

Klaas 
Woldring of 

Frenchs Forest

The proposed entrenchment of the Federal system in the preamble is to be avoided because the 
arguments against continued federation are already extremely convincing.  As compared with 1900, 
the tyranny of size and distance has largely disappeared. Excellent transport and communications 
systems have seen to that.  With a population of only 18 million, does Australia still need nine 
parliaments (plus six upper houses) and nine civil services. The country has far  too many politicians 
per head of population, four times as many as Britain and six times that of the United States.  In 
terms of governmental efficiency, this is a joke. In almost every sphere of public endeavour and 
policy, the pressures to find national solutions to problems are overwhelming, and State 
governments find themselves compelled to act in unison or often leave it to the Federal Government. 
The desire of the Howard Government to turn this natural development around is nonsensical. Of 
course, the ALP is happy to go along with the maintenance of Federal government. It is, after all, the 
major other conservative party in Australia.  I'll vote "no" to the preamble if this provision stays in. 

Sun Herald 
29 Aug 1999 

'Over-
governed': 
Letter by 
G Cox, of 

Loftus 

AS a consolation prize, might we poor peasants at least vote for the vice-president of a republic, or 
the personal secretary to the vice- president? This over-governed country needs another tier of 
governmental bureaucrats and its trappings like a hole in the head.  Let's go further and have a 
referendum to abolish State Governments and their  bureaucracy, which would include MPs' rorts - 
sorry, I mean allowances - and over-generous superannuation schemes. The billions of dollars saved 
could help pay off our ever-increasing foreign debt. 

      
Australian 
Financial 

Review 
10 Sep 1999 

'Abolish The 
States Before 
The Queen': 

Letter by C.A. 
Reid of 

Woollahra, 
NSW 

If the Yes vote wins the day at the November referendum, what sort of republic will we be? We will 
have replaced the Queen as head of state of Australia but she will still be head of state of each of the 
Australian States through her personal representatives, the governors. Does nobody else recognise 
this anomaly?  Let's be realistic. Before becoming a republic we need to abolish the States and one 
tier of government. It would not only have substantial economic benefit, but also simplify our 
constitutional structure. 

Sunday Mail 
(Adelaide) 

26 Sep 1999 

'Levy anger': 
Letter by 

Walter Nelson 
of Salisbury 

East 

I would suggest the people of South Australia let it be known we should abolish all State 
Governments as they are a liability we cannot afford. 

World Today 
(United 

Kingdom) 
1 Nov 1999 

'Last loyal 
toast?', by 

Keith Suter, 
Director of 

Studies of the 
International 

Law 
Association 
(Australian 

Branch) 

...  a small reason for the political illiteracy is the 1901 constitution, which most have never bothered 
to read. This is just as well because some of it does not make much sense. For example, it contains 
no reference to a prime minister or cabinet and it assumes the governor-general will run the country.  
Therefore, some republicans argue that the real issue is the need to modernise the entire constitution. 
For them, the referendum implies that Australia has a near perfect system of government and only 
the head of state issue has to be resolved to complete it.  Some republicans argue for 'yes, and more' 
in the hope of maintaining the momentum for constitutional change. Others will vote 'no' wishing 
for something better later.  
 
Australia is one of the most overgoverned countries in the western world. There is one politician for 
every 930 electors, whereas Britain has one politician for every 22,000 electors - though this may 
change now that the UK is acquiring a taste for devolved government. Tasmania is said to have 
more politicians per capita than any other place in the world. The most obvious change would be to 
abolish the states, creating only two tiers of government, with more authority for local government. 

Canberra 
Times 

10 Nov 1999 

'Let's have a 
vote on the 
real issues': 
Letter by 
Harold 

Watson of 
Downer 

GOODBYE republic and the wastage of our money and time.  Let us now address the real problems 
of making our wonderful Australia – and the ACT – a better place to bring up a family by having a 
referendum on: 
1. Abolishing all state and territory governments; and 
2.  Sacking the ACT Chief Minister. 

Herald Sun 
15 Nov 1999 

'We don't need 
the states': 
Letter by 

Peter Pater 
of Boronia 

RODNEY Hall, in his book Abolish The States, says Australia has 605 state and 237 federal 
politicians - a total of 842 - to run a population of 19 million. This is about the same as Tokyo and 
New York.  State governments are costing the average Australian family about $6000, or $30 billion 
each year to run.  This means that there is little money for hospitals, nursing homes, schools or 
police and so on, but the government is contemplating $15,000 extra a year for each politician. 
 
State governments represent one of the greatest stumbling blocks to our nation's wealth. With 
modern communications and privatisation, we do not need them.  We have plenty of local 
government bodies that can handle the work if they are given appropriate Federal Government 
grants.  So, how can we bring this about, how do you give a politician the sack?.  It's easy - ask Jeff 
Kennett. Just give the people a chance to vote and change the legislation. 



 3E-68

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) 
or Author(s) 

if Known 

Extracts from Report 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

25 Nov 1999 

'Top priority': 
Letter by 

Helen Wiese 
of Oaklands 

Park 

IN his article "Federation lesson for republic" (The Advertiser, 18/11/99), Dean Jaensch argues that 
"no referendum will be carried unless the model involves a directly elected president".  This 
argument assumes that all those who voted for "the politicians' president" will also vote yes for a 
directly elected president, and it also ignores the results of the Deliberative Poll. Shouldn't we heed 
the poll and work to have a system which officially provides to voters all of the necessary facts of the 
issue under consideration? This should include a summary of the historical background.  After 
witnessing the deceitful One Nation-style campaign conducted by the no side, resulting in sufficient 
voters being persuaded to vote no for reasons that were completely untrue and so defeat the republic, 
we should also be giving top priority to ensuring "truth in political advertising".  The complication of 
the varying situations between the states if the republic was approved was possibly also a deterrent to 
some voters. Perhaps this makes now a good time to abolish the states. 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

29 Nov 1999 

'Control over 
health, wealth 
and wisdom': 

Letter by 
Syd Walton 
of Magill 

THE Federal Government has responsibility for our wealth. After taxation, both direct and indirect, it 
has to leave us enough to live on. It also controls our welfare through pensions and other awards to 
those in need.  Why then does the Government not assume full responsibility for our health (a 
healthy taxpayer is a source of wealth)? This would do away with the current arguments over health 
between the Federal Government and the states about who pays for what in the health field.  In the 
same way, the Government could assume responsibility for education and thus do away with a 
further set of anomalies. By doing this, the Government would have control over our health, wealth 
and wisdom.  Funds for such a change would be readily available from the state departments which 
would become redundant indeed, perhaps they could abolish state governments and free up even 
more funds.  Who knows? 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 
7 Dec 1999 

'Equally 
important': 
Letter by 

Jenny Secker 
of Cummins 

GOOD on ya, Syd Walton (The Advertiser, 29/11/99). I am with you. If the road rules can be 
changed nationwide, then why not equally important issues such as health, wealth and education? 
And, yes, certainly abolish state governments; a few would-bes will become can't-bes, but we may be 
a better-managed nation. 

The 
Australian 

14 Dec 1999 

'Grain bodies 
downscythed', 

by Asa 
Wahlquist 

TODAY there are nine former statutory authorities handling and selling grain.  On July 1, there will 
be eight if shareholders agree to a merger of the NSW grain handling company GrainCorp and its 
Victorian counterpart, Vicgrain.  GrainCorp chairman and chairman-elect of the new company, Ron 
Greentree, thinks the industry should get down to only three or four players.  "As far as I am 
concerned, this is only step one in the rationalisation of the industry," he told The Australian.  Mr 
Greentree is based at Moree in northern NSW. He is, according to the Australian Farm Journal, the 
nation's sixth biggest grain producer.  It has been a busy harvest. In addition to planning this merger, 
growers are harvesting a near record crop.  Victoria expects to bring in more than 4 million tonnes; 
NSW is on track for an 8 million tonne crop, the second largest on record. All up, that will ensure the 
merged GrainCorp is the nation's largest grain handler and, with a value of $500 million plus, the 
most valuable.  The new company will, like the current GrainCorp, be publicly listed, with control 
vested in 12,000 growers.  It's a situation that has produced some tensions for growers as they 
grapple with their parochial interests - like the desire to retain a local receiving depot - and their 
interests as shareholders. Greentree points out that in co-operatives "members' needs come before 
what's best for the company".  "I believe the best way for a company to service its customers is to 
make sure it is running at a profit," he says. "If any part of the business can't make money, you 
shouldn't be doing it."  The merger caps a year of big changes: mid year the Australian Wheat Board 
and the Australian Barley Board were privatised to become AWB Ltd and ABB respectively, and the 
domestic oats and barley markets in Victoria and South Australia were deregulated.  AWB quickly 
expanded into handling, building a storage facility at Dimboola in Victoria. Queensland's Grainco 
established a grain terminal at Port Melbourne.   GrainCorp built a terminal in Goondiwindi, 
Queensland, while Grainco opened offices in NSW.   Grainco and its South Australian counterpart, 
SA Co-operative Bulk Handling formed a joint venture company to "develop and operate new bulk 
commodity facilities and pursue new business opportunities".  The old system was build on state-
based companies.  Greentree says the "whole silly concept of state borders has been such a disaster 
for all growth in Australia since before Federation".  As Australians celebrate the centenary of 
Federation, the old state boundaries are being forsaken for efficiency, and the grain industry is 
restructuring under global imperatives. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

1 Jan 2000 

Letter by 
Barrie Smillie, 
Duffy (ACT)

We are overgoverned.  The rail-gauge mentality prevails: for more than a century after 1848, the 
States could not get their act together on the width of railway lines. And still we have nine 
parliaments, nine departments of education, nine departments of health, nine departments of transport 
- holding long meetings seeking agreement on traffic rules, etc. And nearly 1,000 politicians for 19 
million people, not counting local government. Abolish the States.  Then there is the discrepancy 
between the pay of an ordinary Australian and a politician - fancy a mere backbencher getting a 
general's salary. And the superannuation rort. Will we, by 3000, have removed these anomalies? It 
may take some time, but we can start now. Take these matters to your local member without delay. 
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Canberra 
Times 

4 Jan 2000 

'It's High Time 
To Abolish 
The States!': 

Letter by 
Barrie Smillie 

of Duffy 

TWO CHALLENGES for the new millennium.  We are over-governed.  The rail-gauge mentality 
prevails: for more than a century after 1848, the states could not get their act together on the width 
of railway lines.  And still we have nine parliaments, nine departments of education, nine 
departments of health, nine departments of transport holding long meetings seeking agreement on 
traffic rules, etc, etc.  And there are nearly 1000 politicians for 19 million people not counting 
local government. Abolish the states!  Then there is the discrepancy between the pay of an 
ordinary Australian and a politician fancy a mere backbencher getting a general's salary! And the 
superannuation rort! Will we by the year 3000 have removed these anomalies?  It may take some 
time, but we can start now. So take these matters to your local Member without delay! 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

10 Jan 2000 

'Whole hog': 
Letter by Kym 

Bray of 
Freeling 

INSTEAD of just reducing the size of the Upper House, why don't we go the whole hog and 
abolish all state governments? They are becoming more and more irrelevant and we would save 
millions of dollars, leading to lower taxes for everyone. 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

19 Jan 2000 

'Fewer 
politicians': 
Letter by 

Keith Buck 
of Wallaroo 

I WHOLEHEARTEDLY support Kym Bray (The Advertiser, 10/1/00) with his suggestion to 
abolish all Upper Houses of state parliaments. "Shock, horror!" I can hear the politicians gasp. No 
more slush funds in the form of huge pay rises, retirement superannuation payouts and 
parliamentary privileges.  ...  Federal laws overrule state laws under the Constitution now, so what 
is the use of state governments? Our local governments could very easily take over any state 
government role. ETSA and the water have been privatised with no major problems, so Mr Olsen 
informs us. We now have federal road traffic laws.  Our local governments carry out their duties 
well, with local rubbish removal, roads repaired and sewerage functioning efficiently. Let us not 
get too carried away with an increase of either federal or local government representation, ie more 
politicians.  We could abolish the Federal Senate while we are at it. Let's see federal and local 
politicians work a bit harder for their pay. Let's hear it for fewer politicians and we might just see 
the cost savings spent on more money for the battlers, pensioners, health and education. 

Sunday Times 
(WA) 

23 Jan 2000 

'Too Many 
Chiefs for 

19m Indians', 
by S. E. James 
of Maylands 

R.J. Hunnisett is correct when he says that we can't control our politicians. However, control has 
not so much been lost as taken from us by those we trusted to govern for the good of all.  This was 
never more evident than in the republic fiasco last year when political groups of all colours took 
the debate away from ordinary people and made it their own. 
 
I believe our system of government is outdated and three levels of government in a country of 19 
million is excessive. Conflicts between the levels are endless. Significantly, most occur between 
Federal and State with each attacking the other and neither accepting responsibility. One only has 
to look at the mess that masquerades as our health system to see the truth of what I say.  We must 
take back control and compel our representatives to do what we elected them for, that is, to 
represent us and not their own self-interests. With the centenary of Federation coming up next 
year, what better way to celebrate than with a complete overhaul of our system of government?  
We should dispense with all State and Territory governments. While they were necessary 100 
years ago, with modern communications and transport they are a luxury we can no longer afford.  
All legislation should be enacted, administered and enforced by the Federal Government. We 
would thus have two levels of government, Federal and local, with the Federal Government 
directly funding each local government area.  ...  While there would probably be job losses among 
ex-State employees many would simply move into similar positions in an expanded federal public 
service.  What a wonderful 100th birthday present for our magnificent country, a streamlined and 
more efficient government.  Pipe dreams? I fear so. The biggest killer of change in this country is 
apathy. We have plenty of that. 

The 
Australian 
4 Feb 2000 

'Republic 
model with the 

lot', by Jeff 
Hoy of 

Norman Park, 
Qld 

IT is good to see that the issue of an Australian republic has again been raised by Duncan 
Campbell. It may be time to look to a republic with the possibility of a fresh start for the new 
millennium. The following options could be canvassed:  Instead of reducing government services, 
it may be more economical to rationalise the duplication of decision-making inherent in having 
three levels of government.  Individual rights are determined by the High Court by finding 
"implied" rights in the existing constitution. These rights should be stated in plain English in a new 
constitution.  The obligation to the original inhabitants should be recognised in place of a preamble 
that has no legal status.  I leave it to others to improve upon this list. 

The 
Australian 
9 Feb 2000 

'Verbs on the 
run – 

Verbiage', by 
Don Watson 

It is not unreasonable to suggest that an improvement of 25 per cent in written and spoken 
communication in the public service would produce an improvement of comparable size in morale, 
happiness and efficiency. Gains in GDP of .5 per cent and up to 1.5 per cent - if this unclogging 
led on to acts of imagination - might be expected. We are not talking about reconstructing the 
economy or abolishing the states; just an effort to follow Eliot's dictum and make the language 
more direct, active and clear. 
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Contempor-
ary Review 

(United 
Kingdom) 

1 Mar 2000 

'Australia's 
Deadlock 

Over a 
Republic', by 
Keith Suter, 

Senior Fellow, 
Global 

Business 
Network 
Australia 

...  the 1901 Constitution does not now make much sense. For example, it contains no reference to a 'Prime 
Minister' or 'Cabinet' and it is written very much in terms of the Governor-General running the country. 
Therefore the Constitution is out of date on many matters (and not just on the head of state issue).  
Therefore, the real issue is not the head of state but the need to modernize the entire constitution. For 
example, Australia is one of the most over-governed countries in the western world. There is one Australian 
politician for every 930 electors, whereas the UK has one politician for every 22,000 electors (though this is 
changing now that the UK is acquiring a taste for devolved government). Tasmania is said to have more 
politicians per capita than any other place in the world. If the Australian loathing of politicians were to be 
taken to its logical conclusion, a result would be a reduction in the total number of politicians.  
 
The most obvious change would be to abolish the States and create only two tiers of government, with local 
government having more authority. This would also remove many of the current anomalies. For example, 
on health care, the Commonwealth runs the general practitioners but the States run the hospitals, there is a 
tendency for each level of government to move patients from one institution to another to save costs. But 
conservatism and State loyalty militate against this radical change and so the deadlock will remain. 

Online 
Opinion 

15 Mar 2000 

'The 
Economic 

Consequences 
of the 

Constitutions 
and of the 
GST', by 

Lance 
Endersbee 

The Constitution imposes a great burden of costs on the Australian community. The repeated duplication of 
activities from state to state, and between the states and the national government, leads to excess costs 
throughout the nation amounting to tens of billions of dollars each year. It is only in wartime that we 
recognise the national interest. 
 
Prior to Federation, the states were virtually independent countries. They raised their own taxes, and 
controlled all their own expenditure. The states built their own infrastructure. Almost the entire physical 
structure of the present Australian economy reflects patient planning and investment by state governments, 
and local governments, in water supply, sewerage systems, drains, irrigation systems, electricity generation 
and distribution, roads, railways, ports and airports. The states constructed public works to advance their 
state economies. 
 
The concept of separate and competing state economies is locked into the Constitution, but it is now a relic 
of our history. From now on, the nation as a whole faces the challenges of competing in a global economy. 
In the meantime, the states are abandoning responsibility for state infrastructure, and are liquidating public 
utilities and public asseits. The activities of the states are now largely focussed on services, but the states 
are finding increasing difficulty in funding all the government services that are wanted by politicians, and 
which the people have grown to expect. 
 
The national government has now promised that the revenues from the proposed GST will be disbursed to 
the states. That has enormous implications for the future development of the nation. If it means even more 
services to be funded by the states, and more duplication of activities by all states, and more federalism and 
less national responsibility, then we should all be quite alarmed. It is certainly a prospect for the nation and 
an aspect of GST that has not been discussed by politicians, or by the people. Possibly the reason for the 
political silence on the issue is that many people would certainly disapprove. 
 
The growth in the services sector in the Australian economy relative to production has continued for fifty 
years. It has been exacerbated by the duplication of activities by national and all state governments, for 
example separate laws and regulations for a wide range of industrial, commercial and social affairs. The 
cost of such duplication finds its way into taxes, which are then a burden on every enterprise. The overall 
effect in Australia has been continued pressure on the production sectors of our national economy, a decline 
in infrastructure development, sale of public assets, an increase in services and various forms of social 
welfare, and increased national indebtedness. The cost of our imports consistently exceeds the value of our 
exports. As a result, Australia is living off savings - our own and that of other people. 
 
Our national output from agriculture, manufacturing and mining is recognised as our physical production, 
and is the basis of our mercantile trade. The total value of our physical production, when measured in terms 
of the currencies of our major trading partners, has been declining for 15 years. 
... 
The services sector comprises all those other matters that are supposed to improve our total national 
effectiveness, such as education, health, financial services, transport, the media, entertainment, and welfare. 
But services have now become an end purpose, rather than an aid to the production of wealth. 
... 
When the Constitution was written 100 years ago, a national economy did not exist. Today it does. It is now 
quite wrong for the national government to walk away from responsibilities for management of the national 
economy simply because the founding fathers could not imagine the way that Australia and the world 
would change over the past 100 years.  I recognise that the resolution of this issue presents political 
difficulties. However, the fear of difficulties has paralysed any thinking about what can and should be done. 
It is a situation that would be quite intolerable in the private sector, as it would be a certain path to 
bankruptcy.  There is a serious national need to review the Constitution and to re-define the relative powers 
of the federal and state governments. In intellectual terms, it is readily achievable. In the end, it may be 
forced upon us by economic reality. 
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The 
Australian 
10 Jul 2000 

'Regionalise 
rather than 
centralise': 

Letters 

PREMIER Richard Court's article, Federal strength can't flow from weak states (Opinion, 7/7) 
overlooks the fact that Australia's state governments are among the most centralised sovereign 
governments in the democratic world. This is a product of two factors: their absolute constitutional 
and fiscal dominance over local government; and the capital-city-centricity that arises due to the 
population (and therefore the share of elected representatives) in the capitals being so high, and the 
hinterlands so expansive and remote from their capitals.  Except for the ACT, Australia's local 
governments are among the most powerless in the democratic world. And whereas Australia's 
population was just 3.7 million at Federation in 1901, 7 million Australians now live outside the 
capitals alone.  The fivefold increase in Australia's population since 1901 prompted the late Ken 
Thomas (TNT's founder) to suggest that we needed an accompanying fivefold increase in our 
number of sub-national governments - from the eight states and territories to around 40 
appropriately designed regions, including 30 or so centred around our biggest cities.  A number of 
people are working on this issue. I would encourage Mr Court and others to be prepared to look 
outside the box and help design a greatly improved system of government to enable billions of 
dollars to be shifted from wasted bureaucracy that could be used to improve outcomes in 
education, healthcare, justice, the environment and so on.  
MARK DRUMMOND Kaleen, ACT 
 
AFTER reading the article by Richard Court, the only group that I can see centralisation is bad for 
is state pollies, as this is the one level of government that Australia could well do with much less 
of. Court cannot seriously be suggesting that voting for the federal House of Representatives 
should be on the basis of economic wealth? Back to the 19th century, eh Richard?  
RON BROWN Hornsby, NSW 
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The Australian 
25 Jul 2000 

'Corporations 
Law solution -
get rid of state 
government', 

by Tony 
McLean, the 

executive 
director of the 

Australian 
Shareholders 
Association 

ALL shareholders should be concerned about the integrity of the Corporations Law, which has 
been seriously undermined by recent court decisions.  The Corporations Law is a Commonwealth 
law which is applied in each state by the state. The state laws are supposed to establish a system of 
vesting and cross-vesting of jurisdiction between federal and state courts.  While it all seems very 
complicated, the whole scheme was intended to permit relatively simple enforcement of the 
Corporations Law.  However, the scheme has become endangered by court decisions, particularly 
in the Wakim and Hughes cases.  The Wakim case deprived the Federal Court of most of its 
jurisdiction in relation to the Corporations Law. Past decisions of the Federal Court made in the 
exercise of cross-vested jurisdiction are therefore potentially invalid. The Hughes case cast doubt 
on the validity of the states conferring powers upon Commonwealth bodies and officials, 
effectively challenging the fundamental underpinnings of the whole Corporations Law scheme.   
Apart from the potential problems of the Corporations Law not being enforceable by federal 
authorities, a case has been lodged with the High Court that will also challenge the ability of the 
Australian Securities & Investments Commission to incorporate companies.  If that case were to be 
successful, about 680,000 companies incorporated by ASIC during the past decade - or more than 
half the country's existing trading entities - would be invalid.  Australia also faces a more serious 
problem of corporate criminals playing fast and loose with corporate law. Legal experts have 
described our underlying system of corporate regulation as being on life support.  At a time when 
markets are becoming increasingly global and we are seeking international recognition as a 
regional financial centre, it is both embarrassing and damaging that Australia lacks a credible 
system of corporate law.  If our company law system falls over, it will not only harm Australia's 
standing in world markets, but it will also reduce our attractiveness to overseas investors.  There 
are two ways in which the problems can be fixed. The first is to hold a referendum to amend the 
constitution and the second is for the states to refer their powers to the Commonwealth.  The 
Commonwealth argues a constitutional amendment would be expensive, entail substantial delay 
and be unlikely to succeed given the inherent electoral conservatism. Most of the states have 
agreed to a referral of their powers but Western Australia and South Australia are resisting this 
move.  In a letter to the Australian Shareholders' Association, West Australian Attorney-General 
Peter Foss, for example, argues that a change to the constitution is "the only certain and long-term 
solution ... WA will not refer state powers to the Commonwealth".  It is vital that either ahead of, 
or at least during, this week's meeting of the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General, the 
Commonwealth and the states resolve this impasse. Western Australia and South Australia should 
accept a proper referral of powers is necessary in the broader interests of corporate Australia.  
While this may address the immediate issues, the Wakim and Hughes decisions have revealed 
fundamental structural problems with the constitution; problems that may, in the longer term, 
require a referendum and revisions to the constitution.  Of course, the other long-term solution is 
for the Commonwealth to assume responsibility for some state government functions, to privatise 
the rest and to do away with the state government level altogether. And while we are at it, lets 
dispense with the senate as well. 

Canberra 
Times 

20 Aug 2000 

'Narrow 
Mentality': 
Letter by 

Barrie Smillie 
of Duffy 

FEDERATION is turning 100 and yet our nine parliaments still go wandering off in different 
directions on deep moral issues. The rail-gauge mentality is clearly alive and well. Depending on 
your state, tourists could be lured by catchy tags like Come to the Two Mummy, Two Daddy state! 
(Victoria) or Visit But Don't Nick Bickies Twice! (NT); Shoot up with Confidence (ACT); or even 
Happy Today, Dead Tomorrow! (NT) Are we one nation, or aren't we? 

Canberra 
Times 

30 Aug 2000 

'Pollies the 
cause of 

uncertainty': 
Letter by Gary 
Shadforth of 

Tweed Heads, 
NSW 

PETER BEATTIE'S thinking that the North Coast region of NSW should fall into line with 
Queensland by remaining on eastern standard time takes one back to Joh's duration as Queensland 
premier and his adage that 'Australia is a part of Queensland''. Australia's problem of having so 
many time zones, and a lot of other issues of uncertainty, lies in the fact that 19 million people are 
served by too many politicians of various persuasions sitting on their hands in a mix of one Federal 
Government, six state parliaments and two territory administrations - an environment where 
bipartisan cooperation is unattainable because of parochial vote-counting exercises. 
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Canberra 
Times 

1 Sep 2000 

'Ways To 
Change The 

Body Politic', 
by John 

Warhurst 

ONE OF the 'sleeping issues' in Australian political debate is the adequacy of our political 
boundaries and hence the effectiveness of our political communities. Locally, while for some critics 
the ACT is too small for effective government, for others it is just about the right size because it 
offers a real political community. The traditional boundaries persist in Australia.  There is 
constitutional provision in Australia for new states but none have emerged. We are an 'ice age' so far 
as new political communities are concerned. There have been two competing reform traditions.  The 
first, inclined to the virtues of large-scale government, believes that the existing framework is 
satisfactory but that within it more power should be given to the Commonwealth Government. The 
second wants smaller-scale government, believing that even empowering the existing states is not 
enough. Rather, there should be more political communities because even the existing states are too 
large.  Sometimes the two traditions have come together in the belief not only in stronger central 
government but in strong regional governments rather than the existing states. New ideas that 
challenge our notion of political community are welcome because the debate needs fresh energy. A 
new book, A Decade of Self-Government in the Australian Capital Territory, from the Centre for 
Research in Public Sector Management at the University of Canberra, contributes some challenging 
local thinking to this issue. 
 
And so, too, do two initiatives, one new and the other refurbished, from South Australia. The first is 
an official proposal from Michael Armitage, the South Australian Minister for Information Economy, 
for a 'world-first virtual electorate for South Australia'. This proposal is that a new upper House 
electorate might be created for expatriate South Australians - a virtual electorate.    The electoral roll 
would include only SA-born Australian citizens who are currently ineligible to vote in SA elections 
because their permanent residence is elsewhere. There will be two seats and the members elected will 
have powers equal to those of other upper-House MPs. As a consequence there would be two fewer 
upper-House seats for resident voters.  The size of the upper House will be reduced to make room for 
the new electorate. Armitage is probably right when he says that this initiative would be a world first 
that would continue SA's 'proud record of electoral reform, such as granting women the vote in 
1894'. As a token of good faith the Government would stand only one candidate at the first election 
for these candidates so that the idea can't be dismissed as just a grab for power.  The aim of the 
initiative is to cater for expatriate South Australians 'who want to maintain their commitment to their 
home state'. Putting it another way, it is 'giving a vote to South Australia's 'global tribe' '. The stated 
benefits are that 'parliamentary debates will be enhanced by global perspectives and information of 
benefit to the development of public policy and debate'.  
 
The resident community would benefit from tapping in to 'a global pool of talented South 
Australians, linked into activities around the world'. Technically it probably can work, although 
whether such an online election is secure from tampering is still debatable. Over the past week I have 
involved in two online votes: ratifying an enterprise agreement at the ANU and electing new national 
and territory committees for the Australian Republican Movement.  So the idea is catching on. 
Whether politically it is a good idea is more debatable. No-one knows whether the commitment of 
expatriate South Australians extends beyond football to politics.  But the idea shouldn't be scorned. It 
expands our notion of a political community. Expatriate Australians can vote in national election, so 
why not long-term expatriate citizens of a state? For further information see www.ie2002.sa.gov.au 
The second initiative is unofficial.  It comes from a former federal Labor minister, Chris Hurford, 
Member for Adelaide 1969-87, and a minister 1983-87. Hurford is campaigning for a new Australian 
constitution based on about 44 'regional states' replacing the existing six states. The details of these 
arrangements are the responsibility of his advisers from the Flinders University School of 
Geography, Population and Environmental Management.  For further information see 
www.ssn.flinders.edu.au/geog/ regionalstates. Hurford, like Armitage, is driven by the notion that the 
idea of political community needs revitalising. He, however, is returning to a version of a very old 
idea that better government will follow from citizens being physically closer to their representatives. 
 
He wants 'smaller and more effective government'. His regional states 'are modelled on the belief that 
they represent communities of interest, where people have a feeling they belong (an identification 
with the area) and are of a size which facilitates efficient and participatory management for good 
governance'. His proposed regional state of Canberra-Monaro (about 484,000 citizens in 1996) 
corresponds closely with the existing borders of the ACT/South-East NSW Regional Development 
Board.  So the idea of an expanded Canberra region fits nicely into the concept of regional states (as 
would the existing ACT also). Canberrans already take part in these debates. Kate Carnell is strongly 
committed to the notion of an Australian Capital Region.    The physical boundaries of the ACT need 
serious attention. We've outgrown the territorial space allowed to us and we must do something about 
it. One option is to attempt to redraw the political boundaries as Hurford suggests, but as Carnell says 
this 'isn't likely to happen in the foreseeable future'.  So perhaps we should be further developing the 
cooperative regional mechanisms already in place. In this endeavour the online ideas, if not the 
virtual electorate, developed by Armitage should be useful. 
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Border Mail 
1 Sep 2000 

'Push to end 
States' 

A CAMPAIGN to end State governments in Australia is set to gain momentum with a public 
meeting at Berrigan tonight.  Berrigan Shire councillor Max Bradley has convened the meeting to 
gauge support for his belief that the tier of State Government should be abolished.  He said 
yesterday he had gained motivation for his campaign from the Border residents of 100 years ago 
who helped introduce federation.  "I've thought about it for 30 years, why the heck have we got 
States because they are not something we really need," Cr Bradley said.  "I was sitting in the 
Berrigan council chamber and looking at the portraits of those who helped create federation and I 
thought why can't I do something similar?"  Cr Bradley said he hoped ideas on how the abolition 
of States could be achieved would be proposed at the meeting and a campaign group could be 
formed as a result.  He believes the funds saved from the removal of State governments could be 
spent on essential services.  "I think the money could go straight into hospitals and schools," Cr 
Bradley said.  Tonight's meeting will be held at the Berrigan Shire council chambers from 8 
o'clock. 

ABC (radio) 
Wagga 

Wagga Local 
News 

1 Sep 2000 

'No tears as 
arguments are 
forwarded to 
scrap state 

governments'

An organisation known as Shed a Tier is meeting today to advance arguments for the abolition of 
state governments.  Councillor Max Bradley from Berrigan Shire Council says the federal 
Government is needed to run the country but the range of different laws at the state level is 
confusing and costly.  Councillor Bradley says there are too many politicians over whom citizens 
have no control.  "I don't want any more lawmakers in Australia. As far as regional government 
goes, the adminstration of the laws, I've got no problem with how they're administered as long as 
we've only got one group of people doing it for all of Australia," he said. 

Border Mail 
4 Sep 2000 

'Support 
swells for 

cutting State 
tier' 

A COMMITTEE formed in Berrigan on Friday night has vowed to fight for the abolition of State 
governments by 2010.  Fourteen supporters from Albury-Wodonga, Berrigan, Corowa and 
Deniliquin formed the Shed a Tier committee to pressure the Federal Government to hold a 
referendum on the abolition of State governments.  Committee chairman Berrigan Shire councillor 
Max Bradley said unnecessary duplication wasted $30 billion annually.  "The economic benefits of 
shedding State governments are enormous," he said.  "We need to get rid of the States so the funds 
can just come straight through to the regions."  
 
Cr Bradley said uniform Australian laws and licences would also save taxpayers an enormous 
amount of money.  "Australia is being held back by needless bureaucracy and an obsolete system 
of government that may have been relevant to Australia's colonial past but is no longer relevant 
today.  "If we get rid of State governments fewer people are controlling the making of laws and the 
money."  Cr Bradley said he was amazed at the show of support for the campaign.  "The public 
support, and the media interest, has been enormous," he said.  "I've received hundreds of phone 
calls since this has been getting publicity.  "The only people objecting to the proposal are would-
be politicians." 
 
Cr Bradley said the Shed a Tier committee would meet again later in the year to discuss campaign 
strategies.  Cr Bradley conceded that abolition of State governments would not be an easy task.  
"But we will be successful and I have resolved to keep going until I succeed," he said.  The State 
member for Murrumbidgee, Mr Adrian Piccoli, agrees that Australia's three-tier system of 
government is less than perfect.  "We probably have one tier too many but if you reform the State 
governments you need to reform local government as well," he said. 

Australian 
Associated 

Press 
8 Sep 2000 

'Group formed 
to get rid of 
Australian 

states' 

CANBERRA, Sept 8, AAP - A political lobby group aimed at ridding Australia of state 
governments has been formed in the New South Wales Riverina.  The Shed a Tier committee 
believes the layer of state and territory governments is costing Australians more than $30 billion in 
unnecessary service duplication.  Committee chairman and Berrigan Shire councillor Max Bradley 
said he had been inundated with support, including from two state politicians.  Mr Bradley said 
Australia was over-governed, while arbitrary state boundaries made life difficult for many ordinary 
people.  "We've got 960 politicians - if we just get down to the federal politicians that's 160-odd of 
them, so it's a lot less people to deal with," he said.  "We need a country that is one country, that 
has no internal boundaries." 
 
Mr Bradley said as Berrigan shire borders Victoria, many residents had a daily reminder of the 
problem caused by states.  He said a local bridge was being maintained by the NSW Government 
when it should be replaced because the Victorian Government refused to help in its construction.  
"I thought it would only be of real interest along the borders, (but) I've had an amazing number of 
people from Sydney and Melbourne actually ring to say yeah, it's something we've got to do," he 
said.  Mr Bradley said the group aims to get a federal referendum posing the question, and then 
work on the best way to change the nation's government systems.  He said Australia had missed its 
chance to get rid of states when the federal constitution was framed in the 1890s.  The group has 
set itself a 10-year timeframe in which to get its referendum passed. 
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Daily 
Telegraph 
9 Sep 2000 

'Too many 
politicians' 

A POLITICAL lobby group aimed at ridding Australia of State governments has been formed in 
NSW.  The Shed a Tier committee believes the layer of State and territory governments is costing 
Australians more than $30 billion in unnecessary duplication of services.  Committee chairman 
and Berrigan shire councillor Max Bradley said Australia, with 960 politicians, was over-
governed.  He said the committee had been inundated with support, including two State politicians.
(almost identical article appeared in the Townsville Bulletin also on 9 September 2000) 

Illawarra 
Mercury 

9 Sep 2000 

'Get rid of 
state 

governments'

A political lobby group aimed at ridding Australia of state governments has been formed in the 
NSW Riverina.  The Shed a Tier committee believes the layer of state and territory governments is 
costing Australians more than $30 billion in unnecessary service duplication.  Committee 
chairman and Berrigan Shire Councillor Max Bradley said he had been inundated with support, 
including from two state politicians.  Mr Bradley said Australia was over-governed, while arbitrary 
state boundaries made life difficult for many ordinary people.  "We've got 960 politicians - if we 
just get down to the federal politicians  that's 160-odd of them, so it's a lot less people to deal 
with,'' he said.  "We need a country that is one country, that has no internal boundaries.''  Mr 
Bradley said as Berrigan shire bordered Victoria, many residents had a daily reminder of the 
problem caused by states. 

Townsville 
Bulletin 

9 Sep 2000 

Shed a 'tier' 
for politicians'

A POLITICAL lobby group aimed at ridding Australia of state governments has been formed in 
the New South Wales Riverina. The Shed a Tier committee believes the layer of state and territory 
governments is costing Australians more than $30 billion in unnecessary service duplication. 
Committee chairman and Berrigan Shire councillor Max Bradley said he had been inundated with 
support, including from two state politicians. 

Sun Herald 
17 Sep 2000 

'Only Pollies 
Would Cry If 
We Shed A 

Tier', 
by Frank 
Walker 

Do State governments serve any useful purpose?  MAX Bradley is a car mechanic in the Riverina 
town of Berrigan who came to the conclusion Australia did not need State governments, and 
would in fact be much better off without them.  He formed a committee of local people and called 
it Shed a Tier. He put the notion to his local shire council, to which he was elected six months ago, 
and got it passed. He put it to the annual meeting of the Local Government Association and got it 
passed there, too. And he hasn't looked back since.  "People are contacting me from all over 
Australia wanting to join up and help out,'' he said from his garage workshop.  
 
Bradley said State governments only duplicated the role of the Federal Government. Abolishing 
them would save around $30 billion a year and eliminate hundreds of politicians.  He has a point. 
Australia, with just 19 million people, has 960 politicians, or a ratio of about one politician to 
every 20,000 people. This is the highest of any country based on the Westminster system. New 
Zealand has one to 35,000, Canada one to 66,000 and Britain a ratio of one to 145,000. Tasmania 
is a world leader, with one politician per 6,611 people.  "There is nothing the State governments do 
that couldn't be done with a single government in Canberra,'' said Bradley.  "Education, roads, rail, 
hospitals, police ... they could all be done nationally by a single government. There should be one 
set of rules, one person handing out the money.''  
 
He got the idea after becoming frustrated trying to get the Victorian, NSW and Federal 
governments to agree on building a new bridge over the Murray River.  "They couldn't agree on 
who would pay for it even though everyone knew it had to be done,'' he said.  "There are bigger 
Murray River issues with salinity and irrigation with four  governments involved and nothing ever 
happens.''  Bradley swears his group won't turn into a political party and he has rejected overtures 
from the obscure Abolish State Governments Party, which ran for the Upper House in the last 
NSW election.  He said of State parliaments: "They should be closed down and turned into old 
people's homes. They have nice comfy seats already there.  "If there are any decent State 
politicians they could easily find a place in  a Federal government, so they shouldn't worry about 
it.''  Neither Premier Bob Carr or Opposition leader Kerry Chikarovski would comment on the 
issue.  
 
The reason we have six States and two Territories is, of course, historical. The States were founded 
as colonial settlements which came together to form one nation.  But the States gave only limited 
powers to the central government, fearing it  could become too powerful and override their 
interests.  Bradley hopes he can change things within 10 years  but his chances are slim.  The only 
modern political leader to take on this issue was Bob Hawke, who once urged his successor Paul 
Keating to take up the issue. "The political parties of this country ... seem to see great attraction in 
having a large number of parliamentary benches on which to put their bottoms  the more the 
better,'' Hawke said.  But Keating dropped it like a hot potato. 

Sunday Mail 
(Queensland) 
17 Sep 2000 

'Features', by 
John Hay 

FOR Australians who think we have too many politicians (isn't that everyone?) a political lobby 
group was established in the New South Wales Riverina last week to campaign to get rid of state 
governments. It's called Shed a Tier. 
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Border Mail 
28 Sep 2000 

'Collins' vision 
spot on': 

Letter by Cr 
Max Bradley, 
Chairman of 
Shed A Tier, 

Berrigan 

There are two main reasons to abolish State governments — firstly, to have the same laws across 
Australia, and second, to save the huge amount of money it takes to keep State politicians and their 
bureaucrats, while in office and afterwards.  There is no reason for local government to be altered 
in any way as it has a job to do.  I cannot see how having bigger councils or regions will get your 
rubbish picked up, water out of your taps, or your sewerage disposed of any better.  There is no 
intention of giving any more power to local government.  The remaining powers of the States will 
go to the Federal Government, in most cases there is already a federal minister in place to do what 
seven ministers now do, and there are already regions in place for health, education, police, and 
roads.  The Federal Government would give money directly to these regions instead of using the 
State government.  The Federal Government already has grants that go directly to local 
government.  The need for uniform laws across Australia has been needed for the last 100 years.  
Our State politicians and bureaucrats have done nothing, and this cost many billions of dollars 
every year.  This is our money.  If you believe the State should be there, do you also support the 
criminals who can cross these borders and our police cannot? 

The 
Australian 

10 Oct 2000 

Letter by 
Robert S. 
Buick of 

Glenfields, 
Qld 

KIM BEAZLEY and Labor again raise the issue of abolishing the roles of governor general and 
the state governors without any consideration of modernising how we are governed. The present 
three-tier government is outdated and grossly inefficient, good only for the politicians and 
bureaucrats working in the halls of power.  We should consider a new system that empowers the 
voters and citizens. We have states because of the change from colonies, and local councils seem 
surplus to all our needs. These two forms of government should be abolished and replaced with 30 
to 40 provinces of about some 600,000 residents, each comprised of three regions of 200,000.  
 
Provincial government would have three elected representatives to the executive office and six per 
region, totalling 21 representatives, with half elections every five years. The national government 
should consist of three offices: The Executive of five, elected by the citizens of six or seven 
regions (four million); The Senate with two elected Senators per province (600,000) and a 
maximum of 80; and The Representatives with two elected MHR per region (200,000), maximum 
240, with half elections again every five years.  Once the provincial and regional boundaries were 
drawn they would remain fixed irrespective of any growth or shrinkage of population.  
 
We the people need to select how we are to be governed and need the choice when considering 
any change to become a republic. Our system has done us proud, growing from a clutch of 
colonies to a vibrant safe nation. Time for a change, maybe yes, but if that is the case then let's be 
fair dinkum, Kim, and look to a lasting system that allows a voter to have a say in how we are 
governed. Why not target January 1, 2020, as New Start Date. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
23 Oct 2000 

'McGarvie a 
Model for the 
Critical Mass', 
by Christopher 

Pearson 

Coincidentally I lunched last week with Peter Consandine, an amiable eccentric who heads the 
Republican Party of Australia. He's hoping to win Senate  seats on a platform which includes 
abolishing the States in favour of 30 semi-autonomous regions, codifying presidential powers and 
a nationwide election of the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

The 
Australian 

28 Oct 2000 
p. 8 

 'MPs divided 
over a new 

northern state', 
by Benjamin 
Haslem and 

Matt Robbins

Queensland federal Liberal MP Peter Lindsay, whose seat of Herbert includes Townsville, said 
state governments should be abolished and replaced with stronger local governments.  
Responsibility for education, health and main roads should be passed to the federal government, he 
said.  "If you have strong local governments in the regions then you find you are responsive to 
whatever the local problems are," he said.   
 
Calls for a separate state north of the Tropic of Capricorn have been strong for decades. Supporters 
argue less than 10 per cent of Australians live in the tropics yet produce one third of export 
income.  Constitutional expert George Winterton said it was likely a referendum would be needed 
within an existing state to create a new state, plus the approval of the existing state government. 
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Cairns Post 
28 Oct 2000 

'Heads reject 
State break', 

by Penny 
Robins 

A SUGGESTION by leading Australian historian Professor Geoffrey Blainey that North 
Queensland become a separate state has been rejected by Cairns Mayor Kevin Byrne and Federal 
Member for Leichhardt Warren Entsch.  Cr Byrne and Mr Entsch said rather than add to the 
middle levels of government, they hoped in the long-term Australia would do away with state 
governments entirely.  They said above all, they doubted anyone in Australia would agree to the 
creation of jobs for more politicians.  
 
Prof Blainey told a lecture in Parliament House on Thursday it was a "sad" fact Australia's newest 
State had been created more than 140 years ago.  "Australia has created no new state since 1859, 
the United States in contrast has created close to 20," Prof Blainey said.  "For a land of its size, we 
do not have enough states. We thus miss one of the advantages of federalism."  Prof Blainey said if 
North Queensland broke away from Queensland, it would be better off economically.  "The 
political power base of Australia, the south-east corner, is less interested than it should be in the 
needs and interests of the outlying States of the Commonwealth," he said. 
 
But while Mr Entsch and Cr Byrne agreed North Queensland suffered at the expense of the power 
brokers in the south-east, they did not agree adding extra states, politicians and bureaucracies was 
the answer.  "I don't think it's practical," Mr Entsch said from Darwin yesterday.  "My view is we 
should abolish all state governments. We should be expanding our local authorities and 
empowering them.  "Understand if we have another state in FNQ, you've got to have another 
parliament, another premier, another whole lot of representatives and another bureaucracy to 
sustain it which would defeat the purpose of it because it would cost hundreds of millions of 
dollars to run it.  "It doesn't matter how much we carve ourselves up, there's still only 20 million 
people." 
 
Mr Entsch said Australia would save "billions" and run more efficiently if departments currently 
under State control - health, education, transport and legal - were regulated to a national standard.  
Cr Byrne said he believed Australia's state governments had outlived their usefulness.  "We need a 
definitive regional focus and I don't think creating more government in Australia is going to be the 
answer," Cr Byrne said. "I think the next 50 years will see a complete overhaul of our present 
constitutional arrangements in any event." 

Canberra 
Times 

3 Nov 2000 
p. 10 

'No Need for 
Three Tiers of 
Government, 

letter by 
Ray Walker 

of Fisher 

PROFESSOR BLAINEY (CT, October 27) is right in some aspects Australia is a large area with 
wide regional differences. However, he supports the current State system which, since Federation, 
has badly let us down as a solution to the vagaries of these differences. The States were set up by 
England, for English purposes, over a century and a half ago and no longer have a relevance.  
 
Regional differences do require proper representation but the State system is not supplying that. 
One of the most costly, divisive and irritating aspects is the capacity for States to pass their own 
laws. Australia is one country and should have one set of laws covering everyone.  
 
There is patently no need for a three-tier structure, and the answer surely lies in abolishing the 
State boundaries, remodelling and re-engineering the council system to suit modern requirements, 
rather than Blainey's solution of creating more States. There is need for flexibility, for example 
boundaries should be elastic to reflect changing conditions, based perhaps on the electorate model. 
It is interesting that there is a strong push for severing ties with the monarchy which, by and large, 
causes no problems, but the significant inadequacies created by the English-developed State 
system are virtually ignored. 
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Courier-Mail 
6 Nov 2000 

'Councils push 
for overhaul of 

states', by 
Lachlan 

Heywood 

LOCAL government leaders in Queensland are calling for a major overhaul of Australia's system 
of government, including the abolition of state governments. Brisbane's Lord Mayor Jim Soorley 
and the Local Government Association of Queensland claim the model that has served Australia 
since Federation is "fatally flawed". Cr Soorley said dumping states would allow regions to deal 
directly with the Commonwealth, reducing costly duplication and ensuring resources reached the 
local level where they were needed. "A local government has a right and responsibility to demand 
a fair share of the resources that belong to them and their communities, and it is not happening," he 
said. Premier Peter Beattie and State Opposition Leader Rob Borbidge yesterday expressed 
concern at the level of duplication, particularly between federal and state governments, but ruled 
out the proposition. 
 
Mr Beattie said he did not believe there would be the political or community support to change the 
three-tiered system of government any time in the next 100 years. "As much as I respect Jim's 
opinion to abolish state governments, the big losers would be people living in Queensland because 
they'd be swamped by the big regions based around Sydney and Melbourne," he said. Mr Beattie 
said the states and local government had significant roles to play in Australia given the nation's 
geographic size and small population, and forums such as the Council of Australian Governments 
helped each government obtain its objectives. Cr Soorley said the notion the system of government 
was a "sacred structure" was promoted by vested political interests whose power was based at the 
state level. "It is a structural issue, it is systemic and we are all getting ripped off on the way 
through," he said. "We (local government) are the bottom feeders and we are getting more and 
more devolved down to us and less and less money." LGAQ president Noel Playford said it was 
natural progression that the second tier of government would eventually "wither and die". "It is 
already happening and it is happening because it makes sense," he said. Cr Playford said state 
boundaries were an accident of history. Mr Borbidge said duplication of federal and state services 
was "close to unbearable", causing massive cost to taxpayers and inefficiencies in the system. But 
he said the problem was due to the dramatic growth in bureaucracy at all levels of government 
over the past 30 years rather than structural deficiencies. "The reality is that historically and 
constitutionally, the states have an absolutely vital role to play," he said. "My view is that we need 
a compact between federal, state and local governments, where we sit down and basically 
determine who does what." 

Canberra 
Times 

8 Nov 2000 

'Consensus-
building 

needed to get 
reform': Letter

by Mark 
Drummond 
of Kaleen 

RAY WALKER'S sound "abolish the states" position ("No need for three tiers of government", 
Letters, November 3) nevertheless has much more in common with that of Professor Geoffrey 
Blainey (CT, October 27) than Ray acknowledges.  Indeed, the states and territories have probably 
survived in their present from for this long because party politics and squabbling over 
fine detail has frustrated consensus building in relation to their reform. 
 
Whereas advocates of new states (typically from the bush and of Country/National party origin) 
have generally favoured a federal form of government, and state-abolition advocates (often 
associated with the ALP) have generally favoured a unitary form, both these camps have agreed 
that significant powers and responsibilities presently held by the states and territories should be 
transferred to the national government alongside the formation of subnational government units 
much smaller than the present mainland states.  So if only these hitherto competing reform camps 
could cooperate to achieve consensus in respect of national powers and responsibilities, such as the 
need for a single set of laws as recommended by Ray, they might then be pleasantly surprised to 
discover that their differences in respect of subnational government boundaries, powers, etc, 
actually amount to very little.  At the very least, differences in preferences can be contained to an 
appropriate level of attention in a second round of consensus building without damaging an overall 
reform agenda.  A similar commitment to logically sequenced consensus building can also do a lot 
for the republican cause. 
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Canberra 
Times 

10 Nov 2000 
p. 12 

'States Now 
Outmoded and 

Should be 
Scrapped': 

Letter, by Jim 
Snow of 

Queanbeyan 

THE GREAT macro and micro reformers of the1990s deliberately neglected to reform one sector 
where savings of billions of dollars per year might be achieved. The letters of Mark Drummond 
(CT, November 8) and Ray Walker (November 3) target the sector: our political system. A 
consensus should now be achievable between those who see the value of more states and those 
who want better and more efficient central-government coordination nationally, as Mark 
Drummond suggested.  This can be done by acknowledging: That Australia suffers from having 
seven large central governments, six of them based on large capital cities. Only one central 
government is needed; That existing state boundaries are inappropriate socially, economically and 
demographically and encourage power in the capitals to the detriment of the outside regions. The 
cities themselves would be better off looking after themselves and not everyone else.  
 
More appropriate and full-time local governments would give elected local representatives a 
chance to foster better democracy in their neighbourhoods and the electors more power when they 
seek change. Thoughtfully structured local government would give people better links with their 
elected representatives, encourage civic responsibility and reduce crime and other socially 
unacceptable behaviour. The names for those more sensible areas of government is less important 
than the concepts.  As an 'abolish the states' person, I now have to concede that the term 'states' can 
be accepted. A better, cheaper and fairer political system can be achieved with a bit of economic 
and social and demographic and environmental rationalism. 

Courier Mail 
11 Nov 2000 

'Dividing up 
affairs of 

state', by A.J. 
Brown 

A fresh push to abolish states in favour of stronger regional governments has been on and off the 
agenda since before Federation. A.J. Brown reports "It would add to the importance of the new 
Commonwealth, and be of immense advantage to Western Australia, South Australia and 
Queensland, if four or five new colonies were cut out of their vast and unmanageable territories ... 
The division of the existing colonies into smaller areas to equalise the distribution of political 
power will be the next great constitutional change." - Sir Henry Parkes, New South Wales premier 
(various times) 1872-91. FROM January 1, we will celebrate Australia's first 100 years as a 
federated nation. But was 1901 the end of the Federation story? Not if you believe historian 
Geoffrey Blainey or Brisbane Lord Mayor Jim Soorley, who in the past two weeks have given 
very different and important perspectives on the role of Federation.  
 
Professor Blainey's Senate Federation address in Canberra lauded our federal achievements, except 
perhaps in one respect - for not going far enough. His call for more states to directly represent each 
of Australia's regions shows debate on how regionalism and our federal Constitution could come 
together - whether there should be new states, or no states, or something in between - is alive and 
well. By comparison, Cr Soorley's address to a Local Government Association forum at Wondai, 
near Kingaroy, was a long way from centres of power, and his description of the current structure 
of Federation as "fatally flawed" seemed the absolute reverse. However, where the professor and 
the Lord Mayor appear to agree, is on the virtue of the current six states and two territories 
breaking up into a larger number of strong regional governments - potentially creating a strange 
and new area of common ground. Both sets of ideas reflect the fact that the federal balance in 
Australia is changing anyway. For example, it is not long before the Northern Territory will be a 
state. Two years ago Territorians may have voted down their new state Constitution but, like the 
1999 republic vote, the protest was about the process, not the principle.  
 
If the Territory's 194,000 residents are to have that power, why not the 220,000 residents of Cairns 
and the Far North? Or the 195,000 residents of Townsville, Mt Isa and the North and North-West? 
Or the 305,000 residents of Rockhampton, Emerald, Mackay and Capricornia? To say nothing of 
the rest of regional Queensland, New South Wales and Western Australia. These questions were 
lively even before the Australian colonies federated, creating a debate to be celebrated as much as 
our federal achievements themselves.  
 
Should we have more states, or no states? The responses to Professor Blainey and Cr Soorley over 
the past two weeks show our legacy of debate is alive and well. Premier Peter Beattie rightly 
commented that most Australians already thought they were over-governed, and were not about to 
rush at any radical change. Indeed, the cost of creating more states around the country was a major 
factor in the defeat of NSW new state proposals in the 1920s and 1960s; and unless the new 
"regional states" had genuine power to stand up for themselves against Sydney, Melbourne and 
Canberra, few Australians would want to risk what they've already got. The Premier's direct 
opponents are also understandably cautious, with Queensland National Party leader Rob Borbidge 
and Liberal senator Ian Macdonald also opting for better performance from the status quo. But a 
spray of opinion across old divides seems a little more adventurous. Federal National member for 
Dawson De-Anne Kelly actively endorsed the idea of a new state, at least for the north, suggesting 
the name Gondwanaland. Maverick? Not when you consider the Country Party has supported new 
states ever since its birth in 1919.  
 
Townsville's Liberal MHR Peter Lindsay seemed to go further, sounding strangely like Labor's 
Lord Mayor Soorley - firmly believing in a reduction in politicians via abolition of the current 
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states in favour of strong, regional local governments. Again, maverick? Not when you consider 
it's an option put up for research by the Business Council of Australia, promoted by former 
Victorian Liberal minister Ian Macphee, and endorsed by Country Party founder Sir Earle Page as 
far back as 1917. This diversity of opinion might seem confusing, but in Queensland at least it 
reflects a strong history of bipartisan support for strong regional government - even if, in 
everyone's interest, it means breaking up the current state. IN THE lead up to Federation, 
conservatives and progressives alike insisted, as premier McIlwraith told the other colonies in 
1891, Queensland should be "recognised as three provinces in this new Federal Government" and 
not just one. In 1948, ALP premier Hanlon opened Parliament with an agenda for when and how 
Queensland would be subdivided into additional states. In 1958, it was an alliance of Labor and 
Country Party MPs who tabled the separation petitions for the northern and central states.  
 
And in 1959 - the centenary of Queensland - it was Country Party premier Frank Nicklin who 
outlined a 10-year programme of development towards regional autonomy. Forty years on, 
regionalism is still an irrepressible force. Regionalism was at the forefront of the recent launch of 
Queensland's Centenary of Federation programme by Premier Beattie and Professor Ross 
Fitzgerald. Far from being focused on a central point - like the 1988 Bicentennial was on Sydney - 
the programme is spread across the 12 "distinct regions" of the state. Our concepts of regionalism 
are changing, but getting no less important. Regionalism used to be focused on achieving 
unlimited development.  
 
Today, it's just as much about securing ecological and social sustainability and, as indigenous 
Australians always have, working out the limits of biogeography. These ideas are also all based on 
regions. Regional progress was always central to building our power as a sovereign nation.  
 
Today, the pace of economic and technological integration - globalisation - makes sovereign 
nations a thing of the past. But nothing could make regions more important, for their sense of 
place, for their offer of local economic solutions, for the social support they give us in a changing 
world. A centenary focus on the future of Australian regionalism is not only appropriate ... in 
many respects, it is vital and inevitable. It gives us an opportunity for wide-ranging discussion 
about the best place for our regions in our federal constitutional structure over the next 100 years.  
 
Among the many questions - economic, geographic, constitutional, futuristic - not least is whether 
any change is politically achievable. But the past two weeks suggest the debate is so wide open, in 
time almost anything could be achieved.  
 
And on that score, perhaps the last word should go to Sir Henry Parkes, the grand old man of 
Australian Federation himself. A supreme political pragmatist, in the 1880s-90s Parkes knew the 
next step was to unite the existing colonies, and let time and tides of history take their course. But 
he also thought the federal balance would eventually need to be improved. Almost definitely he 
would now be sitting down with Professor Blainey and Lored Mayor Soorley to negotiate this 
"next great constitutional change". Are the time and tides of history finally catching up? Australian 
Regionalism: Federation to Future - A 2001 Centenary of Federation project by The Courier-Mail 
and Griffith University's Key Centre for Ethics Law Justice & Governance. 
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Canberra 
Times 

14 Nov 2000 

'Yes, states are 
outmoded': 
Letter by 
Yvonne 

Francis of 
Queanbeyan 

I AGREE heartily with Jim Snow, the former federal Member for Eden-Monaro (Letters, 
November 10): states are outmoded.  We all travel interstate, some of us for work, unfortunately.  
It is hard enough to keep up family ties without the expensive nonsense of differing railway 
systems and car registrations.  Real human problems are directly caused by various state Acts, 
such as those governing child protection.  As Jim says the hard "nineties" reason for disliking state 
boundaries is economic.  I would like to add: Why should native forests be woodchipped under 
different politically-motivated forest agreements? 
 
Biodiversity and water quality should be protected under strong policies that cross the continent 
and the problem of salinity should be also tackled nation-wide, if we are economic rationalists.  In 
the future, if we don't deal with big questions like greenhouse and human rights, we will find 
ourselves embroiled in conflicts of a global scale. 
 
Johnnie Howard is wrong.  Australia should be active in the UN.  Elected Aboriginal land councils 
and the landcare movement show us there is an alternative for the new millennium.  Social and 
biological sustainability should be planned and enforced under a system of elected regional 
government that gradually supersedes both the old fashioned state and local tiers of government. 

Canberra 
Times 

19 Nov 2000 
p. 22 

'No more 
states': Letter 

by Barrie 
Smillie of 

Duffy 

TODAY Australia is one country. So, next year, let's keep our celebration of Federation in 
perspective. Federation was just one stage of our history, and has left a poor legacy. Does it really 
take nine parliaments to run our affairs? We are over-governed, and the extra cost is enormous. 
The states should be abolished. 

Canberra 
Times 

20 Nov 2000 
p. 10 

Letters 

Scope to do it better  
 
WE SHOULD add the systems of government to Jim Snow's (CT, Letters, November 10) defects 
of our political system for it is clear that for most States the Westminster system which they 
purport to reflect is no longer appropriate, useful, or adequate. The populations of Tasmania, the 
ACT, the Northern Territory and maybe even South Australia are simply too small to provide 
adversarial systems of government and opposition as well as a parliamentary assembly reflecting 
the values and will of the people. Victoria's parliament is not a mirror of the State's mind to borrow 
a phrase, and its bi-cameral nature is only ever likely to work while there is a Labor Government 
and is therefore clearly in need of an overhaul. Queensland got rid of its Upper House long ago so 
it doesn't have that expense. But it is prone to cronic instability and potential paralysis with 
governments constantly on a knife edge of existence. And as others have said, the States are all 
centralised and as much out of touch with the regions as is the national government. Indeed, 
although diversity has become an often lauded goal within government and bureaucracy, it never 
encompasses the idea of a rich and vibrant regional diversity of 30 or 40 self governing entities 
each with its own unique way of doing things and responding to the challenges of the world. In 
fact the current national government has extraordinarily little tolerance of even a diversity based 
on seven entities. At this time of recalling federation it is high time we re-examined the particular 
federal structure that has emerged because there is considerable scope to do it better and more 
democratically. 
Brian Austen, Hobart 
... 
Less centralist government 
 
THE LETTERS debate on the restructuring of government to two levels has been constructive. 
The undeniable fact that the major parties would be unlikely to support change points to the need 
to bypass the parliamentarians as is happening with drug law reform. Electoral appeal will grow as 
people see the inefficiency resulting from three levels of government: excessively-centralist state 
governments, a national government continually eroding state powers and local government prone 
to corruption, infighting, and egos running rampant and ruining agendas. Apart from those three 
levels, there is already an ethereal fourth level sensibly set up by governments and non-
government groups for practical reasons. Why not accept the practicality of local (or state) 
government based on regions and formalise the arrangements. The constitutional problem of 
abolishing the states as they are now can be overcome by giving the present state designations to 
the metropolitan areas of the state capitals. Brisbane City Council has shown that such 
administrations can be effective and can give local people a say. New states or territories can be 
established based on the regions. A soundly-based, well-researched alternative is inevitable. The 
alternative will mean less centralist government, stronger and cleaner local government and more 
say for our neighbourhoods. It will leave more money for better purposes than propping up 
centralist governments. 
Jim Snow, Queanbeyan 
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Canberra 
Times 

21 Nov 2000 

'Smaller 
regional 

governments 
the way to go': 

Letter by 
Barrie Smillie 

of Duffy 

STUART GREGORY (Letters, November 15) notes the public's long record of reluctance to grant 
more power to the Commonwealth.  Does he perhaps echo a fear that to replace our existing states 
with a larger number of administrative regions (and why not call them "states?") would neglect 
regional needs?  Such concerns are unfounded, for just look at the present arrangements: seven 
large infrastructures, each of which wastefully and selfishly tends to favour its own metropolis.  
(Has not a common NSW gripe for many years been that this acronym stands for Newcastle, 
Sydney and Wollongong?) 
 
With perhaps 40 regions throughout Australia taking the place of the existing seven states, a far 
greater capacity would in fact exist for catering to specific local needs, whether related to 
environmental concerns, community services, communications, transport or the economy 
generally. 
 
Importantly, the over-arching policy in all areas would derive from the national government.  This 
would be far more in keeping with Australia's status as a mature nation.  We would no longer be 
functioning like that handful of ex-colonies which for more than a century could not even 
rationalise the widths of its rail communications. 

Canberra 
Times 

28 Nov 2000 

'Over-
governance 

reform 
unlikely': 

Letter by Ian 
de Landelles 
of Hawker 

BARRIE SMILLIE (Letters, November 21) rightly raises the issue of over-government resulting 
from our existing three-tiered political system.  My first realisation of this was in the early 1970s 
whilst living in Cairns.  One often heard locals referring to Southerners.  My initial understanding 
was that they meant those from Sydney and Melbourne, they were, however, referring to those 
from Brisbane.  Brisbane is, of course, geographically closer to Canberra than Cairns. 
 
When the Boundaries Commissions are determining the boundaries for electorates, a major factor 
in their deliberations is commonality of interests, yet our state boundaries have taken no such 
account of such interests.  Surely it is common sense that residents of, say, the Albury/Wodonga 
area, or those who live around the Tweed, have a greater commonality of interest with each other 
than they have with those who live in their respective state capitals.  The more localised the 
decision-making process, the more receptive that process would be to local opinion. 
 
The abolition of the existing colonial-based state system, together with the amalgamation of the 
plethora of local councils, and their replacement by one that was regionally based, would result in 
far more effective service delivery and less duplication. 
... 

 



 3E-83

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) 
or Author(s) 

if Known 

Extracts from Report 

Sunday Mail 
(Adelaide) 

31 Dec 2000 

'We must now 
finish the job', 

by By Brad 
Crouch 

WHEN the Commonwealth of Australia turns 100 tomorrow, it will be one of the world's great 
advertisements for natural birth and nationhood.  Born of robust debate rather than revolution, the 
federation has survived and thrived despite wars and depression, flood and drought, isolation and 
initial insignificance.  And this week we celebrate as a nation at peace and in prosperity, an 
entirely different world to 1901, but with the same youthful enthusiasm, confidence and optimism 
of a century ago, bubbling along as part of the distinct national character.  
 
The holiday season sun is shining, citizens are relaxing at beaches and rivers and campsites and 
BBQs; we are a free, tolerant people and our island-nation-continent is easily the best looking on 
any world atlas.  It now seems ridiculous to think it could have been any other way, but it so easily 
could have been.  There were initial pockets of strong resistance to the idea of federation from 
sceptics, conservatives and people worried about the loss of State power.  Can you now imagine 
the hodge-podge if such resistance had triumphed?  A continent divided into multiple States like a 
mini-Europe, with border guards and customs checkpoints, separate armies, currencies, postage, 
airlines, phone systems, ambassadors, treaties etc.  Separate gauge train tracks would be a matter 
of national pride rather than a cause of exasperation.  On the up side, nation-of-origin footy might 
be a winner and our cricketers could play their own Six Nations series without travelling further 
than Tassie. 
 
Thank goodness federationists won the day so we have a united country, with citizens treated 
equally from Broome to Byron Bay and from Darwin to Devonport.  Except, of course, for State 
taxes, which are all different; and daylight saving, which is a moveable feast.  And education, with 
its different mis-matched State systems; and road rules, which were made uniform after 100 years, 
but still differ between States.  And some aspects of health systems. Ditto welfare systems. But at 
least we now finally have the national electricity grid, which has taken the cause of air 
conditioning back to 1901, when people opened windows and used water-soaked towels to keep 
cool.  We also have some agreement on use of the River Murray, far better than if we were rival 
nations where the upstream country could simply turn off the tap by using dams and diversions. 
That is the idea in theory. In practice, Queensland acts as a sovereign nation taking river water, 
ground water, run-off and still water for thirsty crops such as cotton, with scant regard for the 
national interest.  At least they don't poach major sporting events like a rival nation might - in a 
federation that would be a crazy waste of resources and cause ill-feeling among fellow-citizens. 
(Vale grand prix, viva Le Mans!)  
 
AS you can see, 100 years down the track we have a lot to celebrate, but there's still room for 
improvement as we search for social and economic strength through unity.  Reconciliation remains 
a huge issue in any celebration of nationhood, one the nation simply must come to terms with as it 
looks back frankly on its short history.  One encouraging sign is the enormous amount of basic 
goodwill in the community on the subject.  
 
Immigration will be another touchy issue to squarely confront in the next few years as we face a 
rapidly ageing population, low fertility rates and strong lobby groups wanting more people, in a 
fragile land facing serious environmental problems from its existing population.  Another area 
with room for improvement is the over-governing of this relatively sparsely-populated land.  
 
As a federation celebration, let's cut out the wasteful duplication in areas like health and welfare, 
where Federal and State governments each have their own bureaucratic empires; get more 
uniformity in these areas among the States; reduce the number of politicians and their expensive 
expanding entourages; and if you don't abolish the States, at least re-draw some boundaries based 
on logic.  It might sound reasonable to some, but I get the feeling about 100 years from now, in an 
entirely different world, someone will be calling for the same thing. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

1 Jan 2001 

Letters 

Would we go through it all again? No, thank you 
...  Congratulations, David Dale, on a superb play of the imagination in writing what Australia 
might have been without Federation, "Austr-alien Nations" (Herald, December 28).  But why 
describe it as a hypothetical? Apart from a few historical distortions, the Australian States act just 
as he described them: like a collection of hillbilly principalities under archaic constitutions, 
pursuing all-out efforts to compete against each other for industries, sporting events, etc, as well as 
demanding for themselves ever greater concessions from a central government almost totally 
shackled by an unworkable Federal Constitution.  Despite a resurgence of interest in a republic, the 
chains will continue to bind us until a leader emerges with the guts to initiate reform. 
George D'Aran, Nelson Bay 
 
States of stagnation 
Paddy McGuinness's claim that abolishing State governments would lead to a more centralised 
system ("Marrying the Lands of Oz and the Long White Cloud", Herald, December 28) overlooks 
the plain fact that Australia's State governments are among the most centralised sovereign 
governments in the democratic world. Except for the ACT, Australia's local governments are 
among the most powerless among advanced democracies.  Our system is one of duplicated 
centralism, hosting crippling levels of bureaucratic duplication and far too much centralisation in 
government.  The abolition of the States can bring localities out of the shadows of State 
governments and at last enable the benefits of true decentralisation to pass to the households, 
families and local communities which form the fundamental units within our society, which is 
where needs, opportunities and threats are most directly felt and understood.  An improved system 
of government for our country could enable billions of dollars a year to be shifted from wasted 
bureaucracy to strengthened "close-to-the-people" local/regional governments and value-adding 
"coalfaces" in order to significantly enhance democracy, autonomy, freedom and responsiveness to 
local needs. 
Mark Drummond, Kaleen (ACT) 

Canberra 
Times 

15 Jan 2001 
p. 8 

'State and 
Territory 

Legislatures 
Should Go': 

Letter by 
M. B. Paul 
of Rivett 

THE ACT of federation brought six colonies together to form one nation. The original six state 
legislative assemblies have now grown to seven, and one glorified city council pretending to be a 
legislative assembly. The various state and territory legislative assemblies are holding back the 
natural development of Australia. They foster petty jealousies between states and have a record of 
being unable to agree to similar legislation. For example, petrol taxes differ between states, health 
systems and policies differ, and our children are all educated to different standards. Each premier 
continually tries to score points off the others by attracting various industries or major events to his 
or her state and then crowing about it. The legislative assemblies also create an unnecessary 
additional layer of bureaucracy and red tape.  
 
Similar nations such as the former Soviet Union and Yugoslavia have been torn apart, often in 
bloody conflicts, due to the differing political ideologies of the states that had initially been 
coerced into joining. It is high time that the different states of Australia ceased trying to further 
their own aims and worked together to truly unite this nation. The only place for interstate rivalry 
in Australia today should be the sports ground. In this centenary year of federation let's go the 
whole way and abolish the state legislative assemblies. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
16 Jan 2001 

p. 27 

'Time to Think 
in Terms of 
Regions', by 

Frank Stilwell, 
Professor of 
Economics 

And Political 
Science At 

The 
University of 

Sydney 

We need to abolish our State governments, urges Frank Stilwell who ends our federation series. 
 
The tension between the powers of the national and State governments is deeply embedded in 
Australian history. The formal powers of the central government are the more constitutionally 
constrained, but its economic dominance, based on having the lion's share of tax revenues, enables 
it to have ever greater influence in practice.  This extension of powers has sometimes been 
accommodated by a cooperative response from the States, but commonly has been resisted as an 
intrusion into their rights and responsibilities.  Federalism certainly has some strong advantages. 
Writing about the United States more than 150 years ago, Alexis de Tocqueville observed that "the 
federal system was created with the intention of combining the different advantages which result 
from the magnitude and the littleness of nations''.  That sentiment also has resonance in the 
Australian case, if only because the  nation was formed by amalgamating formerly separate 
colonies. At the time, some  thought and hoped that federation would be a transitional phase 
between colonialism and mature nationhood.  But that transition has been only partial. An 
important turning point was World War II, when financing military expenditure required the 
centralisation of  income tax powers formerly exercised by the State governments.  
 
This created the vertical fiscal imbalance that persists to this day, the Federal Government having 
most of the revenue-raising capacity and the States having the major spending responsibilities. 
This is an ongoing tension in the system.  On the other hand, horizontal fiscal balance has been a 
striking feature of Australian federalism. The States have enjoyed roughly equal capacity to 
finance  their expenditures because the vertical fiscal imbalance has facilitated substantial 
interstate redistributions.  Australia's international reputation as a relatively successful federation 
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rests largely on the economic institutions it developed for this purpose.  The Commonwealth 
Grants Commission has been one of the major success stories.  It can claim much of the credit for 
the lack of major economic inequalities between the States.  Historically, it has managed a process 
of redistribution that has assisted the less prosperous States. NSW and Victoria continue to 
contribute more in taxes to the Federal Government than they get back in expenditures, while 
Queensland, South Australia and Tasmania are net beneficiaries. On a per capita basis, the 
Northern Territory and the Australian Capital Territory are even bigger beneficiaries from the 
redistributions.  The systematic management of fiscal transfers in the public sphere tends to shift 
interstate competition more into the sphere of rivalry to attract private capital investment. All too 
commonly, this takes the form of beggar-thy-neighbour competition for mobile capital investment. 
 
A curious mixture of neo-liberal ideology and corporate managerialism now prevails. Freedom of 
competition in the market is the dominant rhetoric but deals between State government and 
individual corporate enterprises on a case-by-case basis are the dominant practice.  Persistent 
regional imbalance prevails. Historically, federalism has tended to lock in the existing patterns of 
geographical development. The location of the State governments in the major metropolitan areas 
is both a symbol of this and a cause of its intensification.  Meanwhile, regional inequalities 
continue to widen, becoming a matter of intense political concern.  So, notwithstanding some 
important innovations in federal-State financial management, reform is needed. Perhaps it is time 
to replace the three-tiered system with a two-tiered system of government.  Under such 
arrangements, metropolitan governments would co-exist with other regional governments for the 
non-metropolitan areas. The existing State governments would disappear. Such proposals are not 
to be confused with local government amalgamations which leave the three-tier system 
fundamentally unchanged.   
 
It is interesting to note that a new system of regional government was a declared aim of the 
Australian Labor Party for a substantial part of the 20th century. One far-sighted scheme of 1930 
proposed the subdivision of Australia into 31 provinces. A more recent proposal for 44 regions has 
been put by former federal Labor minister Chris Hurford, who has become a leading advocate for 
regional government.  How to move to a two-tiered system is contentious. Some see it happening 
incrementally, through the creation of new States for the Riverina, New England and Northern 
Queensland in the first instance, for example.  A more direct change would require comprehensive 
rewriting of the Constitution and would need a strong groundswell of popular sentiment to support  
it, as did federation a century ago.  The case for regional government rests primarily on the 
proposition that this  is the appropriate scale for attending to diverse regional problems. In 
principle, local governments are closest to the interests of the people, but they are generally too 
small, too limited in their range of functions and too limited in their resources to be effective 
instruments of regional policy. Meanwhile, the existing State governments have become part of the 
problem of regional imbalance, compounding the other powerful forces of centralisation.  A huge 
country-continent like this must necessarily have a federal system. The key questions are: "how 
should powers be divided between central government  and the regions?'' and "how many regions 
should there be?'' On both counts the  federal arrangements established at the time of federation 
have served the nation reasonably well in the long transition from its colonial past.  But the current 
federal system has effectively "locked in'' the existing broad contours of Australia's urban and 
regional structure. It has become a significant constraint on our collective capacity to deal with the 
simultaneous pressures of globalisation and regional imbalance.  The current political economic 
conditions require a central government with effective capacity to limit beggar-thy-neighbour 
competition. It needs a free hand in dealing with foreign affairs, the regulation of international 
trade and capital flows.  But under that umbrella of national administration, regional governments 
need  relative autonomy in developing industry and infrastructure policies to strengthen their 
economies. It is not a case of "one size fits all''.  
 
The ultimate test of federal arrangements is not their constitutional neatness but their capacity to 
satisfy our simultaneous needs for unity and diversity, security and challenge.  The centenary of 
federation is a good moment to celebrate the achievements of  federalism and consider new 
arrangements for regional government that will be more in tune with the changing political 
economic conditions today. 
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The 
Australian 

19 Jan 2001 

'Living future': 
Letter by Eric 
Russell of Port 

Lincoln, SA 

MIKE STEKETEE'S excellent article, "It's never too late to fix flaws of Federation" (Opinion, 
12/1), encourages us all to look to the future rather than celebrating the past. We can do nothing 
about the past but we could have an impact on the future.  Will the community celebrating 2101 
thank us for our efforts in the past century? Every tool is at our disposal to move into the future but 
we prefer to stay in the safe territory of the past. Will we be seen as having lacked the will to 
progress?  Is now the time for a single national government with enlarged local government, as 
Gough Whitlam imagined? The savings are estimated in the region of $30 billion a year. What 
could be achieved in education and health with such savings? Should we be aiming at being self-
sufficient, proud, independent and less naive?  Whilst we will not be there ourselves in 2100, do 
we not have an equal duty of care to our grandchildren and the future as we already have for our 
grandparents and the past? 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

20 Jan 2001 

'Advance 
Australia 

WHERE?' 
by David 

Eccles 

On Friday, we will celebrate Australia Day in this Centenary of Federation. But with rejoicing 
comes reflection. DAVID ECCLES asks: which way from here?  
 
AUSTRALIANS voted in 1999 to reject a republic. But some observers argue that there is an 
equally significant constitutional change we must address: abolish state governments - even blur 
state boundaries - and set up regional systems.  
 
"Why not?" asks Flinders University politics professor Dean Jaensch. "(Federation) left the nation 
divided between states, and between the states and the Commonwealth government.  "While we 
are celebrating, we should be having serious thoughts about the translation of the present three 
tiers of government - with the buck-passing, triplication and difficulty getting serious matters 
solved - into a two-tier system."  With 15 state and federal Houses of Parliament, more than 700 
councils and six governors - representing just over 18 million people - Australia is seen as one of 
the world's most over-governed nations.  "Now there should be serious thoughts on taking the 
process, after 100 years of bedding, through to a full and proper nation - a national government for 
national matters, and regional governments for regional and local matters," Dr Jaensch says.  
 
It is a view backed by author and former Australia Council chairman Rodney Hall. Mr Hall 
estimates in his book Abolish the States (Pan MacMillan, 1998) that funding three tiers of 
government costs taxpayers about $30 billion every year, or $1500 for every man, woman and 
child. There are nine education departments, nine health departments and so on, with entire 
bureaucracies replicated whenever a border is crossed.  Mr Hall says eliminating state 
governments in favor of a series of regional governments under the umbrella of a national 
government would save about $25 billion annually, while more effectively delivering services.  
 
Adelaide's Chris Hurford, who spent 19 years in Federal Parliament from 1969 to '88, including a 
term as housing minister in the Hawke Government, is convinced state governments should be 
axed.  "Our present system of government - which is so flawed because it is the result of so many 
compromises cobbled together in the 1890s - requires renewing, just as every other facet of our life 
benefits from renewal," says Mr Hurford, now a visiting fellow to the University of SA. And he 
proposes a way to do it. Under the Hurford "Australian People's New Commonwealth" model, 
states and the NT government would be replaced by a federation of 51 regions, as well as one 
territory around Canberra. Each region would represent a "community of interest", in which 
economic interests would be tied to specific geographical areas. Most of the former South 
Australia would become a huge, but sparsely populated region called Outback; the lower strip of 
SA's West Coast would become the region of Eyre, while the Flinders Ranges area would become 
Flinders.  Much of the Mid North and Yorke Peninsula would become Narangga, while the 
Riverland would merge with Victoria's fruitbowl to become Sunraysia-Riverland.  The South-East 
would be subsumed by an area, the greater part now Victorian, to be known as Green Triangle.  
Each region would have a single-House legislature and elect a chief minister to represent it in a 
revamped Federal Senate.  Regions would elect members to sit on their behalf in a revamped 
House of Representatives, with the number of members determined by each region's population. 
Under a system of "co-operative federalism", the Commonwealth would fund basic health, 
education and other social services, which regions would deliver.  Independent taxation powers 
would allow regions to raise revenue to fund extra services.  Mr Hurford says that under his model, 
the regional systems would combine state and local government functions, while offering genuine 
decentralisation. "The states are too far removed from their residents for the people to be 
adequately involved in decision-making," he says.  
 
Allowing regions regulatory and financial autonomy, he says, is a more certain path towards true 
national equity.  Mr Hurford says the idea of regional states is not new, having been studied in the 
early-1940s by John Curtin's Labor government.  Local Government Association executive 
director John Comrie says the Hurford model has merit. "Anyone who has ever spent time 
(observing state Parliaments) would question: is this what we want? Is it value for money?" he 
says. "There are some major issues of duplication and, in terms of equality of citizenship across 
the nation, such as the delivery of health and education, I suspect the laws and rights of people in 
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some parts of the country may vary dramatically."  Creating regional governments would save 
billions of dollars and provide for "more effective decision-making" in the national interest, Mr 
Comrie says.  
 
It is not an opinion shared by SA Attorney-General Trevor Griffin.  "It's got no hope in hell of ever 
passing at a referendum," he says. Like Federation - which was presented in two referendums 
before being passed - such a restructure would require a referendum and a major re-engineering of 
the Constitution. "I don't believe such radical change will ever attract the necessary support among 
ordinary men and women - they have demonstrated they are very reluctant to make radical changes 
to the Constitution and to the framework of Federation," Mr Griffin says. To suggest that 
individual regions would somehow be above the disagreements and tensions now experienced 
between states and the Commonwealth is "just out of touch with reality". "We let Federation 
evolve to meet current circumstances and current needs, and for someone to say we need one 
government and a whole series of regional governments, in my view, is very presumptuous," Mr 
Griffin says. He also questions how regional boundaries would be defined.  "No one can tell me 
any group of experts are better placed to draw lines on maps than those at the time of Federation," 
he says.  However, he supports some constitutional tweaking to allow greater federal-state co-
operation.  Competition policy and the corporations law are examples of areas "under a cloud" but 
could be remedied by reasonably simple constitutional amendment.  
 
Mr Hall says Australians treat Federation "as if it were handed down from Mt Sinai on stone 
tablets".  "Although, mostly, they have never read it ... but the mere thought of touching the 
Constitution is enough to throw some people into a panic," he says.  He says that, apart from 
domestic tensions, Federation has not stopped states competing against each other.  STATES and 
territories spend the equivalent of $5 billion a year to attract foreign investment.  "Australia's 
reputation among our trading partners suffers because we present them with the laughable 
spectacle of a country competing against itself," Mr Hall says. Dr Jaensch says that in an 
increasingly global economy, Australians should think of themselves as Australians first and 
residents of a state or territory second. 
 
Supporters of the Hurford model are not fazed by criticisms, pointing out it took 50 years for 
Federation to become reality, with the last decade spent overcoming strong political and 
community opposition from some colonial interests.  "Any debate about abolishing the states for 
the good of the nation will need the types of people who worked so long and hard for Federation," 
says Dr Jaensch.  He does not expect to see such a revolution in his lifetime. 
 
THE HURFORD MODEL 
- State and territory governments to be abolished.  
- Regional governments to be established, blurring historic state boundaries.  
- Each region to receive basic Federal Government funding for services including health and 
education, but funding topped up through regions' own taxation powers.  
- Regions to elect chief minister to four-year term to represent them in a revamped Federal Senate. 
- Other members to represent them in revamped House of Representatives. 
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Gold Coast 
Bulletin 

20 January 
2001 

'Local rules': 
Letter by 
Donald 

Newman of 
Isle of Capri 

COULD new republican proposals include a move to abolish state governments and replace them 
with regional grassroots councils with control of services which affect the daily lives of regional 
people. Health, education, housing, welfare and environment? 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
23 Jan 2001 

'Business Case 
Against The 

States': Letter 
by David 
Took of 

Parkville, Vic.

In his article "Time to think in terms of regions'' (AFR Opinion, January  16) Frank Stilwell has 
made a very persuasive case for abolishing State governments in favour of a central government 
and regional government model based on the proposition that regional government would be of the 
appropriate scale to attend to diverse regional problems.  However, surely there is a business case 
for abolishing the State tier of government which would further support Stilwell's proposition.  
First, the inevitable result of privatisation of former State government functions should mean that 
State governments have less to do. This should make the practicalities of allocating functions and 
duties between a central and regional government that much easier. Further, there must be 
economies of scale in combining into a national function the activities of the State regulators 
which have grown out of the privatisation of State functions such as the Independent Pricing and 
Regulatory Tribunal in NSW and the Office of the Regulator-General in Victoria.  Second, one of 
the inescapable effects of globalisation is that countries must work much harder for the investment 
dollar. In Australia's case, this means  that we must compete not only for the investment by the 
General Motors of the world but also must make a persuasive case for Australian companies not to 
take their investment dollars to other countries.  The present three-tier government structure must 
contain inefficiencies and costs to business which adversely affect its investment decisions. In 
addition, a two-tier structure must make it harder for investors into this country to play-off States 
against each other for investment incentives, with the resultant cost to the taxpayer.  Finally, do we 
really need three tiers of government for a country of some 20  million people? It is often said that 
Australians are over-governed. I do not know whether it is borne out by international comparisons, 
but it certainly seems that way. In the increasingly fierce international competition which sales  of 
Australia's goods and services must face, can we afford the expense?  These issues are vitally 
important to Australia and its prosperity. Despite the obvious and no doubt considerable obstacles, 
they should be debated as a precursor to putting them on the agenda for constitutional reform. 
Stilwell's article has made a valuable contribution to that debate. 

Newcastle 
Herald 

23 Jan 2001 
p. 6 

'Mayors Wary 
in Nod for 
Council 

Mergers', 
by Jason 

Bartlett And 
Ian Kirkwood

A CONTROVERSIAL proposal in which the Hunter's 13 councils would be merged into five has 
met cautious approval from some mayors.  A 300-page report from Southern Cross University 
academic Stephen Soul has called for five super councils to be formed in the Hunter Region to 
provide cheaper services for rate-payers. 
 
Local mayors were reluctant to comment on possible specific amalgamations with neighbouring 
councils but Port Stephens' Steve Busteed said he was all for amalgamations, so long as quality of 
service to ratepayers could be guaranteed.  He even called on the State Government to look 'in its 
own backyard' and see where it could cut back on its own services.  'In the long term there will be 
a shift towards regional and Federal governments and away from small municipal and State 
governments,' Cr Busteed claimed.   'This is all about duplication of effort.  'There is a lot of it 
going on on a local and State level and it costs a huge amount of money.  'It stands to reason local 
government amalgamations have to happen, because there would be huge savings in administrative 
costs and in the sharing of plant equipment.'  
 
Lake Macquarie Mayor John Kilpatrick agreed amalgamations were worth discussing.  He echoed 
Cr Busteed's comments that the nation should move towards a two-tier system of government.  But 
Cr Kilpatrick, who is chairman of the Hunter Region Organisation of Councils, said all effects 
should be considered before amalgamations went ahead.  'I am happy to be part of any ongoing 
discussions but we should bear in mind that Lake Macquarie already has roughly the same 
population as the Northern  Territory and as the two largest of Victoria's post-amalgamation super 
councils, Geelong and Brimbank,' he said.  'Another important concern is possible loss of 
democratic representation asa result of creating huge councils. 
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Australian 
Financial 

Review 
24 Jan 2001 

'States Must 
Be Scrapped': 

Letter by 
Jeremy 

Martineau, 
Brisbane, Qld

Frank Stilwell rightly argues that the time has come for Australia to adopt a new system of 
regional government and abolish the intermediate tier  the  States ("Time to think in terms of 
regions'', AFR Opinion, January 16). This is a step that does not seem to be the subject of serious 
public debate and is, certainly, rarely advocated.  The analysis put forward by Frank Stilwell is 
both valid and compelling. The most compelling argument for regional government and the 
abolition of the States, however, is the economic one: Australia simply cannot afford to preserve  
the existing system.  With a population of less than 20 million, this country puts itself at too great a 
disadvantage in the global economy to afford the bureaucracy and regulation that comes with three 
levels of government.  Despite tax reform, Australia is far from being a low-tax jurisdiction and 
that will not change as long as this country continues to hobble itself with the  unproductive and 
unnecessary costs imposed by the present federal system.  One small example (one of many) is the 
farce of extradition between States. This achieves nothing apart from preserving "non-jobs'' for 
lawyers and civil servants which the community pays for through taxes.  State jurisdictions are 
increasingly irrelevant. They are an economic burden as well as an anachronism. They should be 
abolished. 

Newcastle 
Herald 

25 Jan 2001 

'Unnecessary 
duplication': 

Letter by Jack 
Bertram of 
Hamilton 

PROVIDING better and more economical services by amalgamating councils is forward thinking 
and should be extended nationwide.  Abolish all unnecessary parliaments that remain from when 
our constitution was framed by men jealous of their State rights.  Let's go forward as one people 
with one parliament, avoiding unnecessary litigation. We are now a commonwealth that does not 
need duplication of the means to provide for the common good. 

Newcastle 
Herald 

27 Jan 2001 

'Big councils 
have power', 

by Greg 
Howley of 
Eleebana 

PROPOSALS for reform of local government in NSW should not be dismissed out of hand.   
Few would argue that Australia is overgoverned as a legacy of our colonial past.  Yet services 
frequently do not filter back to the regions. Bureaucratic self-interest should not deter the debate 
for better government.  Good government should be closer to the people it is supposed to 
represent.  Stronger regional government and weaker (or abolished) State government could lead 
to more decentralisation and better treatment of disadvantaged regions.  As one of the largest 
regions in Australia, the Hunter would also have a greater voice when seeking funding for 
federally funded projects.  Larger, stronger, regional government could finally give the Hunter the 
representation it deserves. 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

27 Jan 2001 

'Would 
anyone 

notice?': Letter 
by Tony 
Cameron 

of St Agnes 

REGARDING the article on the three tiers of government in Australia - local, state and federal - 
(The Advertiser, 20/1/01), the topic of Australia's overgoverning, the associated bureaucracy and 
huge costs relating to governing has been an ongoing one.  The answer always seems to be to 
abolish state governments and just have federal and local governments. The new Hurford Model, 
discussed last Saturday, would be an alternative way to govern without a state or territory 
government.  
 
There would also be problems with this model, including the incalculable set-up costs, changes to 
the Constitution and, importantly for South Australia and other smaller states, a further shift in 
power to the large population bases of NSW, Victoria and more recently Queensland. If you want 
less government, why not look to abolishing local governments?  State and territory governments 
are already functioning, have historical significance and have the expertise and infrastructure to 
deliver services to the population.  I am sure state governments are more than capable of collecting 
garbage once a week and undertaking any other task performed by local government. This may 
even lead to fairer rates and services throughout the whole state as well as greater accountability.  
If local governments were abolished, would anyone even notice? 

Newcastle 
Herald 

27 Jan 2001 

'Return Mail', 
by Tony 

Troughear 

IT'S only an academic's opinion so far but the very thought of super councils is enough to raise the 
local political temperature.  Pristine Port Stephens doesn't want to be yoked with murky Lake Mac, 
nor financially-challenged Newcastle. Mighty Lake Macquarie (more people than the Northern 
Territory) will not be cut in half just when the health of the lake is under threat - you can't save 
half a lake. A Newcastle writer says it would be nothing but a cover for selling off the city and 
casualising the workforce.  We haven't heard yet what the people of Singleton think about being 
imbibed by historic Maitland - or would it be Cessnock and Singleton ganging up on the latter? 
 
But there are some who like the idea of bigger councils. It's all been done before, Don Caldwell 
pointed out. The Greater Newcastle City Council was an amalgamation of all the little councils 
that had formerly made up the separate townships in the area - Hamilton, Wickham, Lambton, etc. 
That had been a success. (Some might argue with that.) Greg Howley even moots the idea of larger 
councils allowing us to abolish the States, while still being able to stand up to the Feds. Bring on 
the next council elections. 
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Australian 
Financial 

Review 
29 Jan 2001 

'We Need a 
New 

Constitution', 
by John Jury 
of Terrigal 

NSW 

The letter "States must be scrapped'' (AFR, January 24) is timely. I was disappointed that not one 
politician made any move towards a new constitution in this centenary year a constitution which 
would provide an efficient and effective government structure.  Mr John Hewson has said that the 
Constitution is broken and needs fixing.  Other columnists and letter writers have highlighted the 
huge cost per capita for a population of less than 20 million - of democratic government. A new 
Constitution should: 
* Abolish the States and Territories, and the Senate. Local government would be automatically 
abolished as well.  
* Create regional governments.  
* Define, without duplication between the levels, the powers and duties of each level of 
government.  
* Define the source of revenue for each level based on a revised and simplified budgetary system. 
* Reduce the number of electorates, having due regard to the principle of "one person, one vote''.  
It is time the political parties put Australia first and worked towards a new  constitution, even 
though it would reduce the number of their members in the Federal Parliament. 

The 
Australian 

30 Jan 2001 
p. 12 

'Fresh states of 
play': Letter 

by A. J. 
Brown of the 

Key Centre for 
Ethics Law 
Justice & 

Governance, 
Griffith 

University, 
Nathan, QLD

THE 1967 NSW referendum for the new state of New England was a milestone in Australian 
political history, if all too easily forgotten ("The not-quite state'', Focus, 27-28/1).  It is thus no 
surprise that the historical and legal positions on efforts to create new states are not as complicated 
as David Nason's article suggests.  The inclusion of Newcastle in the proposed New England state 
was not engineered by the then premier Robert Askin to assist the narrow referendum defeat.  The 
boundary resulted from the 1932 Nicholas Royal Commission established at the behest of the new 
state campaigners themselves, after adverse findings from the 1924 Cohen Royal Commission.  
The result shows the complexity of any process for expanding membership of the Australian 
federation from within, even without short-term politics.  Also, legally, it is clear that Sections 
121-124 of the Constitution place no requirement on a state government to hold any referendum 
before creating a new state -- either in the area, or across the whole state.  State parliamentary 
approval would be enough.  A referendum is only required by the Constitution before any attempt 
by the commonwealth parliament to alter state boundaries.  In that case the state's approval is also 
needed anyway.  The 1967 referendum was to settle the political desire for self-government, not a 
legal requirement.  With regionalism a permanent fixture on our political horizon, these lessons on 
what was attempted in our first century of nationhood are only going to become more important, 
not less.  The issue of the best way for our federation to reflect and represent Australia's regions is 
unlikely to go away. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

17 Feb 2001 

'The day a 
councillor 
turned on a 

'hairy-
nostrilled 
nitwit', by 
Deborah 

Cameron and 
Nadia Jamal 

... talk of more council mergers – or boundary changes – goes on unabated.  The idea is being 
promoted by Sydney's Lord Mayor, Cr Frank Sartor, and a study by Dr Stephen Soul of Southern 
Cross University says it makes economic sense.  Dr Soul has said that 70 per cent of NSW 
councils may collapse unless they amalgamate.  He thinks the State's 174 councils could be 
reduced to 51, saving ratepayers $500 million in the first year. 

Border Mail 
18 Feb 2001 

'Ryan reserves 
decision to 
join Indi 

competition', 
by Nick 
Higgins 

WANGARATTA resident Mr Norm Ryan said yesterday he was still considering whether to run 
as an independent for the seat of Indi.  Mr Ryan, who ran as an independent in the 1998 election, 
said he would analyse the Western Australia and Queensland elections before he made a decision.  
He said he had been encouraged by the support he received in 1998.  "Given I was so raw and so 
new, I was astounded to end up with 400 primary votes,'' Mr Ryan said.  Mr Ryan said if he stood, 
part of his political platform would centre around the idea that Australia was "overgoverned''.  He 
said he was interested in a dismantling of the States and the creation of a "province'' that would 
cover an area stretching from Seymour to Corryong, Wagga to Shepparton.  Mr Ryan said too 
much emphasis was placed on the importance of Sydney and Melbourne at the expense of regional 
Australia. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

21 Mar 2001 

'Cranky And 
Diverse, The 
States Make 
Us What We 
Are', by Greg 

Craven 

Virtually every element of Australian life is configured upon the existence of the States. 
Everything from football to kennel clubs, education, dioceses of churches, distribution of 
newspapers, and the organisation of political parties would continue to follow the old State 
boundaries. Abolishing the States would merely see a Federal bureaucracy greatly enlarged to take 
up all the old State functions, organised upon State lines. 
(This Is Edited From The Seventh Barton Lecture By Professor Greg Craven, Provost And 
Foundation Dean of Law At the University of Notre Dame, Western Australia.) 
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Weekend 
Australian 

24-25 March 
2001 

'State of play 
in the 

provinces': 
Letters 

GREG CRAVEN'S article ("Varied states hold the key to our rich federal mosaic", Opinion, 21/3) 
makes some interesting points in defence of Australia's states, arguing that they have had a century 
and a half to develop difference and they have become communities of their own.  Craven's 
arguments are valid - to a point. I have lived in regional Queensland for most of my life and agree 
that the severest Sydney hailstorm leaves most unmoved outside Sydmelberra. But the floods in 
Brisbane a week or so ago also left me unmoved. And I suspect a Brisbanite will not be too 
interested in a North Queensland cyclone unless it disrupts holiday plans.  
 
One of our Labor leaders suggested getting rid of the states and replacing them with 23 regional 
super authorities with a real affinity for today's society, rather than the arbitrary divisions of 
history.  Had the Australian Republican Movement, of which Greg Craven is a prominent member, 
canvassed these real issues in addition to the simplistic head of state argument in the republic 
debate, I suspect the referendum result may have been different.  
 
DICK GARNER, Maryborough, Qld 
 
GREG CRAVEN deplores the view that the states are "debit items in Australia's national balance 
sheet."  But they are. Replication of bureaucracies between state and commonwealth and between 
state and state, multiple sets of laws and compliance costs, perverse fiscal incentives, cost-shifting 
and buck-passing together waste billions of dollars a year – billions of dollars that might otherwise 
be spent by the private sector on more wealth creation, or by the public sector on more hospitals, 
schools, roads, public transport, police, legal aid, etcetera.  In defending the present legislative, 
executive and judicial gridlock, Craven avoids the usual euphemism ("checks and balances") and 
refers instead to a separation of powers.  Eh? Separation of powers means mutual non-interference. 
 
What we have is interference bordering on paralysis. Try preaching "separation of powers" to a 
person fighting one legal battle in two courts, or lying unattended on a trolley in a corridor of a 
public hospital, and see how far you get.  Says Craven: "The nation's map of relevance begins in 
Sydney and leads only (and reluctantly) to Melbourne."  Yes, professor. And Victoria's map of 
relevance begins in Melbourne and leads only (and reluctantly) to Geelong.  
 
Citing popular prejudice and football codes, Craven points to the cultural differences between 
states. Has he ever heard of the cultural differences between city and country within the same state 
- the rural backlash, One Nation and all that?  Then Craven has the hide to suggest that the states 
are "closer to their local populations, their needs and desires". Has he ever heard of local 
government?  Does he know that we who would abolish the states would also enlarge and 
strengthen local governments, protect them from arbitrary dissolution or amalgamation, and give 
them powers and prerogatives that could not be taken away by the national government - thereby 
creating a true federation, albeit one in which the subnational units are provinces or municipalities 
instead of states?  Apparently not, for the only alternative to the present system that Craven 
mentions is a "unitary" state.  The states can learn from each other's legislative experiments, says 
Craven. Apparently there is nothing to learn from the legislative experiments of more than 100 
foreign countries.  
 
Dr GAVIN R. PUTLAND, Qld University of Technology 

Canberra 
Times 

29 Mar 2001 

'Coalescing 
should go 

further': Letter 
by Kevin A. J. 

Connor of 
Kaleen 

IT IS welcome news that the premiers of Australia's two largest states have got together to 
coalesce in regard to the vagaries of our federal system re Albury-Wodonga (CT, March 27, pp 1, 
3 and 8).  However, I am not entirely convinced of the premiers' sincerity in this regard.  Surely 
they must realise that, constitutionally, Albury-Wodonga can never be one city whilst there is a 
state border (which happens to be the Murray River), running in the middle of their respective 
local-government areas.  (The same problem occurs on the NSW-Queensland border, vis-à-vis 
Tweed Heads and Gold Coast.)  Whilst the states are "sovereign" then local governments, which 
are the third tier of government in Australia, must constitutionally be aligned with the borders of 
the states.  If the premiers are fair dinkum, why don't they go one step further and acknowledge 
that state governments are unnecessary, divisive, and irrelevant to Australia in the 21st century?  
Instead of political posturing on the NSW-Victorian state border, they could serve their states' 
interests by taking appropriate steps to abolish it.  Finally, for the edification of Messrs Bracks, 
Carr, and Sinclair, we already have a "national city", which just happens to be called Canberra! 

 



 3E-92

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) or 

Author(s) if 
Known 

Extracts from Report 

Border Mail 
1 Apr 2001 

'State, not local, 
laws divide 

cities': Letter by 
Cr Max Bradley 

of Berrigan 

WHAT a great feeling when two State premiers agree that there are real problems with the State 
border and different State governments.  The amalgamation of Albury and Wodonga into one city 
appears like a good idea, but I feel it misses the point of the problem.  If there was only one 
Australian Government, so there were the same laws and rules across this nation, then these two 
cities could exist as they are and be able to work together.  At the present time, we have two State 
governments, with so many different rules and regulations that they are forcing these two cities apart. 
What will the Premiers' answer be to the other border towns along the Murray when they ask for the 
same treatment?  And then there is the Queensland border?  It is also very disappointing that this 
announcement was made without consultation with the residents of even letting the councillors 
know.  This happened even after Premier Bob Carr has said there will be no forced amalgamations 
and they would not happen without having the consent of the people.  When will the effect of this 
super city on the surrounding areas be taken into account? 

Canberra 
Times 

2 Apr 2001 

'Albury-
Wodonga the 

Beginning of an 
End': Letter by 

Ian De 
Landelles of 

Hawker 

IN MAKING their announcement on the amalgamation of Albury-Wodonga Bob Carr and Steve 
Bracks took a small yet significant step towards the style of government that Australia should have. 
For those of us who have long argued that the states should be abolished and replaced by regions this 
announcement was indeed momentous. It has long been the case that residents on both sides of the 
Murray have much more in common with each other than they do with their political masters in 
either Sydney or Melbourne.  Bob Carr was right when he said, 'People are tired of interstate rivalry.' 
Let us hope that this enlightened approach by the respective premiers is merely the beginning. The 
next obvious step for Bob Carr is the amalgamation of Tweed Heads and Coolangatta.  As a well-
known history scholar Bob Carr could create his own significant place in our nation's history by 
taking a leading role in the abolition of the states. 

Canberra 
Times 

3 Apr 2001 

'More reason 
why states 
should go': 

Letter by Barrie 
Smillie of Duffy 

THE 7.30 REPORT (March 28) offers yet another reason why we should abolish the states: 
Queensland's slack hand-gun laws bring a steep increase in illegal land-gun use elsewhere.  Add to 
this the interstate discrepancies in the law relating to transport (truck weights, driver's licence ages) 
and the nonsense of extradition, to name but a few.  The rail-gauge mentality is alive and well! 

Canberra 
Times 

7 Apr 2001 

'Cities merger 
shows we don't 

need states': 
Letter by M. B. 
Paul of Rivett 

THE RECENT announcement by the premiers of NSW and Victoria of the merging of Albury and 
Wodonga highlights the irrelevance of the current system of state governments in Australia.  The 
merger of these two cities, physically separated by a geographical feature but politically by an 
arbitrary line drawn by man, shows to all the worthlessness of having state parliaments.  If we can 
merge two cities across state borders, then surely we can merge six states and two territories to form 
one nation.  This nation would require only one parliament to govern it.  Without the states, this 
country would have a uniform education system, health system, a common set of road rules known 
by all, and a uniform legal and justice system.  The financial savings that could be realised from the 
abolition of state parliaments would be enormous.  Once the states are gone, then all Australians 
would be able to have the republic they truly desire. 

Border Mail 
14 Apr 2001 

'State rules the 
problem': Letter 

by Amanda 
Duncan-Strelec 

of Albury 

I WOULD like the opportunity to correct some statements attributed to me in an article in Thursday's 
Border Mail.  The 1996 report referred to was not prepared by Albury council but was in fact a 13-
page submission prepared by myself (with the assistance of some council staff) and sent to the then 
Minister for Local Government in NSW, Ernie Page. I sent this submission in response to the report 
on a council merger released by Mr Kennett's Local Government Board, which I considered was 
unsubstantiated, unprofessional, misleading and rhetorical in content.  In my covering letter to Mr 
Page I also stated it was my belief that there were only three ways a merger could work and all three 
would still have major problems and expense associated with their implementation if any of the three 
were to be adopted.  The three options were 1) Victoria cedes Wodonga to the NSW Government or 
vice versa 2) Albury-Wodonga becomes a territory as Canberra is, with their own laws and 
Parliament 3) Regional Government is introduced Australia wide, simultaneously with the abolition 
of State Government, thereby having only two tiers of Government.  
 
In my report I show that the anomalies that plague Border residents and businesses are mainly caused 
by State regulations. There are 25 NSW Government departments all with different rules and 
regulations to their Victorian counterparts. I expand on this in my report. The merging of the councils 
will not solve even one of them as you would still have to have a border somewhere. My report also 
covers both the advantages (very few) and the disadvantages (many) of a merger. It deals with issues 
such as cost, equity and priorities. For anyone interested I am happy to send a copy of my report and 
I would be very interested to receive feedback. I am also planning to put the report on a website and 
include a survey to allow people to make comments. My email address is amandads@albury. net.au 
and my phone number is in the directory.  Thank you for allowing me to clarify these points and in 
closing I would just like to say that if we remove the emotion from the discussion and look at a 
merger from a purely practical point of view it will never work unless we abolish State governments 
and adopt a federal system combined with a regional system of government Australia wide. 
Whatever is decided the people must be given a vote after all the facts are put before them. 
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Daily 
Telegraph 

27 Apr 2001 

'How we can 
have an 

impact': Letter 
by 

John Drake of 
Cheltenham 

 
 

Here are some ways in which every Australian can make a difference to the Greenhouse Effect:  
Elect a government that supports the Kyoto Protocol, instead of undermining it; Buy a saloon car 
instead of a four-wheel-drive; Try walking instead of driving, then wonder why "footpath 
improvements'' in Sydney assist motorists and impede pedestrians; Ride a bike, then ask your MP 
why the roads have become so unsafe for cyclists; Do whatever it takes to prevent widespread 
land-clearing and wood-chipping; Question why politicians have wasteful and polluting travel 
perks such as their own planes -- they can use public transport like the rest of us; Take the train 
instead of the car; Demand that your council introduce energy-efficient building standards and that 
it support solar energy schemes; Abolish state governments (saving lots of hot air and other scarce 
resources). 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

10 May 2001 

'Science at the 
crossroads', by 

Margot 
Kingston, 

including a 
contibution 
here from 

Gavin Gamble 
in Melbourne

Today we are celebrating the first sitting of a federal parliament here in Melbourne. I wonder how 
the original creators of our modern nation state would view the same?  I believe they would have 
seen their initial Federation of the colonies as being but a step in a process of rationality 
overcoming the colonial parochialism of the time. They must judge us poorly.  
 
We have not fundamentally progressed on their work. We have about 15 parliaments for 20 
million people, states undercutting each other for business and everywhere the relics of 
colonialism in attitude and law.  A case at hand: Arnotts in Melbourne swallowed Brokhoff, then 
Swallows biscuits, then itself was swallowed by Campells of USA (no worries). Now 600 workers 
in Melbourne are to be sacked because the Beau Bracks inducements didn't match the greater 
inducements from the Beau Beattie.  Who benefits? Australia gets the crumbs and we celebrate the 
federation of biscuits!  Our colonial state mentality is a blight on the commonwealth. In the 
world's eyes we must appear to be a bumbling accident of prosperity. We can no longer continue 
in this vein. Rationality and progress must prevail.  The safe conservative representative system 
has no ability to self-reform to meet the challenges of the age. Tweedle dee and tweedle dum 
(political leprechauns in the giants pockets) will no longer suffice. 
 
People such as the Margo Diary enthusiasts and the great majority feel disenfranchised from the 
structural failure of Australian politics. Bring in representative proportional voting, more 
referendums and regional governments. Abolish the states (colonial hangovers) and local 
government as we know it. Propagate ideas for the future and rise up ye giant slayers.  We need a 
national makeover and not before time. The Federation centenary may assist. We need leaders that 
can seriously tackle the big issues such as the latest CSIRO report predicting temperature rises of 
6-7C within 70 years time. Good-bye tropical rainforest, alpine ecosystems, coral reef and half the 
nations agriculture.  Our world is fundamentally changing. Does Australia have the ticker? I hope 
so. 

The Border 
Mail 

9 Jun 2001 

'Merger won't 
end State 

anomalies': 
Letter by 
James R. 
Draper of 
Wodonga 

CHARLES Mott's article "Time for some local leadership'', The Border Mail, Wednesday June 6, 
was food for quite a lot of thought.  He appears to have avoided, by accident or design, mention of 
all the cross-border anomalies, with the exception of rail gauges, which stand in the way of a 
successful amalgamation of the cities of Albury and Wodonga.  Surely it would make a great deal 
of sense to tackle those issues and solve them first, before attempting the hazardous exercise of a 
"Clayton's Merger'' which the present proposal appears to be.  It would make even more sense to 
me if State borders were abolished altogether allowing us to live under unified laws free of State 
differences.  The next step would be establishment of regional or provincial government as State 
legislatures were done away with.  Federation would then be complete.  But can you see State 
parliamentarians voting themselves out of office?  That would really take leadership with a capital 
L! 

Online 
Opinion 

30 Jun 2001 

'Why 
Australia's 
states are 

doomed', by 
Gavin Putland

A federal system of government is one in which the subnational units are autonomous, meaning 
that they have certain powers and prerogatives that cannot be taken away by the central 
government (and, by implication, that they cannot be unilaterally dissolved or amalgamated by the 
central government). A unitary or "centralist" system is one in which the subnational units, if they 
exist at all, are not autonomous. Autonomy is the key: a system with non-autonomous subnational 
units may call itself federal, but in reality its central government holds all the cards.  Thus 
Australia is a federation of States because the States are autonomous. Similarly, Canada is a 
federation of Provinces and Switzerland is a federation of Cantons. But the individual Australian 
States are unitary because the municipal (local) governments only have such powers as are 
delegated to them by the States and can be dissolved or amalgamated by the States. 
 
If, as some reformers propose, Australia's six States, two major Territories and 900-odd 
municipalities were replaced by a few dozen self-governing "regions", the resulting system would 
be a true federation provided that the regions were truly autonomous. Some "regionalist" models 
do indeed provide for autonomous regions. It is even possible (although not this writer's 
preference) to create a regional system without changing a word of the present Constitution: the 
existing Territories or parts thereof could be made autonomous under s.121, while the existing 
States could split into smaller States under ss.123 and 124, and the new mini-States could, and 
probably would, refer some of their powers to the Commonwealth under s.51(xxxvii). 
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Professor Geoffrey de Q. Walker, in his recent article "Ten Advantages of a Federal Constitution" 
(OLO, May 2001), acknowledges none of this. In his opening paragraph he uncritically contrasts 
"federalism" with "waiting for an appropriate time in which to abolish our spent State 
legislatures". In the next paragraph he quietly correlates the States with "constitutionally 
decentralized government". In the fifth paragraph, where he says that "centralists give federalism 
the disparaging label 'states' rights'", he reinforces the false identity between federalism and the 
States, and establishes a false dichotomy between centralism and the States whereby his opponents 
are branded as "centralists" for the remainder of the essay. 
 
Having erected his straw man, Walker ritually knocks it down by expounding ten "advantages of 
constitutionally decentralised government". Let us re-examine these advantages from a regionalist 
viewpoint. 
 
1. The right of choice and exit 
"A federal system allows citizens to compare political systems and 'vote with their feet' by moving 
to a state they find more congenial," says Walker.  Citizens could also vote with their feet in a 
regionalist federation. Moreover, the political differences between regions, unlike those between 
States, would reflect demographic differences between urban and rural areas. 
 
2. The possibility of experiment 
Says Walker: "Federalism ... is more conducive to rational progress because it enables the results 
of different approaches to be compared easily. The results of experience in one's own country are 
also less easily ignored than evidence from foreign lands."  There is an element of circularity here. 
If the policy on a certain issue differs from State to State, these differences are indeed harder to 
ignore than international differences on the same issue. But if the policy is determined centrally, 
the States do not distract attention from international comparisons. Combining this point with 
Walker's argument, we conclude that we must have interstate differences because international 
differences are too easily ignored because of those interstate differences that we had to have.  That 
said, a larger number of autonomous regions gives more scope for experimentation, on issues 
within the powers of the regions, than a smaller number of States. 
 
3. Accommodating regional preferences and diversity 
"The decentralisation of power under a federal constitution gives a nation the flexibility to 
accommodate economic and cultural differences," Walker writes, without admitting that the 
"economic and cultural differences" between States are dwarfed by those between the urban and 
rural parts of any one State. Accommodation of these differences requires regional governments, 
not State governments. 
 
4. Participation in government and the countering of elitism 
"A federation is inherently more democratic than a unitary system," says Walker, "because there 
are more levels of government for public opinion to affect." That is true, but note that the 
comparison is between a federal system and a unitary system, and not between two different 
federal systems.  Regionalists usually propose that the present three levels of government be 
reduced to two. There are at least three reasons why fewer levels would not mean less democracy. 
First, the present three levels would be more accurately described as "two and a bit" because of the 
lack of autonomy for local governments. Second, overlap between Federal and State 
responsibilities means that the will of the people expressed at State level can be frustrated at 
Federal level. Third, complexity is increased by an extra level, and increased further by 
overlapping responsibilities and lack of autonomy. A more complex system of government is 
harder for the people to understand and consequently harder for them to influence.  Walker 
complains that unelected international bodies can impose their will on sovereign nations, but fails 
to relate this problem to the existence of the States or to federalism in general. If he is suggesting 
that the present federal system restrains international agencies because policies implemented at 
State level are beyond the reach of treaties, I deny it, because s.96 of the Constitution allows the 
Commonwealth to dictate terms to the States by attaching conditions to grants. (While I cannot 
speak for other regionalists on this point, my preferred constitutional model would do away with 
s.96 and prevent the circumstances under which I would consider the use of s.96 to be justified 
under the present system).  "Voice is more effective in small than in large political units – one vote 
is more likely to be decisive in an electorate of 100 than in an electorate of 1000 or 1 million," 
says Walker. This is a convincing argument for breaking the States into smaller units. But the units 
must be big enough to make a difference – it's no use having a voice in a government with no 
teeth. For the purpose of giving effective voice to the individual voter, the States are definitely too 
big, while most of the present local governments are arguably too small and certainly too weak. 
The regional government proposal is an attempt to strike a reasonable compromise. 
 
5. The federal division of powers protects liberty 
Walker notes that "The existence of independent state court structures prevents a national 
government from filling all the courts in the land with judges believed to be its supporters." But it 
doesn't stop the government of each State from stacking the courts of that State. Such abuses could 
be prevented by requiring bipartisan parliamentary approval of all judicial appointments. But the 
same political parties that extol the safeguard of multiple judiciaries would not support bipartisan 
appointment, because that would take away their opportunity to stack the courts wherever and 
whenever they happen to hold executive power.  Walker gives a catalogue of Federal assaults on 
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personal liberty, but fails to mention two more serious violations of human rights, namely the 
failure to compensate home owners whose homes are devalued relative to other homes in 
consequence of government decisions, and the failure to reimburse the legal costs of persons 
acquitted of criminal offences. These violations are mostly committed by the States. Walker 
concludes that Australia "has much to fear from any further concentration of government power," 
but fails to acknowledge that regionalists would break up the present concentration of power in 
State capitals.  "In a properly working federation," says Walker, "a national government seeking to 
implement a uniform policy in an area where it has no constitutional power must learn to proceed 
by negotiating and seeking consensus, not by diktat, bribery or menaces." Has he forgotten s.96, or 
is the system that he is defending not a properly working federation? 
 
6. Better supervision of government 
"Citizens can exercise more effective control over government officials when everything is on a 
smaller scale," says Walker. "Rent-seeking is easier in large than in small governments." Again, 
these are compelling arguments for breaking the States into smaller autonomous units. 
 
7. Stability 
"Federations are exceptionally stable," says Walker. Perhaps that's another reason why so many 
regionalists are federalists. 
 
8. Fail-safe design 
Walker submits that federalism makes it harder "for any one group of politicians to ruin the entire 
economy at once." Or for any one group of voters to rescue the entire economy at once? But again 
the same arguments apply to a federation of regions. 
 
9. Competition and efficiency in government 
Walker complains that government programs tend to be administered so as to create a surplus that 
can be used in the interests of the administrators, and that this tendency is greater if a government 
has monopoly power. Presumably this argument applies as much to subnational governments as to 
national governments, in which case the only remedy is to limit and impede the autonomy of the 
subnational units. This is the antithesis of all that Walker espouses.  "Small entrepreneurs need 
simpler and less intrusive government, union structures and taxes, " says Walker. In that case, all 
business regulations and enterprise-level taxes should be imposed by the same level of 
government, all industrial awards should be national, and the division of powers between levels of 
government should be clear-cut. Regionalists have long been aware of these needs.  Walker alleges 
that the redundancy of 576 state parliamentarians plus their supporting bureaucracies would not be 
a net saving. To support this claim, he belatedly acknowledges that "Centralists [sic] always 
suggest replacing the six states with 'regions', between 20 and 37 in number." He has not found it 
convenient to mention the regions before. And nowhere does he find it convenient to mention local 
governments. Needless to say, the regions are meant to replace not only State governments, but 
also local governments (or most of them; some regionalists, not including this writer, would allow 
the largest cities to be further divided into boroughs). The proposal is not to replace half-a-dozen 
governments with a few dozen, but to replace several hundred with a few dozen.  Walker's 
international comparisons of government expenditure have more to do with different levels of 
service, especially in health and education, than with different systems of government. His 
observation that the current populations of the States are large by comparison with the founding 
American states is yet another argument for breaking the States into smaller autonomous regions. 
 
10. A competitive edge for the nation 
Here Walker suggests that competition between States enhances national competitiveness. He says 
nothing about competition between autonomous regions. 
 
Prognosis 
Looking to the future, Walker endorses the myth that the GST "provides the secure revenue basis 
the states have long needed and is a step towards more balanced federal-state fiscal relations." In 
fact the GST revenue is distributed by the Commonwealth on the condition (s.96 again!) that the 
States abolish several of their own taxes, making the States more dependent on Canberra than ever 
before. In the same paragraph Walker refers to a national bill of rights. This is gratuitous and 
irrelevant because such bills can exist in both federal and unitary systems.  When fallacious 
arguments hold sway, it is usually because they are simpler and more easily reduced to sound-bites 
than the arguments that refute them. It seems that the defenders of the States do not have this 
advantage, in which case their only hope is to suppress discussion of the issue. But discussion will 
continue because so many vested interests, including the press, are burdened with the cost of 
complying with multiple sets of laws whose subject matter would inevitably be a national 
prerogative under a regionalist federal system. Regionalism is one issue on which the interests of 
big business concur with those of the masses, and this happy convergence will consign the States 
to the dustbin of history. 
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Australian 
Associated 

Press 
03 Jul 2001 

'WA - 
Democrats 

plan to abolish 
state 

governments'

Australia was seriously overgoverned, and state and local governments should be abolished, an 
Australian Democrats senator said today.  Senator Andrew Murray said nine governments were 
unnecessarily overseeing a population the size of greater London - and efficiency and cost savings 
could be made by reducing their number.  He proposed having regional and community and 
governments instead.  "It's a fairly adventurous policy," Mr Murray told ABC Radio.  "The 
Democrats have always believed the states just don't work effectively."  
 
The federal government should see that all Australians were bound by the same laws and had 
equal rights no matter where they lived, he said.  This would leave elected regional governments - 
with upper houses abolished - to look after only regional issues.  Little change would be made to 
elected local government which would become more community interactive.  "We're great fans of 
local government," he said.  Community governments would need more money but regional 
governments would be cheaper - once unicameral - than state governments, he said. 
 
Mr Murray said the Democrats planned to also strengthen the senate's independence by ensuring 
cabinet members were drawn only from the House of Representatives.  Comment was being 
sought from Democrats leader Natasha Stott Despoja. 

West 
Australian 
3 July 2001 

'Democrats 
plan to abolish 

State 
governments', 
from the AAP

AUSTRALIA was seriously overgoverned, and State and local governments should be abolished, 
Australian Democrats' Senator Andrew Murray said today.  Senator Murray said nine governments 
were unnecessarily overseeing a population the size of greater London - and efficiency and cost 
savings could be made by reducing their number.  He proposed having regional and community 
and governments instead.  "It's a fairly adventurous policy," Senator Murray said today.  "The 
Democrats have always believed the states just don't work effectively."  The Federal government 
should see that all Australians were bound by the same laws and had equal rights no matter where 
they lived, he said.  This would leave elected regional governments - with upper houses abolished 
- to look after only regional issues.  Little change would be made to elected local government 
which would become more community interactive.  "We're great fans of local government," he 
said.  Community governments would need more money but regional governments would be 
cheaper - once unicameral - than state governments, he said.  Mr Murray said the Democrats 
planned to also strengthen the Senate's independence by ensuring Cabinet members were drawn 
only from the House of Representatives. 

ABC (radio) 
local news: 

ACT 
3 Jul 2001 

'ACT chief 
supports 

Democrats' 
proposed 

government 
restructure' 

Australian Capital Territory chief minister Gary Humphries says the structure of Australian 
politics could be significantly improved by the abolition of state governments.  The Australian 
Democrats have called for state governments to be abolished and replaced by regional 
governments, which would be controlled by a national body.  Mr Humphries says the system is 
essentially already in place in the ACT and is working well.  "The ACT actually provides a model 
for the sort of thing they are talking about, a regional government that covers a larger area than a 
usual municipality for example, but which has state and local government style operations 
combined in the one structure," he said. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

4 Jul 2001 

'Swap 
Bombers For 
Schools And 

Start A RAAF 
Cake Stall': 
Letter by 

Klaas 
Woldring of 
Pearl Beach 

The funding required for the doubling of R & D and revitalisation of tertiary education is 
estimated to run into the billions. However problematical the funding may seem, at last here is a 
vision of some substance by the ALP.  Let the party now connect this bold undertaking with 
another one: a republic without the archaic States and it will solve the funding problem at the same 
time. Drummond and Hall (1998) calculated that abolishing the States would save Australia a 
conservative $30 billion a year. The savings could enable free tertiary education to be 
reintroduced.  The conservative view that Australians are stuck with the States because of some 
extremely rigid agreement made in 1900 is fallacious and must be abandoned.  A sovereign people 
can always rewrite their constitution to reconstruct their  government and spend the money saved 
more wisely. 
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The 
Australian 
10 Jul 2001 

'Something 
rotten in states 
of the nation', 

by Tim 
Hughes, a 
journalist 
based in 

northern NSW

SO New Zealand might one day merge with Australia? At least New Zealand cabinet minister Steve 
Maharey's suggestion last month of a possible union shows someone has been looking at the big 
picture.  It may be our celebration of the federation of Australian states, but lacking on this side of the 
Tasman has been any real debate about the relevance of the states themselves.  There has been some 
lip-service: earlier this year the Victorian and NSW governments announced a joint proposal to merge 
the border centres of Albury-Wodonga into a "national city" with integrated health, education and 
administrative services as one way of overcoming the discrepancies residents face on anything from 
dog permits and driver's licences to school rules and medical registrations.  
As a media event, it made for good copy about the possible demise of intra-community state rivalry. 
Badly lacking, though, was any commentary analysing why the very idiocies that such a plan seeks to 
overcome still exist.  For all its acknowledgment of the confusion still encountered by border 
dwellers, the concept is a feeble attempt to address very real boundary issues that were supposed to 
have vanished with federation 100 years ago.  
 
While Henry Parkes's famous 1889 federation oration at Tenterfield rallied the public largely on a fear 
of national defencelessness, it was not without reason that he chose to deliver his speech only a stone's 
throw from a colonial border. City dwellers were initially ambivalent about federation, but their 
regional counterparts – especially those living near the borders – embraced the idea and its abolition 
of the colonial duties they felt were depriving them of economic growth. 
 
A century on, what have we learned?  Streamlining two lots of red tape at Albury-Wodonga may be 
all very well, but is the concept really about minimising anomalies at the middle tier of government, 
or merely vesting responsibility to another – either a new federal jurisdiction, or an enlarged local 
council with expanded powers? And it's not as if Albury-Wodonga is alone here – what about 
Coolangatta-Tweed Heads, or even the small NSW/Queensland border town of Mungindi? 
 
AS state governments of all persuasions encourage – indeed, coerce – local council amalgamations to 
create larger regional entities, the question must be asked if the answer wouldn't be to do away with 
the states altogether and have a county-style or district/borough system – such as in Britain – instead. 
(It's not a new idea; in fact, it has long been a policy of the Democrats, but few others seem brave 
enough to run it up the flagpole.) 
 
A curious twist to the Albury-Wodonga proposal is the appointment of former MP Ian Sinclair as 
head of the working party, given that for much of his 35 years as federal member for the northern 
NSW seat of New England his constituents campaigned for a state of their own. Formally proposed in 
NSW state parliament in 1922, the New England new state movement reached its zenith in 1967 when 
then NSW premier Robert Askin held a referendum on the issue. Despite the unwelcome inclusion of 
Newcastle into the proposed state, a majority of voters were still reported to be in favour of cessation. 
However, the proposal was narrowly defeated, allegedly because bureaucrats, in the week before the 
referendum, claimed Hunter Valley dairy farmers would be excluded from the Sydney milk zone.  
Discontent in the area continues: regional NSW constitutes 90 per cent of the state's land area and is 
home to 30 per cent of the population but gets only 18 per cent of new non-road capital funding and 
only one of 32 government ministries and agencies is based there. Not surprisingly, independents hold 
two northern seats.  Elsewhere, far north Queenslanders have been agitating for self-government since 
1852 when it was proposed by John Dunmore Lang. While in Western Australia – reluctant even in 
1900 to federate for the very reasons echoed today – the Labor Government's wish to reduce the 
number of non-city seats will surely drive an even larger wedge between the metropolitan south-west 
and the state's vast asset-and income-rich interior.  Instead of the singularly specific Bob Carr/Steve 
Bracks proposal, the federal parliament – which under chapter six of the Constitution has the power to 
create, amend or subdivide states – could adopt a rare opportunity to glimpse a bigger picture and 
debate the nation's future legislative landscape.  Proper constitutional reform must not just look at a 
republic and a bill of rights, but reassess current government framework in totality.  A true celebration 
of federalism deserves a more ambitious vision. 

Border Mail 
22 Jul 2001 

'Scrapping 
States only 

way forward': 
Letter by 

Laurie Bould 
of Chiltern 

CONGRATULATIONS Howard Lowndes.  Your letter suggesting that State Governments should be 
removed is like a breath of fresh air.  I've been saying it for years and I don't think anybody has 
disagreed with me.  We would have no border anomalies, we would have one set of rules for all 
Australians and everybody would be a lot better off if we were governed by federal and local 
governments.  Now that we are out of the horse and buggy days and we have aeroplanes, computers 
and modern technology, why do we still need to have State Governments?  It's time that things started 
to change. 

Border Mail 
28 Jul 2001 

'State 
Parliaments 

have had their 
day': Letter by 

F. Green of 
Albury 

MANY, many letters have been printed in The Border Mail over some years, reference the demise of 
State Parliaments.  The most important question we must ask is "How do we get rid of them?''   
They have obviously had their day. 
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The 
Australian 
31 Jul 2001 

Letter by Bob 
Buick of 

Glenfields, 
Qld 

DEAR Tim Fischer, MP: Do you remember that Australians rejected the idea of changing the "head 
of Australia" as a means of becoming a republic at the end of 1999? During that referendum a couple 
of million voters voted against "a head change" because there were plans to change how they were 
going to be governed.  When Australia again considers becoming a republic, the people will demand 
that there is a change to how they are governed.  In retirement, and with your influence, you may want 
to consider such changes. Of course, the present Constitution will need to be thrown out. There will 
be the removal of colony/state boundaries and governments and a new Constitution empowering a 
national government and the establishment of provinces based on populations of two to three million 
residents. For thought - even if it takes 20 years.  The past served us all well but changes must be 
made. 

Border Mail 
31 Jul 2001 

'Eliminating 
States will 

never be easy': 
Letter by 
Howard 

Lowndes of 
Jindera 

F. GREEN asks "How do we get rid of them?" on the subject of the elimination of the States.  I have 
to admit that could be difficult given no State politician will be prepared to legislate themselves out of 
office, and to the federal politicians the States are just too useful as scapegoats.  I guess one area we 
might start is by taking advantage of the upcoming federal election, which is seeing the candidates 
start to tramp the hustings even before the writs are issued.  Each candidate should be asked if they 
are prepared to vigorously and unequivocally promote and support legislation to bring about the 
extinguishment of the States within the term of the next govern- ment.  Okay candidates, where do 
you stand, or are we all to be met by a deafening silence? 

Canberra 
Times 

13 Aug 2001 

'Out with MPs 
and in with 
democracy': 

Letter by 
Barrie Smillie 

of Duffy 

NEW REVELATIONS of the huge cost of maintaining our politicians must fire our enthusiasm to do 
something about it. No other country has Australia's ratio of politicians to population. Nowhere else 
do 19 million people need babying by nine ministers and nine bureaucratic infrastructures for each of 
education, health, transport, justice and so on. You could call it nonomania. Not only are we over-
governed, we are also severely under-governed, since our state administrations hugely favour their 
metropolises and correspondingly starve their regions. It has been estimated that country people get 
back in benefits less than half the value of the taxes they pay. Far more urgent than moving to a 
republic is to move to end our nonomania by getting rid of the ludicrously expensive present 
arrangements. Give perhaps 40 territories (no, not each with its own parliament!) a much bigger say in 
running the nation and rationalise Australia's crazy over-dependence on Homo politicus. 

Border Mail 
14 Aug 2001 

'State 
governments 

no longer 
needed': Letter 
by F. Green of 

Albury 

WE note in Saturday's The Border Mail a suggestion regarding the Albury-Wodonga issue.  May the 
writer point out it's time we had a more important vote, i.e., the demise of State governments.   
In this technological age, over-government is unnecessary.  Of course, the federal governments, who 
ever they may be, would probably rather have these State governments as a buffer to ease their 
burden, but, believe me, it doesn't ease the burden of the taxpayers' pocket or purse.  It's about time 
they were dispensed with. 

Australian 
Associated 

Press 
16 Aug 2001 

'Democrats 
call for 

abolition of 
state 

governments',
Australian 
Associated 

Press 

The Australian Democrats have called for the abolition of state governments and a move to smaller, 
less expensive provincial-style administrations.  Democrats' local government spokeswoman Meg 
Lees said it was time to rationalise Australia's three-tiered system of government including 
commonwealth, state and local government into a two-tiered system.  She said in a federation year the 
country should be looking to abolish a system of government which was inefficiently delivering the 
services Australians expected.  "It is not just a question of Australia being over-governed, with nine 
governments and 822 politicians overseeing a population the size of (that of) greater London," she 
told SBS television.  "The current system is inefficient because it encourages buckpassing, cost 
shifting and blame shifting between the states and the commonwealth."  Senator Lees said she was 
regularly subjected to a litany of complaints about the buckpassing on health and environmental 
issues such as salination within the Murray-Darling river system.  The people of South Australia have 
far more in common with their neighbours in regional Victoria, yet because they live in different 
states their health services are delivered by two different administrations based in two capital cities," 
she said.  But Senator Lees admitted the issue would need substantial debate and community support 
because state governments were unlikely to vote themselves out of a job.  ACT Chief Minister Garry 
Humphries said he believed a Canberra-style system integrating local and state government 
responsibilities was a model for a path ahead.  "I believe this style of regional government could be 
more widely adopted across Australia because it has been effective here, providing local and state 
government functions and services," he said.  He said there was also a swing in public opinion toward 
smaller, more localised governments more in tune with their communities.  "In many respects the 
ACT is the only state or territory able to offer such a system of government," Mr Humphries said. 

Daily 
Telegraph 

17 Aug 2001 

'Three-tiered 
government 
'inefficient' ' 

THE Australian Democrats have called for the abolition of state governments and a move to smaller, 
less expensive provincial-style administrations.  Democrats' local government spokeswoman Meg 
Lees said it was time to rationalise Australia's three-tiered system, including commonwealth, state and 
local government, into a two-tiered system.  She said that in a federation year the country should be 
looking to abolish a system of government which was inefficiently delivering the services Australians 
expected.  "It is not just a question of Australia being over-governed, with nine governments and 822 
politicians overseeing a population the size of [that of] greater London," she told SBS TV.  "The 
current system is inefficient because it encourages buck-passing, cost shifting and blame shifting 
between the states and the commonwealth."  But Senator Lees admitted the issue required substantial 
debate and support, as state governments were unlikely to vote themselves out of a job. 
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Courier-Mail 
17 Aug 2001 

p. 15 

'New look at 
the states 

we're in', by 
A.J. Brown, a 
Fellow of the 

Key Centre for 
Ethics, Law, 

Justice & 
Governance, 

Griffith 
University 

THE party may not be quite over yet, but is there more to Federation than a year-long celebration? 
Many Queenslanders must be asking this question after eight months of pomp and ceremony. Not 
that it isn't good to celebrate. After all, it's been a hectic century, and we've gone from horse and cart 
to space travel, from frontier outpost to multicultural society, from regular world wars to relative 
peace - all with the same system of government.  But is it safe to rest on our laurels? Are we sure 
our government is tuned for optimum performance? As last night's Insight debate (SBS) showed, 
there are plenty of practical reasons for ensuring our government system doesn't stand still.  It may 
not have been obvious, but Premier Peter Beattie, federal Regional Services Minister Senator Ian 
Macdonald, ACT Chief Minister Gary Humphries and Democrat Senator Meg Lees also revealed a 
new blend of thinking about the future of government.  The idea of abolishing the states, and 
replacing them with regional governments, used to be feared as a communist plot. Fortunately, we 
can still be sure there is not going to be any overnight radical change. But all political parties have 
spent much of the century thinking about ways the federal structure might be improved in this way.  
World wars and the Cold War have generally brought this thinking to a halt. Now everyone seems to 
agree that building stronger, more responsive government at the regional level is more important 
than ever. But how is it to be done? Many local governments are busy trying to do it themselves, 
without much state or federal support. Labor and the National Party traditionally have had very 
strong policies for constitutional reform - as late as the 1960s, the Country Party campaigned for the 
creation of no fewer than four new states in Queensland and New South Wales.  In recent times, 
both have been quieter. Yet strong ideas are still coming from the Democrats - whose regional 
government model could almost be a blend of the past Country Party and Labor plans - as well as 
many Liberals.  Some Liberal plans for bypassing the states and funding the regions direct are 
similar to the 1970s programs of the ALP Whitlam government. Others, such as former federal 
minister Ian Macphee and current member for Herbert Peter Lindsay, have supported complete 
abolition of the states in favour of a two-tiered system of government.  Getting real about the 
regions is a critical challenge for politicians. But it could also have important outcomes in everyday 
life.  Many Australians think it might hold the key to government that is not just leaner and more 
efficient, but more responsive. Ideally, that could mean better service for a lower price, whether 
fewer tax dollars out of everyone's pockets or extra programs targeted to the regions where people 
live.  With the world continuing to change, there's never been a better time to think about where 
we're going after the party.  
 
Federation: have your say! How do you see the future of democracy in Australia? The Key Centre 
for Ethics, Law, Justice and Governance is launching a study of how Australians see the future of 
Federation, the regions and democracy.  Find out more by going to our website 
www.couriermail.com.au(or: the Key Centre website www.gu.edu.au/centre/kceljag), where you can 
follow the Federation links to register for our brief survey, or by continuing to read The Courier-
Mail.  Australian Regionalism: Federation to future is a project of Griffith University, Local 
Government Association Queensland and The Courier-Mail. 

Townsville 
Bulletin 

17 Aug 2001 

'Abolish 
states, say 
Democrats' 

THE Australian Democrats have called for the abolition of state governments and a move to smaller, 
less expensive provincial-style administrations.  Democrats local government spokeswoman Meg 
Lees said it was time to rationalise Australia's three-tiered system of government including federal, 
state and local government into a two-tiered system.  "It is not just a question of Australia being 
overgoverned," she said.  "The current system is inefficient because it encourages buck passing, cost 
shifting and blame shifting between the states and the Commonwealth." 

Hobart 
Mercury 

17 Aug 2001 

'Lees outlines 
plan for fewer 

pollies' 

THE Australian Democrats have called for the abolition of state governments and a move to smaller, 
less expensive, provincial-style administrations.  Democrats local government spokeswoman Meg 
Lees said it was time to rationalise Australia's three-tiered system of government into a two-tiered 
system.  She said the country should be looking to abolish a system of government which was 
inefficiently delivering the services Australians expected.  "It is not just a question of Australia 
being over-governed, with nine governments and 822 politicians overseeing a population the size of 
greater London," she told SBS Television.  "The current system is inefficient because it encourages 
buck-passing, cost-shifting and blame-shifting between the states and the Commonwealth."  Senator 
Lees said she was regularly subjected to a litany of complaints about the buck-passing on health and 
environmental issues such as salination within the Murray-Darling river system.  "The people of 
South Australia have far more in common with their neighbours in regional Victoria yet, because 
they live in different states, their health services are delivered by two different administrations based 
in two capital cities," she said.  Senator Lees admitted the issue would need substantial debate and 
community support because state governments were unlikely to vote themselves out of a job. 
 
ACT Chief Minister Garry Humphries said he believed a Canberra-style system integrating local 
and state government responsibilities was a model for a path ahead.  "I believe this style of regional 
government could be more widely adopted across Australia because it has been effective here, 
providing local and state government functions and services," he said.  He said there was also a 
swing in public opinion toward smaller, more localised governments more in tune with their 
communities. 
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Adelaide 
Advertiser 

18 Aug 2001 

'What you say: 
Your views on 

the latest 
news' 

Item: Abolish state governments: Dems [16aug01] 
From: Malcolm Tulett 
Totaly agree, it is time we reduced the number of polititians and our "overgovernment". Australia's 
costs in "administration" can only maintain our high rate of income tax and produce services that 
at best are patchy, and at worst unequitable and inaccessable to all Australians. 

Canberra 
Times 

18 Aug 2001 

'Abolish state 
rule and fix 

system – 
Lees', by 
Emma 

Macdonald 

Former Democrats leader Meg Lees has called for state governments to be replaced with regional 
governments, saying there are too many politicians running the country. Describing the 100-year-
old state government system as 'inefficient because it encourages buck-passing, cost-shifting and 
blame-shifting between the states and the Commonwealth', Senator Lees, who is now the 
Democrats' local government and health spokesperson, said Australia was over-governed. '... 
Australians are being over-governed, with nine governments and 822 politicians overseeing a 
population the size of greater London.' Senator Lees suggested health and the environment were 
two areas where national strategic planning which could be implemented at a local level would be 
more efficient.  'The people of regional South Australia have far more in common with their 
neighbours in regional Victoria, yet because they live in different states, their health services are 
delivered by two different administrations based in two different capital cities,' she said. State 
governments were unlikely to want to vote themselves out of existence but the Democrats' 
Constitutional Reform policy included a recommendation that state governments be replaced with 
regional governments. Senator Lees said the issue needed to be put on the table for debate. 

Townsville 
Bulletin 

18 Aug 2001 

'No backing to 
abolish states', 

by John 
Andersen 

...  Long-term separate state campaigner Laurie Fabrellas said he disagreed with the Democrats' 
proposal.  He said North Queensland needed to have its own state.  "The Yanks have 50 states and 
they're doing OK," Mr Fabrellas said.  
 
Democrats Senator Andrew Bartlett said Australia needed a stronger form of regional government. 
He said that under the present system local authorities were servants of the State Government.  "If 
done properly it would mean more power at the regional level," he said. 

Hobart 
Mercury 

20 Aug 2001 

Editorial: 'End 
the state we're 

in' 

In the past decade Tasmania has radically changed the map of government.  We have slashed the 
number of elected representatives remarkably and relatively painlessly.  What some feared would 
be major surgery proved to be just a nip and a tuck.  Just the facelift we needed.  From 49 local 
councils in 1992 we now have 29.  From 35 House of Assembly members we now have 25.  From 
19 legislative council members we now have 15.  Tasmanians no longer have to struggle with a 
plethora of administrations born in the horse-and-buggy era where easy communication was 
unheard of.  We no longer have to struggle under the burden of being the most over-governed state 
in the Commonwealth – once an amazing 11.42 politicians for every 100,000 people. 
 
Today our road system puts the great majority of citizens in close touch with those they elect to 
represent them at a grass-roots level.  And, of course, the wonders of cyberspace make distance an 
irrelevance.  Given the speed of change in our communications, and the success in Tasmania and 
other states of local government rationalisation, it seems perfectly logical that the Australian 
Democrats should make the next step and call for the abolition of the states. 
 
Bickering 
 
The reality is that the states are increasingly beholden to the Commonwealth for revenue and are 
becoming not so much policy setters as administrators.  Australia in some areas, such as the health 
of the Murray Darling river system, is captive to the whims of those colonial administrators who 
drew lines on the map.  But what seemed logical then in using a physical feature to create a state 
border is now simply not a natural fit.  How quickly the bickering over the Murray would 
evaporate if there were no states to worry about. 
 
Just the savings in duplication, just the end to different styles of basic services such as health and 
education, just allowing areas which have community of purpose to operate without the barriers of 
state borders, make the Democrat plan appealing.  Of course, there's the really tough part.  But 
what an amazing day it would be if every state politician could be persuaded to fall on their swords 
in a simultaneous act of good governance. 
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Border Mail 
21 Aug 2001 

'Common 
sense to 
postpone 

merger': Letter 
by James R. 
Draper of 
Wodonga 

WODONGA City Council's declaration to postpone any merger with Albury has breathed some 
common sense into the merger debate.  Contrary to what some believe, Wodonga is not running 
scared, but facing reality and exercising proper caution in what could turn out to be a shotgun 
marriage with Albury.  We remember the frustration of forced shire amalgamation in Victoria.  No 
plans have been revealed by either government to hold a referendum or poll which would, I 
believe, settle the issue without doubt.  The expectation of Victoria's Cabinet that a poll would be 
conducted as part of community consultation, remains that, just an expectation.  One wonders just 
where Victoria's Local Government Minister Bob Cameron, is getting his inside information, he is 
certainly not tapping into the majority community opinion. 
 
All the border anomalies which have been highlighted in the present debate, were identified years 
ago, when a committee was formed for that specific purpose.  Despite its findings, almost nothing 
has been done by the States to rectify these faults, which will remain until State borders and State 
Parliaments are completely abolished, allowing a form of regional government to be established. 

Hobart 
Mercury 

22 Aug 2001 

'Sound 
advice': Letter 
by Leo Foley 

of Lenah 
Valley 

Detractors continue to berate Bob Cheek for his rebellious ways. But on the very day of his 
ascendancy, a main chance presented itself for Bob to prove his bona fides in the public interest.  
Not only will it put paid to his critics, it will also provide us with better government, and all at a 
reduced cost. Too good to be true?  Not so. Just take the advice of The Mercury editorial (August 
20), Bob, and abolish the State government. We'd like to see that! 

Border Mail 
22 Aug 2001 

'Leave border 
but remove 
politicians': 

Letter by Max 
Bradley of 
Berrigan 

WITH great interest I continue to read the ongoing tale of the two cities.  I somewhat agree with 
Alec (August 15) but it is not the State borders we need to shift, it is the State governments that 
need to be removed.  It is our State governments, not the borders that have caused the anomalies, 
these State governments have for 100 years allowed the anomalies to continue to exist, and have 
done nothing to solve the problem.  If the State governments were abolished and all their powers, 
rights, responsibilities, and assets were given to a national government, then these two cities could 
get on with being cities in their own right and have a chance at some real co-operation, and make 
the Albury-Wodonga area work as one great centre.  If the money that can be saved, by abolishing 
the State governments, were to be spent on education, health and the environment, this will make 
Australia an even better place in which to live.  I do not believe that Mr Ian Sinclair will come 
back with the real solution to this problem which is to amalgamate the two States into one.  Which 
is it you the people want, more nurses or State politicians? 

Canberra 
Times 

24 Aug 2001 

'Two tiers of 
government': 

Letter by 
Barrie Smillie

RESPONDING to my letter (CT, August 13), Edwin Stone asks how 40 territories with "no 
legislative power of their own" could have "a bigger say in running the nation?"  In some areas 
like transport, the law and the courts, instead of allowing considerable local autonomy (as in 
health, for instance) a national government would legislate for all of Australia.  So these sub-
national governments would not really be "legislatures" or "parliaments".  Better names might be 
local (regional?) councils or assemblies.  With two tiers of government instead of three, the 
capitals would no longer starve country people of funds.  The savings, from removing eight of the 
nine ministers for this and that, plus all their supporting bureaucratic infrastructures, would be 
some $30 billion.  Replacing the states by 40 or more amalgamations of local government bodies 
(instead of today's 740!) and shifting some powers to the Commonwealth, would make these new 
regional assemblies far stronger than local government is today.  Resources would be allocated 
more equitably, leading to healthier regional economic development.  And today's arbitrary 
interstate boundaries would give way to "natural" ones, of which some already exist and have a 
strong identity, eg New England and Far North Queensland.  Federation landed us with bumbling 
messes – like today's trade arrangements, with the various states' trade offices in competition and 
like our extradition rules, whereby criminals cross borders with impunity but police need 
permission to bring them back.  Shed a Tier will discuss abolishing the states at Parliament House 
on September 21.  Details are at http://www.geocities.com/davidbofinger/asc.htm. 
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Courier-Mail 
4 Sep 2001 

'Federation 
and the future', 
by A.J. Brown

ONE hundred years is a very short period in the history of many countries, and nothing in geological 
time. But in Australia's case, celebrating the first centenary of federation, it's been our entire history as 
a nation so far. So how has our system of government fared, and where now are we going? In an age of 
globalisation, with the size of government shrinking, the importance of making it more effective has 
only increased. The age of big nation states, of reliance on centralised national planning of social 
services and economic initiative is over. Around the world, societies are looking to the regional level 
as the key playing field for organising our political and economic lives, for constructing new solutions, 
for holding themselves together.  
 
What about our constitutional structure - the federation of states that make up our nation? Has it helped 
or hindered? Where and when has it helped? Where and when has it hindered? And what are we going 
to do about it? Australians have a rich history of debate to draw on, about the right structure for 
delivering the benefits and services of government across our country. It's particularly rich in 
Queensland. When we voted for federation, it was just one major step in a long road of developing the 
right overall system for Australia. There was guaranteed to be plenty of change along the way.  
 
Many federation leaders, such as NSW premier Henry Parkes, saw uniting the states as necessary to 
build a nation, but also saw that nation as something which would reinvent itself, adding 
"immeasurably" to its own importance. After a century of consolidation, that remains the challenge for 
the next 100 years of Federation. On one hand, as historian Geoffrey Blainey shows, there could be 
eight or nine new states across Australia, and even a state for every major region. On the other hand, 
Brisbane Lord Mayor Jim Soorley believes it would be better to have no states, and instead have 30 or 
40 regional provinces, all dealing direct with Canberra.  
 
The challenge is made sharper by the fact that no one - no government, no political party - claims to 
yet have the formula right. For example, in a country where distance matters, Australia's local 
government system remains one of the most underpowered of any comparable system in the world.  
 
For every problem, there is a range of solutions.  Over the past 20 years, much overlap in government 
has been removed simply through efficiency gains and better co-operation. However, the fact there are 
still unanswered questions about where we are heading shows there might also still be some structural 
issues to confront.  But what do we mean when we talk about our regions? Is "regional Australia" 
really just the same as talking about "the bush"? That is the way most parliamentarians and public 
figures speak, yet the answer is no - we have rural regions; we have provincial cities; we have 
suburban and urban regions as well.  What's the secret for a national system which really understands 
and serves the full diversity of Australia's regions - as well as their sustainable development needs? We 
pride ourselves on our commitment to decentralisation but, in fact, our system of government is highly 
centralised, and getting more so.  Australians themselves have to find answers to these questions, 
before political leaders and public agencies can be expected to find the solutions.  
 
Only by actively debating the future of our system of government will we have a chance of ensuring 
our system is lean, mean and up to date. Say what you think about the future, by filling out today's 
survey, right, or on the web all this week at www.couriermail.com.au It's your government. If you 
don't have your say, who will? A.J. Brown is a Fellow, Key Centre for Ethics, Law, Justice and 
Governance, Griffith University Federation: what does the future hold? Have your say! Welcome to 
the pilot study by the Key Centre for Ethics, Law, Justice & Governance, Griffith University, on 
Australian attitudes to the future of federation, the regions and democracy. This is part of the research 
project Australian Regionalism: From Federation to Future, celebrating past political debate and 
exploring future directions for our system of government.  
 
You can complete this survey on-line: go to www.couriermail.com.au, follow the Federation links and 
simply click the buttons. Or: fill out the survey below, and mail (with or without stamp) to: Federation 
Survey, Griffith University, Reply Paid 61015, Nathan QLD 4111 by 30 September 2001.  There is no 
prize for multiple entries - so please, complete only one survey per person.    About the survey and 
your information The survey is part of Australian Regionalism: From Federation to Future, a research 
project of the Key Centre for Ethics, Law, Justice & Governance, Griffith University, Brisbane, 
supported by The Courier-Mail and the Local Government Association of Queensland. Your response, 
including any personal information, will be confidential and only used for this research. No individuals 
will be identifiable from the results. All respondents providing contact details will be notified of results 
once analysis is complete. If you would like more information, please contact A.J. Brown, Key Centre 
for Ethics, Law, Justice & Governance on (07) 3875 3569 or e-mail A.J.Brown@mailbox.gu.edu.au. 
2001 Key Centre for Ethics, Law, Justice & Governance, Griffith University. 
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Herbert River 
Express 

11 Sep 2001 
p. 3 

'NQ state 
'ludicrous' 

Mayor favours 
two tiers of 
government' 

CALLS for a North Queensland state are "ludicrous" and would double the bureaucracy already 
strangling the area, according to Hinchinbrook Shire Mayor Keith Phillips.  Cr Phillips instead 
called for the abolition of the state level of government saying councils already deal directly with 
the Federal Government and expected the trend to continue.  "The duplications we have in 
government are already crazy without having another state," he said.  "We are always belly-aching 
about having no money but here are people asking for twice as much bureaucracy from half as much 
revenue.  "We should be looking to go the other way.  "We should drop the state and go with the 
local and Federal governments."  Cr Phillips said the Hinchinbrook Shire already received direct 
funding, such as the Roads to Recovery program, and grants from the Federal Government.  "It is a 
trend that is only going to grow," he said.  
 
Cr Phillips said fears council would be forgotten by a government in Canberra were groundless.  
"What we need is a regional planning body," he said.  "You have only to look at how things are at 
the moment to see the states don't work.  "If you buy a fire engine in Queensland it won't work in 
New South Wales or Victoria because it won't fit the hydrants down there.  "Then there are the 
different rail way gauges.  "That costs the country enormous amounts of money."  
 
The separate North Queensland state debate was re-ignited by historian Dr Geoffrey Blainey who 
told a Brisbane Federation lecture last Monday that North Queensland was more viable as a state 
than the Northern Territory.  State member for Hinchinbrook Marc Rowell agreed North 
Queensland was often forgotten in Brisbane but a new state would mean another bureaucracy.  
 
Queensland Premier Peter Beattie rejected the idea saying it would weaken Queensland's bargaining 
power with the Sydney, Melbourne and Canberra axis.  "I don't support it now but maybe in 100 
years it might be worthwhile," Mr Beattie said.  Hinchinbrook Shire deputy mayor Andrew Lancini 
supported the call for the new state but only under a system where existing council areas became 
state electorates and shire mayors doubled as members of parliament.  Federal member for Kennedy 
Bob Katter said for too long North Queensland had been ignored and held in contempt by the south 
of the state.  He proposed holding a vote at the next local government elections north of Sarina to 
gauge support for a separate state.  He did not rule out running for parliament in any new state. 

Courier Mail 
11 Sep 2001 

p. 7 

'State rule has 
many 

detractors', by 
Chris Jones 

ALMOST a third of Queenslanders believe state governments should be abolished and replaced with 
provincial-style administrations.  While most respondents to a Griffith University survey indicated 
they were satisfied with Australia's system of government, 31 per cent backed the proposal to move 
towards a two-tiered system.  The proposal has also found favour among the state's local 
government leaders, with a parallel survey of 104 mayors and chief executives finding almost half 
were in favour of a two-tiered system of government.  Survey co-ordinator A.J. Brown, of the 
Australian Key Centre for Ethics, Law, Justice and Governance, said the results showed there was a 
high level of interest in finding ways to make the federal system work better.  "A strong preference 
for structures at the regional level suggests Australians are looking for new ways to get full benefit 
from a federal system of government," Mr Brown said.  But a spokesman for Premier Peter Beattie 
said doing away with state governments would lead to "massive inequalities" in the way people 
were looked after by regional governments.  Of the 301 Queenslanders surveyed last week, more 
than 80 per cent were satisfied with the working of the federation, but 62 per cent said they would 
like to see the system change.  But only 52 per cent of local government leaders believed any change 
would happen. 

Townsville 
Bulletin 

17 Sep 2001 
p. 8 

'Think of 
possibilities': 

Letter by John 
W. Beal 

THERE was a time in my life when I supported the proposal for a new state for North Queensland.  
I have changed my mind and for a number of years have believed that the present three-level system 
of government should be abolished, and a new two-level system established.  I have brought this 
subject up a few times and it has fallen on deaf ears. Now that the Democrats have broached the 
subject, it is getting a public airing.  It is a system that should have changed in 1901. It still smacks 
of colonialism.  
 
It is now time that we as Australians finally grew up and formed a structure of government that is 
uniquely Australian; sever the final ties with Mother England, where we are now considered aliens, 
and also not compare ourselves with America.  Think of the possibilities. Fewer politicians! A 
system written into the Constitution that takes out of the hands of politicians the power to arrange 
their own salaries and expenses. When they are voted out of office or resign, they are finished, not 
supported with gold passes, limousines with drivers and secretaries.  Superannuation would be 
payable on the same scale and terms as they have legislated for the rest of the workforce.  The 
savings in the public purse would be astronomical.  
 
It no doubt would be necessary to rewrite the Constitution. This could be carried out by the 
judiciary, not the politicians, where the powers of federal and regional government could be spelt 
out quite clearly.  Any changes to either level would have to go to a referendum, conducted at a 
general election only, to keep costs down.  Think about it. It is time the people started telling the 
politicians what we want, rather than them dictating to us what we are going to get while making it 
sound like they are responding to our desires. Now, 2001, is the time for change. 
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Border Mail 
23 Sep 2001 

' Now's the time 
we should shed 
a tier': Letter by 
Max Bradley of 

Berrigan 

IN regards to John Ellis' letter (September 13).  John, if there were no State government 
boundaries and the laws and rules were the same across Australia there would be no problems of 
the anomalies that now exist on all the borders.  As to the size of Australia, the Federal 
Government already deals directly with the existing local government, and it works.  The present 
federation set up a little more than 100 years ago was a compromise to get something better than 
what was in place and this compromise has let Australia down recently and there are two good 
examples.  The Senate was put in place to protect States' rights.  It is used by party politics to 
defeat legislation that has nothing to do with State rights.  The misuse of the Senate to make a 
simple tax system into what we now have, and to defeat the legislation to control the potential 
illegal immigrants who hijacked the Tampa.  Where is the State rights in these two issues?  John, if 
you think that the system of government we are now using is the best possible then I would believe 
you would be one of a very small number of people.  In Australia we need and have the right to, 
and should demand the best possible system of government.  Which is it Australians want - more 
nurses, doctors and hospitals or politicians?  On September 21 in Parliament House, Canberra, 
there is a Shed A Tier Congress on this very subject, to abolish the State governments. 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
26 Oct 2001 

'Legal Pot, Sexy 
Cars, No GST. 

Do I Have Your 
Vote?', by Peter 

Ruehl 

The powers that be around here, overly aware of my tendency to complain about things, have 
suggested I do something positive in my probing election coverage  namely, come up with the 
Ruehl Platform.  They've wisely limited my space, or else I'd have half the country three sheets to 
the wind and at war with Vanuatu.  Not necessarily in order of importance but in order of the way I 
thought them up, here goes:  
1. Goodbye GST. That sucker would be history because it's ridiculously complex in that it relies 
on layers of taxation to accomplish a simple end  the dunning of little old you. Instead, I'd replace 
it with a simple tax at point of  sale, and I'd have federal and State sales taxes. This would force 
the States to act more responsibly in how they spend the stuff (alternatively, I might consider 
abolishing the States next time around).  ... 

Berwick 
Leader 

and 
Cranbourne 

Sun 
31 Oct 2001 

'Call for new 
political order': 

Letter by 
Gordon W. Ford 

of Springvale 
South, of the 
Australian 

Natives Party 

I HAVE observed two distinct faults with our political structure of government: 
1) We have an abundance of politicians.   
2) Our laws are antiquated and faulty.  
All that the other candidates will do if given the chance to govern is shuffle money around like a 
pack of cards. The solution is to refer to the two faults I mention. 
The simple solution is abolish state governments. And two things will happen: 1) Save $30 billion 
annually. 
2) Install corrected and fair laws by way of constitution. 

Border Mail 
1 Nov 2001 

'Glachan should 
try to abolish 
States': Letter 

by Max 
Bradley, 

Chairman of 
Shed A Tier, 

Berrigan 

IT is to be expected that the NSW Premier, Mr Bob Carr, will once again disregard the people 
outside Sydney by doing nothing about the border anomalies.  If the member for Ballina, Mr Don 
Page, and the member for Albury, Mr Ian Glachan, are serious about removing border anomalies, 
then put up a bill to abolish the State Government.  With the removal of the State governments 
there would be no 1200 border anomalies to contend with and the several billion dollars saved 
would be better spent on hospitals, than on premiers and other politicians who like things the way 
they are. 

Border Mail 
11 Nov 2001 

'Forget One 
City, let's lose 
States': Letter 
by F. Green of 

Albury 

WHY all the worry and bother about the amalgamation of Albury and Wodonga?  The writer feels 
our thoughts and energies ought to be on getting rid of State governments.  With that happening 
we will definitely be able to use the phrase, "That we are one''.  Advance Australia Fair. 
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Newcastle 
Herald 

21 Nov 2001 

Editorial: 'The 
City Of Clout'

LAKE Macquarie Mayor John Kilpatrick has long espoused the view that the Hunter would be 
better off with a strong regional government under a two-tiered system of government in Australia. 
The present 13 Hunter councils would be replaced by a single body that would look after regional 
infrastructure with the  support of funding from the national Parliament. The States would go.  
While conceding that this was unlikely to happen, given that the State governments would cling to 
their power, Cr Kilpatrick has shown little sign of supporting anything less at local level. He has 
contended that the amalgamation of two or three adjoining local government areas would have to 
be shown to have social and economic benefits for the communities involved before such a move 
could be considered.  
 
Perhaps because he intends to retire at the next local government elections  in 2003, Cr Kilpatrick 
has now adopted the line that the merging of Lake Macquarie and Newcastle councils, with the 
section of the Port Stephens council area that holds the Williamtown airport also included, would 
give the Hunter a regional super council that would be a 'city of clout' in economic and political  
terms.  After eight years as Lake Macquarie's Mayor, Cr Kilpatrick is disappointed that most 
bureaucrats in Canberra have no idea where the city is, even though, with 185,000 people, it is one 
of the largest in NSW. Everyone, however, knows where Newcastle is. Making Lake Macquarie 
part of a larger City of Newcastle, with 325,000 people, would offer benefits all round.  
 
Cr Kilpatrick may not find universal support for his views among his fellow Lake councillors and 
there is certain to be opposition within the Lake Macquarie population. Forging a merger also 
would not be easy, as the two councils have different priorities and operating procedures. This, 
though, is one reason why an amalgamation should be considered: to streamline council operations 
so that a more efficient and cost-effective service is provided over a larger area.  
 
Opponents of council amalgamations often use the warning that 'bigger is not always better' and it 
would have to be shown that a council covering a large  chunk of the NSW central coast could 
deliver better things to ratepayers and residents. Certainly, local government bodies have been 
working with greater cooperation in purchasing, plant availability and other areas through bodies 
such as the Hunter Region Organisation of Councils. But too many things still come to a halt at 
artificial council boundaries. 

Newcastle 
Herald 

24 Nov 2001 

'Super Nova', 
by Mark 
Nolan 

DEBATE surrounding the controversial issue of council mergers has centred mainly on one 
question: Is bigger better or should local government maintain its role as a bureaucracy closer to 
the people?  The benefit of more cost-effective and efficient services to ratepayers has long 
provided justification for merging smaller councils.  However, merging large councils into super 
councils for one reason, political clout, is a unique concept.  Lake Macquarie Mayor John 
Kilpatrick ruffled feathers across the region this week with his plan to merge Newcastle, Lake 
Macquarie and the part of Port Stephens Council containing Newcastle Airport.  It would become 
the State's biggest council in terms of population.  ...  Cr Kilpatrick called for action in the region 
to advance the merger proposal.  'It would be useful to start the ball rolling,' he said. 'We might be 
the pioneers of regional government in Australia.' 
...  According to Cr Kilpatrick, the merger of Newcastle and Lake Macquarie could be the start of 
abolishing State government and forming strong regional governments dealing directly with the 
Commonwealth.  'Gough Whitlam back in the '70s said you should have strong federal 
government and strong regional governments and I think that is spot on,' the Lake Mayor said.  
'You wipe out State and local as we know it and have regional governments where people get 
elected as they do to the State and have a regional government here that administers, say, the 
Hunter Region.' 
...  THE Property Council of Australia backed calls this week for council amalgamations in the 
Hunter.  Responding to a proposal by Lake Macquarie Mayor John Kilpatrick for Hunter councils 
to merge, Property Council Hunter chairman Bob Hawes said 'combining the resources of several 
local government areas would save many millions of dollars each year'.  'The formation of larger 
and better resourced councils is the best way to improve services and cut costs for ratepayers and 
provide more resources for community projects', he said. 
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Canberra 
Times 

26 Nov 2001 

'Arguments of 
100 years ago 
continue', by 

Norman 
Abjorensen, 
an adviser to 

the ACT 
Liberal Party, 
and the author 

of a 
monograph on 
George Reid 

and Federation

TWO THINGS come immediately to mind when I cast an eye over the centenary year: the many 
attempts to impose an agenda on the commemoration, and the state of biography in Australia. 
There were, perhaps understandably, many in the community who saw the centenary as a useful 
forum for their causes. By no means least among them was that distinguished Prime Minister 
Emeritus, Edward Gough Whitlam, who, as early as 1997, set the Sydney Olympics and the 
Centenary of Federation the twin goals of addressing what he called our 'dyschronous legislatures 
and a dysfunctional monarchy'. Others have nominated reconciliation with indigenous Australians, 
and there has also been a push of sorts for an ill-defined Bill of Rights. While I agree with half of 
the Whitlam proposal and fully endorse meaningful reconciliation, I rather regret that these were 
lashed to the chariot wheels of the centenary. While it was appropriate to both celebrate and 
reflect, I am uneasy about the flood of carping negativity that ensued. While much of what was 
said and written did reflect on certain themes in our history, what was too often overlooked in the 
process was an effective appreciation of that magnificent effort of those who laboured so long and 
hard to achieve a century ago what looked impossible. The more I have reflected on this the more I 
have come to see just how apposite is the title of that wonderful volume edited by David Headon 
and John Williams - Makers of Miracles. No-one would ever assert that we are a perfect society, 
that our Constitution is a model for the rest of the world or that everything in the Australian garden 
is roses. But I have come to a tentative conclusion that there is a very real animus out there 
towards the Australian achievement - the historical compromises that enabled the colonies to unite 
under a single umbrella. The spirit of that achievement is the Constitution. Given the political 
developments that took place in the years immediately following Federation, I am now of the 
opinion that had agreement not been reached when it was it is highly unlikely that it would ever 
have been. The Australian Labor Party, which did not come into its own until after Federation was 
achieved, has in many respects never accepted the achievement. Key figures like Billy Hughes 
were staunch unificationists, and made little secret of their disregard for the agreement that had led 
to the creation of the Commonwealth. Much of this emerges in the bitter campaign for the 
referendum in 1911 when the Fisher Government sought more legislative powers to deal with 
corporate law and monopolies, wages and industrial conditions. The Constitution has long been 
regarded by Labor as a hostile entity, and it is worth recalling that Whitlam's 1957 Chifley Lecture 
bore the title The Constitution versus Labor. And in case there was any doubt as to how Whitlam 
saw the situation, especially in regard to the High Court, he said this: 'Until our Federal system is 
succeeded by a unitary one, there will continue to be a judicial veto on the acts of State and 
Federal Parliaments.' 
 
The cry of 'abolish the states' is still to be heard, and indeed a former Federal Labor MP, Jim 
Snow, is now heading an organisation called 'Shed a Tier', which is campaigning for the abolition 
of state governments. I cannot help thinking, every time I hear this cry, that frustrated centralism 
remains alive and kicking. 

Border Mail 
4 Dec 2001 

'Corowa 
debate misses 
key issues': 
Letter by 
Michael 
Gorey of 

Porepunkah 

I'D like to thank The Border Mail for its excellent coverage of the Corowa republican convention.  
The news reports confirm that the final outcome was dictated by a self-appointed elite comprising 
politicians, judges, lawyers and academics.  I'm astonished we're having this debate less than three 
years after the people decided against a republic in a referendum.  I honestly can't see much 
change out of a billion dollars once we hold a parliamentary review, stage a plebiscite and 
referendum, and then change all the symbols necessary to enact a koala republic.  The framing of 
the proposed plebiscite question reflects the pre-determined outcome our ruling elite would like to 
see.  A better question, in my view, would be: "Do you support spending more than $1 billion to 
replace the Governor-General with a president?"  I support constitutional review, but the focus of 
the current discussion is far too narrow.  I believe there is more support in the community for 
creating new States (or regional government) than there is for a republic.  I'm happy with the status 
quo regarding the Crown and would prefer to see constructive debate on restructuring our 
federation. 
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Border Mail 
23 Dec 2001 

'One answer 
for all 

Border's 
problems': 
Letter by 

Terry Smith 
of Wodonga 

IT seems to me there is one answer to three questions affecting the future of the Albury-Wodonga 
community.  In The Border Mail on Friday (December 13), Howard Jones tells us the strategy of 
the Federal Transport Minister John Anderson in relation to the Hume Freeway bypass of Albury 
and the internal relief route, arterial road, call it what you will, is in tatters.  This is because the 
NSW Government will not make a financial contribution to the internal road.  In the same paper 
the member for Albury, Ian Glachan, said a Coalition State Government would have the same 
policy.  It would appear then that no NSW Government will assist Albury with a project that is a 
State Government responsibility.  Contrast this with the attitude of the Victorian State 
Government, which is prepared to consider a financial contribution to the project.  The former and 
present Victorian State Government is assisting financially with the removal of the railway line 
from the centre of Wodonga.  Answer to the Hume Freeway bypass of Albury-Wodonga and the 
internal relief route - move the State border north so at least Albury can be seen from its State 
capital.  
 
The proposal for Albury and Wodonga to have a single municipal government has been thrust 
upon us by our respective State governments.  While a single city will have advantages, these will 
only occur if the amalgamation is carried out properly.  Simply having the new city operate under 
one of the State's Local Government Acts will not produce those advantages.  The Local 
Government Act is not the only piece of legislation affecting local government.  It also has 
responsibilities under legislation covering health, town planning, building control, animal welfare, 
traffic and so on.  
 
Answer to the concept of having a single local government unit for Albury-Wodonga - move the 
State border north so that the single city concept can operate entirely within the legislative 
framework of one State.  This is the only effective way of achieving one city for Albury- Wodonga 
and given the lack of interest the NSW Government has in Albury, my preference is for the border 
to move north. 
 
Border anomalies have plagued this area for more than 100 years.  We have been led to believe 
that having a single city would overcome many of these Border anomalies.  That is simply not 
true.  Border anomalies are created by State Government legislation and simply having a single 
local government unit will not change that situation.  Answer to the Border anomaly problems in 
Albury-Wodonga - move the State border north, however, this only shifts the problem to another 
area where perhaps less will be affected.  A better answer to Border anomalies is to remove the 
States. 
 
I am not sure whether this is a simple answer but I am sure it is an answer worth pursuing in the 
long-term interests of the Albury-Wodonga community. 

Newcastle 
Herald 

27 Dec 2001 

'Resolve to be 
involved', by 
Mike Scanlon

Then there's the wider issue of how essential local government really is. It's the lowest but 
probably most important of our three tiers of government; the one closest to the people it serves.   
Little wonder Independent Lake Macquarie Mayor Cr John Kilpatrick suggested the formation 
recently of a regional 'super council' with a merger of Lake Macquarie and Newcastle councils.   
The merger would mean the creation of the State's largest council representing about 325,000 
people, covering an area of about 1000 sq kms with a combined budget of $238 million.  Cr 
Kilpatrick said the population should embrace the idea of a super council as 'inevitable'. The 
Lower Hunter would become a powerful economic and political force, indeed a 'city of clout'.  
And in an ideal world Cr Kilpatrick would like to see the Hunter's 13 councils merge to create a 
regional government, paving the way to (shock, horror) abolish State Government.  Fat chance, I 
suspect, but it is an intriguing thought.  Local government could just be about to become more 
important in future. We Australians, for the size of our population, seem to be the most over-
governed people on earth but, paradoxically, probably the least well-informed at a local level. 

The 
Australian 

15 Jan 2002 

'Outdated 
status blunts 
UN clout': 

Letter by Bob 
Buick of 

Glenfields, 
Qld 

Like Australia's state governments, the UN was needed at the time but has failed to modernise and 
has become outdated and ineffectual in the day-to-day needs of the people. 

Border Mail 
5 Feb 2002 

'Support 
congress to 

end bickering': 
Letter by Max 

Bradley, 
Chairman of 
Shed A Tier, 

Berrigan 

THE article in The Border Mail Extra by Cliff Chamberlain shows insight into the history of the 
Murray and its misuse by the State governments.  The last paragraph is the most important part of 
this article, "But it is time now for everyone with genuine concern for the Murray River to get 
together in a spirit of co-operation to discuss the river uses, abuses and its future for tomorrow's 
generation".  On Friday, March 22, there is a Shed A Tier Congress in Parliament House, 
Canberra.  The aim of this congress is to have the Federal Government take control of the Murray 
Darling Basin and get rid of the bickering and buck-passing of the State governments.  So yes, 
Cliff, there is a real effort to get something done, and we are looking for support. 
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Newcastle 
Herald 

15 Feb 2002 

'Baldwin 
Scraps With 

States' 

FEDERAL Member for Paterson Bob Baldwin called for constitutional change and the scrapping 
of State Governments in his first speech in Parliament since being re-elected to the marginal seat.   
Mr Baldwin, who regained the Hunter seat for the Liberals after losing it at the previous election to 
Labor's Bob Horne, said the Constitution was due for a rewrite.  The Liberal MP said the three 
tiers of government, local, State and federal, created excessive waste, duplication and frustration 
among voters.  'Does our structure of government provide us with an efficient distribution of 
services?' the backbencher asked.  'Do we have too much government in the wrong places now that 
we have all this  technology?'  'It (removal of States) is something we should consider as a realistic 
proposition down the track.'  Mr Baldwin would like to see the Senate and State Upper Houses of 
Parliament scrapped to 'prevent waste and unnecessary duplications'.  The MP said Section 51 of 
the Constitution gave States the power to legislate,unless the Commonwealth was specifically 
given power in a certain area.  But he said the rule was made to serve a century ago, leading to 
problems such as different gauge railways and split responsibilities.  The challenge now, according 
to Mr Baldwin, is for Australians to develop a Constitution that arms the Commonwealth with the 
power to best operate in a global environment.  One suggestion was for a new form of local 
government, like a borough sys-tem, to take over theresponsibility of State governments.  Mr 
Baldwin also wants four-year terms, instead of three-year stretches for the Federal Government. 

West 
Australian 

15 Feb 2002 

'Scrap State 
power – MP' 

AFTER a three year absence from Federal politics, Liberal MP Bob Baldwin yesterday walked 
into Parliament and called for State governments and the Senate to be abolished.  He admitted it 
was a radical plan but said it would save duplication and waste across Australia.  The New South 
Wales MP reclaimed his Hunter Valley seat from Labor's Bob Horne at last year's election.  After 
losing his seat in Parliament in 1998 he had renewed his faith in God, he said. His new political 
platform was to get local governments recognised in Australia's constitution, with a view to one 
day scrapping the State tier of power.  "I'm not advocating the complete removal of the States of 
Australia - that is a radical idea that the people of Australia are not quite ready for, although it's 
something we should consider as a realistic proposition down the track," Mr Baldwin told the 
House of Representatives.  "The same could be said for the future of the Senate and the State 
upper houses."  Mr Baldwin said constitutional recognition of local governments would remove 
the States' power to shut councils.  "Local government needs to be defined at the Federal level to 
stop the continual shift of responsibility down from the States," he said. 

Newcastle 
Herald 

16 Feb 2002 

'News – 
National' 

FEDERAL Member for Paterson Bob Baldwin called for constitutional change and the scrapping 
of State governments in his first speech in Parliament since being re-elected to the marginal seat. 
The Liberal MP said the three tiers of government, local, State and federal, created excessive 
waste, duplication and voter frustration. 
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Sunday Mail 
(Adelaide) 

24 Feb 2002 
p. 44 

'Your say - 
Yes, we are 

over-
governed' 

HANSARD and the State Library show 30 years ago, with population at almost the same level, we 
had nine ministers, including premier Don Dunstan, and 8500 government employees.  Today, 
with almost the same population, we have 26 ministries and more than 70,000 government 
employees. More than 700 are "fat cats" on more than $100,000 a year, an increase of 120 from a 
year ago.  No one would deny that reform is urgent, but it has to be an example set from the top 
and apply also to the judiciary.  More than in the phone book, there are hundreds of government 
departments, bureaux and agencies, some quite obscure, some in little back rooms just moving 
paper around with no real accountability or purpose for their isolated existence.  Requests for 
information are sandbagged by any means as "commercial in confidence", a euphemism for 
something else. Anarchy is a thought. Reform is urgent and it must come from the top with a 
tenacity of purpose. Mr Lewis has his chance for statesmanship for South Australia.  
BOB STEWART, Hallett Cove 
... 
WE have been in this position before and will again, even if we downsize our State Parliament, 
whether we stick to the same election process or change it to another.  Are we over-governed? We 
can thank our founding fathers for this as, in their time, news travelled slowly and everyone was 
looking after their own state's interest. With our governments telling us, business and their own 
departments to downsize, what about themselves? There should only be two tiers of government in 
this country of 20 million people. Our constitution should be redrawn to bring us into the 21st 
century and make government more streamlined. That may never happen, but we should work 
towards it. For now, we should cut politicians to a workable number, even 35 may be too many. 
What's wrong with 29 in the Lower House and 11 in the house of review? There are many of us in 
the community who have suffered from business downsizing and some have not found jobs. Now 
is time for the politicians to feel the pinch.  
ALAN HASCH, St Agnes 
... 
THE state is in the ludicrous situation of having one person dictating which party will govern 
when, in fact, no party has a majority in its own right.  We are definitely over-governed, but then 
by comparison to most other First World countries, Australia as a whole is over-governed. ... 
J. and C. EAGER, Watervale 
 
YES, we definitely are over-governed. It should be patent to all that state governments are 
irrelevant and both houses should be dispensed with.  
R. LITCHFIELD, Burnside 
... 
As to whether we are over-governed, there are far too many politicians and public servants, not 
only in SA, but also nationally. In my view there is one line of governance too many. We should 
do away with either state or local government and streamline the whole system for accountability. 
A. JONES, Highbury 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

7 Mar 2002 

'Final 
solution': 
Letter by 
Graham 

Lamond of 
Dubbo 

With the fall of the last non-Labor state government, perhaps Mr Howard would be interested in a 
republican model: abolishing the states. 

Border Mail 
18 Mar 2002 

'Albury-Hume 
a better way to 
go': Letter by 
Robin Cain of 

Albury 

THE one-city debate has served only to emphasise and rationalise the need to eliminate the States 
thereby providing for a two-tier government structure.  This would be free of the so-called 
undesirable division of competition and the apparently unsolvable burden of border anomalies.  
Amalgamation of the cities is not essential or indeed required to enable the NSW and Victorian 
governments to address and change the cross-border anomalies as outlined in the IWG Consulation 
Report (page 7, 8). 

ABC radio 
and online 

22 Mar 2002 

'Environment 
priority for 
anti state 

campaigners' 

A lobby group calling itself Shed a Tier says the environment would be better off if the State and 
Territory governments were abolished.  The group says the Murray-Darling river system is a 
classic example of an environmental asset spanning many different jurisdictions making it difficult 
to coordinate one environmental policy.  Chairman Max Bradley says without the states the 
Federal Government could give the environment more attention and more funding.  "At the 
moment we have got one state wanting to clear huge amounts of timber.  "We have got other states 
saying we are not putting pollution into the Murray River but they put it into the other rivers and 
then it runs into the Murray River.  "We need to have this stuff stopped so we can get the 
environment where we need it."  The third annual Shed a Tier congress will be held in Canberra 
today.  Mr Bradley says the resolutions passed at the congress will be passed to federal politicians 
but there are some key things they want done for the environment.  "We want more money spent 
on doing actual work rather than on duplication and on bureaucrats and just buck passing on the 
whole issue." 
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The Age 
28 Mar 2002 

'Why the ALP 
may be 

doomed', by 
Paul Rodan, 
an honorary 

research 
associate in 

the school of 
political and 
social inquiry 

at Monash 
University 

Recently, a colleague asked why, given that Labor now governed in every state and territory (for 
the first time ever), the party was going through such a painful self-analysis. My friend might have 
added that this same party had won a majority of the two-party-preferred vote in the 1998 federal 
election and only lost in 2001 due to a government campaign that was (dependent on taste) either 
politically brilliant or viciously unfair (maybe both). And, if fewer than 8000 voters in 11 seats had 
changed their minds ... 
...  My first answer was that, bluntly, state governments don't matter. I suspect the Liberal Party 
wouldn't swap federal government for being able to "run" six states and two territories, and the 
ALP would prefer federal power to its present clean sweep. There is no grand inquiry within the 
Liberal Party just because they have lost in all states and territories. In a global economy, never 
have our state boundaries, drawn up in the British Colonial Office in the 19th century, seemed so 
irrelevant.  State governments have, to a greater or lesser extent, flogged off most of their assets 
and privatised their services. The only big-ticket areas left, health and education, seem perennially 
insoluble and must (unless they are totally privatised too) invite some more national (and rational) 
approach. State governments are left to compete against each other (often wastefully) for 
investment, tourists and bread-and-circus gimmicks such as the Grand Prix. Giants of state 
development such as Bolte, Playford and Court have given way to grinning impresarios. 
...  Thus, federal politics is the only real game and a dispassionate analysis suggests that 
developments at this level are not running in Labor's favour. 

Cairns Post 
6 May 2002 

'Mayor backs 
power swap', 

by Carissa 
Thompson 

A CONTROVERSIAL Federal Government plan to give councils control of police, hospitals and 
schools would cut bureaucracy and create better services, Cairns Mayor Kevin Byrne says.  
Federal Local Government Minister Wilson Tuckey has flagged the plan which would see councils 
delivering local services instead of the more "remote" state governments.  The plan will be 
considered by Mr Tuckey's federal colleagues in July but was dismissed yesterday by state Labor 
leaders as lunacy.  Cr Byrne said councils could operate more effectively if the second tier of 
government was cut out.  "There is no doubt that there is far too much duplication," Cr Byrne said.  
"There are literally thousands and thousands of bureaucrats on the health payroll in the Federal 
Government, and a federal department of health, and there's not one hospital or one bed that's in 
the control of the Federal Government," Cr Byrne said.  "We have seven different state ministers 
for education and seven for health and seven for sport when it could be all administered by one 
level of government and co-ordinated and handled at provincial and local levels through city 
councils or regional organisations of councils."  Cr Byrne said Australia needed to adopt national 
health, education and transport systems.  He said it was ridiculous to have different education 
systems, with families moving interstate having to deal with different school starting ages, years of 
secondary schooling and curriculums.  Cr Byrne said having three levels of government made it 
difficult to address community issues.  "If local governments want to do anything, the bureaucratic 
maze they have to go through is strangling," Cr Byrne said.  He referred to the Cairns issue of 
move-on zones, where police would be given power to move people on from designated areas.  
The idea first was raised in January but the council still is negotiating with the Queensland police 
and anti-discrimination departments, as well as Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander groups.   
"Just with the issue of law and order in Cairns we waste thousands of hours co-ordinating meetings 
with different government departments," Cr Byrne said.  He said a two-tier system of government 
would release more funding for actual services.  "Local authorities are expected to do more and 
more for the constituents to which they serve because they're 'Johnny on the spot' and increasingly 
it's becoming more difficult because local government is not resourced," Cr Byrne said. 

Penrith Press 
14 May 2002 

'Let's save 
money and get

rid of state 
governments', 
by Paul Bailey 
of Winmalee 

THE Prime Minister is talking about reforming Parliament by having four-year terms and changed 
Senate numbers.  But why doesn't he fully reform Parliament and make it truly cost effective and 
efficient his favourite buzz words.  The Senate is supposed to be the State's House, but since we 
have six state and two territorial governments, isn't this a bit of doubling up?  We could either 
abolish the Senate or the state and territorial governments.  By abolishing the state governments 
we not only save money but also do away with those laws which vary from state to state which 
give loopholes to many criminals and reduce the number of conflicting laws governing such things 
as the Murray-Darling River Basin which currently has four states administering it. 
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Glebe and 
Inner City 

News 
15 May 2002 

'Change is 
inevitable' 

THE proposed boundary changes of inner city councils could be the start of total government 
reform, according to outgoing Local Government Association president Peter Woods.  "I think 
we're over-governed totally and it's no surprise this Association has a very clear policy to get rid of 
State Government," he said.  "They is a wasteful duplication and we should perhaps be looking at 
a redefinition of government in Australia.  "We should be looking at a national government and a 
strong local government."  But Cr Woods said to remove a tier of government and make the local 
level more efficient there needs to be change and the size of councils is a major factor.  The 
geographical and population sizes of local government areas has been a hot topic for some time, 
but plans to change borders of the City of Sydney, Leichhardt and South Sydney have put mayors, 
councillors and ratepayers back on alert.  "The preference of Leichhardt and South Sydney would 
be to remain as they are and I'm not making any comment to undercut that position," Cr Woods 
said.  "But my clear view as president of the organisation is that if the government proceeds to 
carve up any of the revenue base of Leichhardt ... they would be better off to have a full-scale 
amalgamation to form a new City of Sydney with South Sydney."  This would create a council like 
Brisbane and would have a population of about 200,000 people.  Cr Woods said the new city 
council could have 15 elected representatives divided into a ward system of five.  He said the ward 
system could address social and cultural concerns, but the larger council would be more efficient 
financially.  He said these bigger councils could take on current State Government responsibilities 
as suggested by Federal Local Government Minister Wilson Tuckey.  "You can't continue to run 
little enterprises that are eating up ratepayers' dollars with wasteful duplication," Cr Woods said.   
"I believe in the next decade you're going to see a huge number of amalgamations in this state and 
no matter who happens to be in power, the driving force for this is going to be economic." 

Illawarra 
Mercury 

29 May 2002 

'Councillors 
divided over 
pay increase', 
by Lisa Carty

The two councillors who opposed the rise, Dave Martin and Trevor Mott, have declared they will 
donate their post-tax increase to charity.  
...  But Cr Violet Pocock disagreed. "The increase is very justified. This is my sole source of 
income. I live on less than $20,000 a year," she said.  "My hourly rate for council work is $1.50.    
"What they should do is get rid of state government which is always dumping things in the lap of 
local government." 

Cairns Post 
27 Jun 2002 

p. 7 

'Nats talk up 
statehood', by 

Marie Low 

NORTH Queensland should be a state all on its own, a group of National Party members tucked 
away in the southeast corner of Queensland says.  Next month's state conference of the 
Queensland Nationals will debate whether Townsville and Cairns should be cast adrift from the 
rest of the state.  Members of the National Party's Aspley electorate council have moved that the 
conference should consider "the creation of a separate state in North Queensland".  The National 
Party would not reveal contact numbers for the electorate council in Brisbane's north, but party 
state president Terry Bolger said he was not too sure why the issue had re-emerged.  "I think its 
ironic an electorate council in Brisbane brought it on," he said, admitting he did not know why 
those members were keen to see a new state.  "The National Party has debated it a couple of times. 
The idea has been around for a long time.  "The debate has been we just don't have enough people 
to warrant two states and two parliament systems in Queensland." 
 
Federal Liberal Member for Leichhardt Warren Entsch said there would be "no benefits 
whatsoever" in creating a new state in North Queensland.  Instead, Mr Entsch quipped, Australia 
should be considering combining everything north of Rockhampton as the state of North Australia. 
"If we really want to be serious about it in the 21st century, the best way to do it is to abolish all 
our states," he said.  
 
"Think of the billions we would save. We should expand the roles and possibly the sizes of local 
authorities and have a national education and transport system."  Cairns Mayor Kevin Byrne 
echoed Mr Entsch's call for fewer levels of government.  "My personal view is what these sorts of 
issues do is demonstrate regional Australia is feeling extremely frustrated and wants a bigger say," 
he said.  Cr Byrne said he had no aspirations to become the Premier of North Queensland, saying: 
"this sort of thing" was not likely to happen in his lifetime.  Other northern identities, including 
independent Member for Kennedy Bob Katter, have said North Queenslanders would fare better if 
they were not ruled by a parliament which sat 2000km away.  The issue will be debated at the 
Queensland Nationals conference from July 4 to be held at Coolum on the Sunshine Coast, north 
of Brisbane. 
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Courier-Mail 
3 Jul 2002 

p. 15 

'The state of 
our union', by 
A.J. Brown, a 
Fellow at the 

Key Centre for 
Ethics Law 
Justice and 

Governance, 
Griffith 

University 

LAST year, as part of the Centenary of Federation celebrations, The Courier-Mail and Griffith 
University asked Queenslanders how they thought the Federation was performing. The results 
show a new chapter in our history might be unfolding.  The survey drew a great response. 
Altogether 1264 people participated, including 704 Courier-Mail readers: 424 who cut a printed 
version of our survey out of the paper, and 280 who completed it on the Courier-Mail website. 
Also, NFO CM Research conducted a random telephone poll of Queenslanders statewide, and 
surveyed 259 local government leaders at the Local Government Association of Queensland 
annual conference. 
 
The good news is that most people seem proud of Australia's tradition of democracy, with 78 per 
cent of Queenslanders satisfied about the way democracy works in Australia. And most people (63 
per cent) expect it to look different in another 100 years.  But what do Australians want their 
changing federal system to look like? Nearly two-thirds of respondents favoured a two-tiered 
system of government for Australia, with regional governments replacing states and existing local 
authorities. Such a system was favoured by 63 per cent of those who sent in hard-copy responses 
and 59 per cent of online respondents.  If many people want to see regional governments, either 
replacing or within the present state, the big question is: What type of regions, and how would they 
work? How many would we have? Here readers started to point out new answers.  
 
Historically, people wanting new states have only wanted a few, whereas people wanting regional 
governments have advocated a vast number. Compared with other respondents, Courier-Mail 
readers started to put these ideas together: Almost half those wanting new states thought up to 20 
or more states was the right number for Australia, while over half those wanting regions instead of 
states thought we could get away with about the same number. Perhaps there is common ground to 
be found. 
 
How do we further explore what structure might deliver a better deal for all Australians? First, we 
need more and better surveys, right across the country. Our existing political leaders - federal, state 
and local - have to be part of the discussion. Just like the negotiations that got six colonies to 
federate in 1901, there would have to be serious give and take between all those with vested 
interests in the present system.  
 
One interesting result from our pilot survey was that local government leaders, at least, are ready 
to do some new deals. Take the hot-potato issue of amalgamation, which involves collapsing 
smaller councils into bigger ones. Normally the local government community is opposed to having 
its life turned upside-down by amalgamation.  
 
BUT what about joining councils to form not just new, bigger councils, but new regional 
governments as partners in the federation? More than a third of local government leaders who said 
"definitely not" to amalgamation, and more than half those saying "probably not", changed their 
tune.  If it involved a truly national overhaul, they supported it - provided not just local 
government but state government was sent back to the drawing board.  The survey raised as many 
questions for the future as it answered. 

Courier-Mail 
5 Jul 2002 

p. 16 

'Time to get 
rid of the 

states': Letter 
by Bob Buick 
and Mountain 

Creek 

THE article "The state of the nation" (Perspectives, July 3) by A.J. Brown of Griffith University is 
enlightening. How we are to be governed in the future needs to be brought into the public arena.  
Will we will be better served with a two-tiered system? Having only a national and local 
government must be advantageous, so state governments with all the duplication and poor service 
to the people must go.  The people of Australia, by referendum, approve or reject constitutional 
changes so the removal of the states would not be a problem.  Maybe those who promote an 
Australian republic should, if fair dinkum, consider the removal of state governments and present 
alternatives for discussion. The previously minimalist options presented by them will never be 
accepted. Surely it is worth exploring various models.  Australians know that we are over 
governed, and poorly represented, because our system was developed to blend colonies into a 
nation. Well, 100 years of nationhood has shown us what was good then is not the case now. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

29 Oct 2002 

'More power 
to the people', 

by Harvey 
Grennan 

Peter Woods has used his last Local Government Association conference as president to call not 
only for the abolition of state governments but for less power for federal government.  Cr Woods 
bows out as outspoken local government chief in NSW after a record 12 years in the job. He was 
mayor of Concord for many years before its amalgamation with Drummoyne and has been a 
member of the LGA executive for nearly 20 years. He is also vice-president of the International 
Union for Local Authorities.  As to his future, state or federal politics is not in his sights but he has 
"not seriously considered what's next".  Cr Sara Murray, of Wingecarribee Shire, is the new LGA 
president.  Giving his final presidential address to the conference, being held at Broken Hill, Cr 
Woods said more power and resources should be given to local government, "the closest level of 
government to the people".  "The Australian Government does not have a department of state 
government, so why should local government be subsumed by state governments?" he said. 
"Historically in Australia democratic state government grew out of democratic local government, 
not vice versa. It is a completely unnecessary duplicity of roles and the associations representing 
local government are ideally positioned to provide policy directions."  More than 600 delegates 
from NSW councils, county councils and Aboriginal land councils are attending the annual LGA 
conference to consider more than 200 motions on issues as diverse as federal and state financial 
assistance, community services, roads, planning and noxious weeds. With a state election early 
next year, much discussion will focus also on issues such as rural health services, roads funding, 
bushfire control, libraries and law and order.  "One of our greatest concerns is the impact of 
growth on local infrastructure and community services," Cr Woods said before the conference.  
"We are pushing for whole-of-state development to break down the city-country divide and to curb 
migration. The problems of the city may be seen as the solutions to the bush."  The LGA will use 
the pending election to seek a commitment from the Government and Opposition to introduce 
container deposit legislation in NSW. "Kerbside recycling is no longer viable for councils and 
communities, costing us nationally more than $100 million per year," Cr Woods said. 

Australian 
Associated 

Press 
General 

News 
6 Nov 2002 

'Lawyer calls 
for national 

debate on state 
boundaries', 
by Janelle 

Miles 

BRISBANE, Nov 6, AAP - A push by several northern NSW towns to become banana benders has 
prompted a constitutional lawyer to call for a national debate over whether all state boundaries 
should be rewritten.  AJ Brown (AJ Brown), of Queensland's Griffith University, said calls similar 
to those by Tenterfield and Tweed Heads for widespread boundary changes were nothing new in 
Australia.  For example, interests in north Queensland have often suggested a desire to break-away 
from the rest of the Sunshine State.  And the New England region of NSW failed in a 1967 NSW 
referendum to become a separate state.  "The people of Tenterfield and the towns that have 
expressed a view on the Queensland boundary question are all towns that have previously been 
involved in the New England new state proposals over the years," Mr Brown said.  "They've got a 
very good sense that there might be better possibilities in just being their own state and they're not 
alone.  "There are other regions that think like that as well but no-one's ever really sat down and 
figured out an alternative blueprint for the whole nation that people could then look at and 
evaluate."  National Party frontbencher Lawrence Springborg, whose Stanthorpe-based electorate 
abuts NSW, reopened the debate last week suggesting the Queensland boundary should move 
south.  He said it was ridiculous that people who used Queensland schools, hospitals, roads and 
shops were considered Mexicans.  Mr Springborg's calls were backed by mayors in northern NSW 
towns.  Tenterfield Shire Mayor Lucy Sullivan said there was support for a change and she would 
ask her council to consider lobbying the NSW and Queensland governments.  Tweed Shire Mayor 
Warren Polglase said there was little doubt most residents of his shire, based around the towns of 
Murwillumbah and Tweed Heads, would want to become part of Queensland.  Mr Brown today 
called for a nationwide constitutional debate on state boundaries which would take in the 
possibility of increasing the number of Australian states from six to possibly dozens.  "It requires 
people to be thinking big in order to then encourage their politicians to think big," he said.  "The 
problem is really getting that public opinion to translate into making politicians ... think long-term 
rather than just thinking three years ahead to the next election.  "If it wasn't for long-term thinking 
and that sort of groundswell, then it's quite possible that Australia would never have even made it 
to federation in the first place if just left to colonial politicians.  "Big leaps forward have been 
made before."  Mr Brown said the debate should include whether Australia would be better served 
with a two-tiered system of government, where regional governments replaced the existing state 
and local government structures.  He said Australia, compared with other countries, was unusual in 
that its state boundaries had remained frozen for so long. 
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Cairns Post 
7 Nov 2002 

p. 10 

'Scholar backs 
boundary call', 

by AAP, 
Brisbane 

A PUSH by serveral northern New south Wales towns to become banana benders has prompted a 
constitutional lawyer to call for a national debate over whether all stat boundatriers should be 
rewritten.  AJ Brown, of Queensland's Griffith University, said calls similar to those by Tenterfield 
and Tweed Heads for widespread boundary changes were nothing new in Australia.  For example, 
interests in North Queensland have often suggested a desire to break away from the rest of the 
Sunshine State.  And the New England region of NSW failed in a 1967 NSW referendum to 
become a separate state.  "The people of Tenterfield and the towns that have expressed a view on 
the Queensland boundary question are all towns that have previously been involved in the New 
England new state proposals over the years," Mr Brown said.  "They've got a very good sense that 
there might be better possibilities in just being their own state and they're not alone.  "There are 
other regions that think like that as well, but no one's ever really sat down and figured out an 
alternative blueprint for the whole nation that people could then look at and evaluate."  National 
Party frontbencher Lawrence Springborg, whose Stanthorpe-based electorate abuts NSW, 
reopened the debate last week suggesting the Queensland boundary should move south.  He said it 
was ridiculous that people who used Queensland schools, hospitals, roads and shops were 
considered Mexicans.  Mr Springborg's calls were backed by mayors in northern NSW towns.  
 
Tenterfield shire Mayor Lucy Sullivan said there was support for a change and she would ask her 
council to consider lobbying the NSW and Queensland governments.  Tweed shire Mayor Warren 
Polglase said there was little doubt most residents of his shire, based around the towns of 
Murwillumbah and Tweed Heads, would want to become part of Queensland.  Mr Brown 
yesterday called for a nationwide constitutional debate on state boundaries which would take in the 
possibility of increasing the number of Australian states from six to possibly dozens.  Mr Brown 
said the debate should include whether Australia would be better served with a two-tiered system 
of government, where regional governments replaced the existing state and local government 
structures.  He said Australia, compared with other countries, was unusual in that its state 
boundaries had remained frozen for so long. 

The Age 
11 Nov 2002 

Letter by 
J. R. L. 

Forsyth of 
Rosanna 

Why are the Greens fielding candidates in the state election when their charter includes a policy of 
abolishing the states? Do they intend to undermine Victoria from within? 

Townsville 
Bulletin 

13 Nov 2002 

'One solution': 
Letter by 
Rodney 

Craven of 
Traralgon, Vic

I HAVE been following the constant debate about whether the North should form its own state and 
as far as I am concerned, there is only one practical solution.  Get rid of the state boundaries 
altogether, thus ridding us of a redundant and useless tier of government.  Then all we'd need is a 
federal government and local municipal councils catering for the 20 million of us.  There are 
plenty of advantages to doing this: * Uniform road laws; * An end to the argument on daylight 
saving; * Less costs of keeping the troughs full for our greedy pollies (perks, super etc); * An end 
to all the petty bickering over federal and state funding.  Statehood in the 21st century in Australia 
is now an anachronism (and don't give me the rubbish about the USA and its states because we all 
know what a tossed-up, stuffed-up, never-come-down, hodge-podge their system is). The only 
reason we still have states and territories here is that they are a throwback to colonial days of pre-
federation.  I am not talking about forming a republic here, but at least getting rid of a useless, 
redundant tier of government would be a lot better than what we have now.  Unfortunately, we 
would have to have a federal government that would be more open, co-operative with the people 
and took its collective head out of the sand for this to work. 

The 
Australian 

18 Nov 2002 

'Old pizza too 
hard for voters 

to digest - 
Constitutional 

future', by 
Mike Steketee

IT is early days in the republican debate Mark II, which is a good thing given the array of ideas on 
the best way forward.  The weekend conference canvassed everything from a complete renovation 
of the Constitution, a bill of rights and abolition of the states, to Amanda Vanstone's ultra-
minimalist, you'll-hardly-feel-a-thing proposal for a republic. 

Hobart 
Mercury 

19 Nov 2002 

'Outrage as 
Barns strikes 
at royals', by 

Martine Haley

OUTSPOKEN republican Greg Barns has outraged monarchists by accusing the British royals of 
being rancid, corrupt and a "menace to democracy".  In a speech to the Australian Constitutional 
Futures conference in Brisbane, Mr Barns called for the republic debate to encompass the issues of 
a bill of rights and the creation of regional, as opposed to state, governments.  "We are lumbered 
with a constitutional system that guarantees no human rights and which has at its peak, a rancid 
corrupt British monarchy," Mr Barns said.  "The British royal family is a menace to democracy 
and represents in its warped view of the world, a cavalier disregard for liberal values."  
...  On the issue of Australia becoming a republic, Mr Barns said the debate would only be of value 
if the values of equality, fairness and respect were enshrined within it.  "We must look afresh at a 
bill of rights, we must look at developing a strong and enforceable human rights framework to 
protect the innocent, the oppressed and those who become pawns in the cynical political by-plays 
of governments," Mr Barns said.  He called for debate on developing strong regional governance 
structures, to replace "rigidly drawn provincial or state boundaries that reflect history, and not 
reality today". 
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Online 
Opinion 

20 Nov 2002 

'The British 
Monarchy - 
and its dirty 

laundry - have 
got to go', by 
Greg Barns 

 
(This is an 

edited version 
of a speech 
given to the 
Australian 

Constitutional 
Futures 

Conference in 
Brisbane on 

16 November 
2002) 

We are in danger at the moment of simply waving flags and puffing out our collective chests and 
smugly asserting that ours is a wonderful country, and that's it!  Well yes, ours is a wonderful 
country – unless you are an asylum seeker – but our constitutional arrangements are decrepit and 
reflect where we have been and not the vibrant, responsive, diverse polity that we should aim to be 
in the 21st century.  Furthermore, we are lumbered with a constitutional system that guarantees no 
human rights and which has at its peak, a rancid corrupt British monarchy.   
...  And a republic is also about ensuring that our governance arrangements re responsive – that it 
the concept of sovereignty in the people – a key republican value – is grounded in the reality of 
their lives.  As some of you know, as Chair of the ARM, I spent much of my time in regional 
Australia. And one of the issues that came up time and time again when I met with people was – 
why can't we move towards more autonomy for regions.  Recently, Professor Peter Brain released 
the 2002 State of the Regions Report for the Australian Local Government Association. Brain 
identified more empirically what I had picked up in my travels. That state governments, and the 
federal government, are remote from the people. They are also, of necessity, inflexible in 
responding to particular regions' needs and desires, strengths and weaknesses.  In Europe, for some 
years now, there has been a focus on developing strong regional governance structures, as opposed 
to keeping within rigidly drawn provincial or state boundaries that reflect history, and not reality to 
day.  A republican debate can help to build on the thoughts and challenges presented by the State 
of the Regions Report and by constitutional developments in other countries on this matter.  
Sovereignty in the people must have meaning in our daily lives and currently, for many 
Australians it does not. A discussion about the best way to deliver that practical and symbolic 
sovereignty should be part of the on-going republic debate.  The Australian Democrats – the Party 
to which I now belong – has long had a policy position on this matter.  Last year, Senator John 
Cherry, the Party's Regional Development spokesperson and I should add, a highly intelligent 
contributor to policy debates, noted that many regions in Australia would be better off if they had 
more control over their own affairs.  In Cherry's view the real push to abolish the States will 
eventually come from regional Australia, whose tolerance with the current political structure is 
clearly wearing thin.  (I should note I am not speaking as a Democrat representative today, but the 
Leader of the Party, Senator Andrew Bartlett, an active republic supporter will speak tomorrow 
afternoon.)  So let me end on this note –an Australian republic must present the opportunity for a 
reshaping a polity that will suit a 21st century Australia. And, as a minimum it must include these 
elements: 
A profound respect for human rights that provides a strong framework for their enforcement so as 
to prevent a repetition of the abuses in this arena by the Howard government and state and territory 
governments in areas such as sentencing;  
A Bill of Rights; and  
A renewed look at the governance arrangements for this sprawling Nation that reground 
sovereignty in the people. 

Oakleigh 
Springvale 
Dandenong 
Times and 

Cranbourne 
Sun 

27 Nov 2002 

Gordon W. 
Ford of 

Springvale 
South 

Australians are over-governed by the three levels, Federal, State and Council.  We should abolish 
State Governments.  We can't afford them all.  Until this happens we will never address the 
shortages that occur in health, education, transport and industry.  In Lyndhurst we should close the 
toxic waste dump (as Brisbane did) and end unfair traffic cameras. 
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Sunday Age 
1 Dec 2002 

p. 21 

'Do we really 
still need to 
have state 

governments?', 
by Ray Cassin

HOW MANY of us could honestly say that we have spent the past month excited and absorbed by 
the approaching state election? Apart from those who were candidates yesterday, or journalists 
compelled to write about them (and perhaps not all of those), I suspect that the answer to this 
question must be "very few of us". We all know that state governments are important. They are 
responsible for basic community infrastructure, such as schools, hospitals, transport and police. 
But we all know, too, that the states are not as important as they used to be, and that some of the 
claims state governments like to make about their achievements, or that state oppositions like to 
make about a government's supposed lack of achievement, are no longer very plausible.  Claims 
about economic management, for example. A hundred years ago, when the colonies federated, 
such claims made sense. But today, although it is obviously still possible to talk meaningfully 
about the comparative prosperity of Australia's cities and regions, there are few levers available to 
the states to exert direct influence over their own wealth creation. Economic policy is national 
policy, and state governments are lower-level service providers. It is chiefly by the provision of 
basic community services that they exert such influence as they do have over wealth creation, 
because it is this provision, rather than tinkering with business taxes, or amassing a huge budget 
surplus to impress international credit-ratings agencies, that ultimately attracts investment and 
jobs.  All of which comes down to saying that federation has beensuch a successful experiment 
innation-building that it is no longer necessary. A strong case can be made for dispensing with the 
middle tier of government, and redistributing the powers now allocated to the states to the national 
parliament and to larger and more powerful local governments. This case does not rely on the 
claim, sometimes made in calls for the abolition of the states, that we are "over-governed", by 
which the speaker usually means that we have too many elected representatives. We are not over-
governed; we are badly governed, because the system of government created by our century-old 
constitution can no longer do the work it was designed to do.  
 
The over-governed claim typically relies on an apples-and-oranges comparison. For example, it 
might be pointed out that, while Britain, with a population of 70 million, makes do with 650 MPs, 
Australia, with a populationof only 19 million, has more than 850 politicians in the federal, state 
and territory parliaments. Well yes, our system requires more extensive representation, but so 
what? The abstract assertion that we have too many politicians is akin to the assertion of the court 
musician in Amadeus, who objected to a Mozart composition on the grounds that it contains "too 
many notes".  We do not have too many politicians. There is no figure that can be plucked out of 
the air as the correct number of politicians to represent a nation of 19 million. What we have are 
some politicians who can no longer represent us effectively because the national parliament cannot 
avoid concerning itself with matters that were not expected to be its concern 100 years ago. 
Consider, for example, that staple of state-election campaigns, the plight of public hospitals. The 
states have constitutional responsibility for them but the Commonwealth collects mostof the 
revenue that must be spenton them; hence the game ofcost-and-blame shifting between the two 
tiers that results in a chronically under-funded health-care system.  
 
Conservatives used to argue that such problems could be fixed by returning substantial taxing 
powers to the states. These arguments are heard less often now, because even staunch federalists 
accept that areas that have been the states' traditional preserve, such as education and health, have 
a national dimension. In higher education, for example, the Commonwealth long ago took full 
responsibility for university funding, and no state government would now want it any other way. 
The blame game on public hospitals could similarly be endedif the Commonwealth took direct 
responsibility for the funding ofpublic hospitals.  
 
The issue is not whether the states should get more taxing powers, but why we continue to make 
them responsible for matters they can no longer deal with effectively. The middle tier in our 
federal system is sometimes defended on the grounds that it provides another level of 
accountability in government. In fact, its existence frustrates accountability. 

Border Mail 
10 Dec 2002 

'It's a sorry 
State of 

affairs': Letter 
by F. Green of 

Albury 

WHERE do we go from here?  Wednesdays Border Mail, Letters to the Editors column, another 
Aussie wishing to dispense with State governments.  Something is radically amiss with the 
Australian political system.  We havent a large population by any means and surely a federal 
government, plus our local councils, ought to suffice our requirements.  The huge amount of 
expenditure needed to keep these State governments could well be utilised in other directions.  So 
how do we get rid of them? 

The Age 
13 Dec 2002 

'House on the 
Hill', by 

Annabel Crabb

Well, the parliamentary year has ended much as it began: with squabbling about terrorism, civil 
rights and budgets and consternation about the prospect of war.  …  But what will next year hold 
for all our democratically elected buddies? Here are a few Yuletide ideas. Hooroo!  
… 
December  
Australia's newest arrival on the High Court, Justice Shane Stone, uses his casting vote to clinch a 
controversial split decision to uphold the constitutionality of the Howard Government's third-term 
policy centrepiece - the total abolition of state governments. 
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Adelaide 
Advertiser 

17 Dec 2002 

'Why so many 
politicians 
doesn't add 

up', by 
Rex Jory 

AUSTRALIA has too many politicians. As people, we are over-represented; as a nation, we are 
over-governed. It cannot be argued that a country with an abundance of politicians is automatically 
well governed. The vast numbers of highly paid politicians may actually diminish the importance, 
and the standard, of our legislators.    
 
Australian Bureau of Statistics figures released last week estimate the population on June 30 was 
19,707,200. In our nine parliaments - federal, state and territory - we have 822 politicians. That's 
one MP for every 22,974 people. It takes the equivalent of two MPs to represent the people at a 
football match at AAMI Stadium.  In South Australia, we have 93 MPs - 12 in the House of 
Representatives, 12 in the Senate, 47 in the House of Assembly and 22 in the Legislative Council. 
With a population of 1.5 million, that is the equivalent of one MP for every 19,140 people. It is an 
absurdly small number. This, of course, does not take into account the hundreds of local 
government representatives who essentially represent us on a voluntary basis.  
 
Australia could comfortably halve its number of paid MPs. In Britain, there are 1359 national MPs 
representing 65 million people - roughly one MP for every 47,690 people. This includes 700 
members of the House of Lords, many of whom never attend parliamentary sittings and certainly 
don't represent people in the way senators do in Australia.  SA's 24 federal MPs are listed on page 
161 of the Business Section of the 2002-03 telephone directory. Some of them, like Foreign 
Affairs Minister Alexander Downer, are national figures, but how many people could honestly say 
they were even vaguely familiar with every name? Not many, I would suggest. The 12 senators 
represent SA on a statewide basis but few could be classed as household names.  Public profile is 
not, of course, the ultimate test. Many MPs, such as the Federal Member for Port Adelaide, Rod 
Sawford, work hard in their local areas without seeking national publicity or higher office.  
 
Politicians are often unfairly criticised when, in reality, they are often more efficient than 
employees in private industry. MPs are constantly scrutinised by opponents, the media, voters and 
officers such as the Auditor-General. The problem is not their efficiency. It's their number. The 
first thing that could be done is to continue to merge local government until SA ends up with 
perhaps six councils across the state. Adelaide, where the bulk of the population lives, needs no 
more than three local government administrations. In State Parliament, 69 members is ridiculous 
for a state of 1.5 million. The obvious first step is to abolish the Legislative Council, which has 22 
members, and then decrease the size of the House of Assembly from 47 to the low 30s.  
 
These reforms could require the transfer of some powers from the state jurisdiction to the federal 
government but, in today's world of rapid communications and constant interstate movement of 
people, issues like health and education rest more comfortably at a national level. Why is it a good 
idea for the states to run schools but the federal government to administer universities? Why does 
the federal government control private health funds and the national health services while states 
run hospitals? This type of costly and confusing duplication is the result of a political system 
trapped in a time warp, a system dominated more by petty state jealousies than national 
efficiencies. Ultimately, the answer may be to abolish the federal system of six states and two 
territories.  For now it is important to question and debate the merits and shortcomings of the 
governing pattern in Australia. And why we need 822 taxpayer-funded politicians to govern 19.7 
million people. 

Border Mail 
18 Dec 2002 

'Lets shed a 
tier of 

government': 
Letter by Max 

Bradley, 
Chairman of 
Shed A Tier, 

Berrigan 

IN response to F. Green (December 10) "How do we get rid of them?"  Within the constitution 
there are three ways of removing State governments.  The simplest is to have the State 
governments hand over their powers to the Federal Government.  There does not have to be a 
referendum to do this and no constitutional change.  You will be told the State politicians will not 
vote themselves out of a job, but we all know that most politicians are only there for the money, so 
a good redundancy package will get them out of the way.  The ones that are there for the good of 
the people and the nation should be advocating for a better system of government now and we 
should be told by the State politicians why they are not addressing this issue.  There are many 
billions of dollars to be redirected if a system of federal and local government were to be put in 
place.  There is a strong movement for abolishing State and territory governments and its time we 
Shed A Tier and have an accountable government without the buck passing. 

Border Mail 
20 Dec 2002 

'Time to 
abolish 

borders for 
good': Letter 
by Ian Jenkin 

of Albury 

I JOIN with F. Green (The Border Mail, December 10) in advocating the abolition of State 
governments in Australia.  With the advent of instant communication, interstate boundaries serve a 
questionable purpose.  Mr Green asks "How do we get rid of them?"  As a starting point, I suggest 
that our local members of Federal Parliament be urged to include such a proposal in a national 
referendum. 
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Sunday 
(Canberra) 

Times 
12 Jan 2003 

'Tax laws 
often work 

against good 
intentions', by 
Mike Bannon, 
tax consulting 

partner at 
Duesburys, 
Canberra 

A SIGNIFICANT number of Australians strongly believe that state and territory governments 
should not exist, arguing that Australia's population does not warrant three tiers of government 
which often result in duplication and waste.  Support for this argument is provided by the lack of 
symmetry between federal, state and territory tax laws.  Concessions under federal tax laws are 
often not taken advantage of because there may be an adverse tax outcome at the state or territory 
level.  The converse can also occur.  The mismatching of tax laws circumvents the good intent of 
governments to provide concessions in order to assist businesses or reduce taxpayers' tax 
liabilities.  The most common examples where federal, state and territory laws work against each 
other occur with the capital-gains tax concessions.  Under the CGT law, individual taxpayers or 
partners in partnerships may transfer CGT assets from themselves to a company without attracting 
a CGT liability.  When introducing this concession, the then federal Labor government recognized 
that such transfers of assets usually occurred for sound commercial and family reasons.  When the 
CGT asset is eventually disposed of by the company, CGT is payable on any assessable capital 
gain arising from that disposal.  However, the transfer of assets from individuals and partners, 
while not attracting CGT, may attract the imposition of stamp duty by a state or territory 
government.  Perhaps the most disappointing aspect of state and territory governments' approach is 
that the underlying ownership of the asset does not change.  That is, the CGT law requires the 
individual or partners to be shareholders of the company.  If underlying ownership does not 
change, stamp duty should not be imposed.  More recently, the reverse has occurred under recent 
changes to the ACT's stamp-duty laws.  From October 1, 2002, ACT properties owned by 
companies and trusts have now become subject to land tax.  Until March 31, 2003, the ACT 
Government is granting an exemption from stamp duty where properties are transferred from 
companies and trusts to family members who are shareholders or beneficiaries of the companies 
and trusts respectively.  An important exception is that the stamp-duty concession is not available 
if the property has been rented.  Further, the property must have been used at all times since 
October 1, 2002, as the principal residence of at least one of the company shareholders or trust 
beneficiaries. 

Daily 
Telegraph 

23 Jan 2003   

Letter by 
Patrick 

Hennessy, 
Gymea Bay 

Once again, apparent turmoil regarding firefighting resources and cross-border application of 
assets; a rampaging fire and stupid authority demarcation.  Different railway gauges, transport 
regulations, taxes, time management, duplication of scarce resources and the outrageous cost of 
too much government.  Why not see through the smoke and abolish state/ territory governments? 
New Zealand can do it and boast a closing dollar. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 
(online) 

19 Feb 2003 

''What election 
campaign 

material have 
you had in 

your 
letterbox? Did 

you find it 
useful or not?': 

Letter titled 
'democracy is 

dead' 

The leaflets all promise the same things. The only one that is really different is the one from the 
greens. I would not vote for them though, too lefty. The Libs and Labor are pretty much the same, 
crime, hospitals, education blah, blah, blah! What difference will it make who wins!. What about 
the ridiculous stamp duty we have to pay when purchasing a home to live in? It equates to 
extortion, very mafiaesque. It also represents over 25% of state government revenue. It impacts 
dramatically on average people who dream of buying there own home. We do not forget Mr Carr's 
toll removal promise and then appeasing voters by offering a cash back scheme. I don't even know 
what Mr Brogden has to say or offer. I could honestly change logo's on these pamphlets and the 
average person would not know the difference between the Libs and Labor. They crap on about the 
same things. I thought democracy is about choice? I guess it is but it is just that the major choices 
are the same. Let's just get rid of state governments and let hard working Australians get ahead for 
once! 
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ABC (radio) 
Brisbane 

21 Feb 2003 

'Queenslander
s Want to 

Abolish State 
Governments': 
Presented by 

Spencer 
Howson 

Each afternoon, Spencer Howson talks about a decision we all have to make, where there are just 
two choices. It's black or white.  Yesterday's (Thursday's) Black & White decision was: "Should 
we abolish one tier of government?"  The question was inspired by this email from Andrew 
Jonkers:  
 
"Spencer, let's vote to abolish state governments. For a nation of 20 million we are over-governed 
and allow too much weasel-room for all these levels of government to pass the buck to each other. 
Let's get rid of the fiscal drag and get the bureaucratic hangers-on in productive jobs." 
 
Here are the results, complete with some of your comments (sent by SMS). 
 
Yes -- Get Rid of State Government 82 (89.1%) 
"There are too many duplications and passing on blams and responsibilities from one level of 
government to the other by non-productive and highly-paid people." -- Rolf, Mt Isa 
"States bloat the system." 
"Too much duplications. Make the Feds work harder." 
"State governments are an unnecessary level of government." -- Aaron, Gold Coast 
"Yes, but can't imagine them voting themselves out of a job, power and perks." 
"get rid of the states. It's all Australia!" 
"People in Canberra may not know where North Queensland is but them neither do the pollies in 
Brisbane. At least we will save some money." 
"I agree. They get paid for nothing." -- Roger, Chinchilla 
"Replace with counties." -- Stephen, Rockhampton 
"They are a sponge on tax-payers. They get too much money for what they do." -- William 
"Yes, abolish state government and have more referendums!" 
"Most definitely! All laws would then apply Australia-wide. And, imagine the savings without the 
drain of all those fat cat salaries." -- Lonni 
"Restructure the Senate to allow for regional representation." -- Russell, Biloela 
"Dump the State Government. If we dumped the Feds, we would have every state government 
acting independently and the situation would be worse." 
"Abolish all state governments." -- Neville 
"Spot on! Get rid of state government. Irradicate inefficiency." -- Greg, Emerald 
"State out. Waste of money." -- Geoff, Mackay 
"Increase local government to administer Federal law." -- Ian 
"Here here. I second that. State Government must go. Problem is: What would we do with all the 
spare cash and the pollies? They are unemployable outside politics." -- Alan 
"Overgoverned is an understatement. It would be interesting to know what the raw cost of running 
our Queensland Government is." 
"Larger local authority areas with more responsibilities. Uniform laws Australia wide." 
 
Yes -- Get Rid of Local Government 5 (5.4%) 
"Abolish local. No more Soorley's." -- Brett 
"We are the most governed people in the world. Get rid of local government. They earn more than 
state pollies and are accountable to no-one!" -- Tim, Toowoomba 
"It's pretend government with pretend want-to-bes." -- Peter 
 
Yes -- Get Rid of Federal Government 1 (1.1%) 
No comment attached to the vote 
 
No -- Keep Local, State & Federal 4 (4.3%) 
"We need the states to get a fair share." -- James, Bundaberg 
"No, I would have to get a real job!" 
"No, each provides a check against the other." -- Marion 
 
Postscript Friday 
Spencer Howson asked Dr Paul Reynolds, Reader in the School of Political Science and 
International Studies at University of Queensland, why so many people want the State 
Government removed, and if the abolition of a tier of government is actually feasible. 

Townsville 
Bulletin 

21 Feb 2003 
p. 8 

'State 
humbug': 
Letter by 

John W. Beal 
of Charters 

Towers 

A NEW state for North Queensland? Whatever for? On a daily basis we hear, read and see where 
state and federal governments argue with each other on a vast range of subjects, never arriving at a 
solution. That is, of course, if they ever intended to find one.  It is always the same story: "It's not 
our responsibility, it's theirs" or "Local government is at fault".  Do you really think a new state 
will solve this? I think not. It will bring all of the above only closer to home.  
 
Solution: abolish the old colonial (state) governments, an action that should have been carried out 
back in 1900; reorganise local into regional government; have the judiciary rewrite the 
Constitution with input from people's committees.  Then and only then can we get the country 
moving forward and win back our democracy. 



 3E-120

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) 
or Author(s) 

if Known 

Extracts from Report 

Northern 
District 
Times 

12 Mar 2003 

'State going on 
endangered 

list' 

ABOLISHING the State Government would be at the top of the agenda at a meeting which Ryde 
mayor, Edna Wilde, plans to attend next week.  Angry at the increasing number of responsibilities 
imposed on Local Government and the lack of financial support offered by the State Government, 
Cr Wilde said she was keen to go to the meeting at Sydney University next week.  Cr Wilde said 
State Government regulations prohibited Local Government from controlling what happened in 
each local government area.  "The government pegs our rates and keeps piling the responsibilities 
on to Local Government,'' Cr Wilde said. "But we are still the bad guys when we can't fulfil our 
responsibilities because we have no money.  "I believe Ryde Council should be the master of its 
own destiny,'' she added. "But as it stands, with the power the State has, we have little control over 
our municipality.''  While not planning to say anything at the meeting, Cr Wilde said Australia was 
over-governed and anticipated hearing other opinions about states and their current roles in 
Australia.  She said although attending the meeting on her own behalf and not council's, Cr Roslyn 
Lunsford would accompany her.  "Why Australia needs three tiers of Government is beyond me,'' 
she said. "Of course this is my opinion and not necessarily that of council's, but I feel the issue is 
important enough for me to attend the meeting." 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

21 Mar 2003 

Letters 

Witnessing some pollies addressing federal issues in a state election raises the question: we're all, 
first and foremost, Australians, aren't we?  Having three levels of government is costly, divisive 
and surely less efficient than one government for the whole country.  
Wendy Crew, Lane Cove 
 
Whoever promises to abolish state government gets my vote.  
Russ Grigg, Lorne 

Hills & 
Valley 

Messenger 
18 Jun 2003 

'SA Pollies 
cars': Letter by 
W. Hajszan of 

Aberfoyle 
Park 

Member of Parliament Bob Such wants to introduce a private member's bill that State politicians 
be supplied with cars or top up their superannuation.  Australia is the most over governed country 
in the world, and it would be better if we follow Rodney Hall's advice, as suggested in his book 
Abolish the States, and save some billions. 

Border Mail 
3 Jul 2003 

'We need 
debate on 

governments': 
Letter by 
Charles 

Mollison of 
Woombye, 
Queensland 

I SEE in The Border Mail there is to be a conference in Albury on abolishing State governments 
on July 19 and 20.  We have many of the same problems up here on the border between 
Queensland and NSW.  The Federal Government is currently trying to get rid of State 
governments by a process of 1000 cuts. This is not the way it should be done.  What is needed is a 
calm, rational debate on how best to replace State and local governments with maybe 100 regional 
governments.  Then we need a referendum to change the Constitution to set up a governance 
system in which we have a national government responsible for policy and laws, and regional 
governments responsible for the delivery of government services.  Even though it means travelling 
all the way from Queensland, I will certainly be at your conference.  The Border Mail is to be 
congratulated for promoting public debate of this important and pressing issue. 

Border Mail 
7 Jul 2003 

'Lets shed a 
tear over 

taxation lost': 
Letter by 

F. Green of 
Albury 

THAT we become one.  Those four words ought to be an Australian No. 1 theme.  Fortunately, in 
this area, we have other gentlemen dedicated to saying "goodbye" to State governments.  Mr 
Bradley, may we change "lets shed a tier" to "lets shed a tear" knowing that the many millions of 
dollars that are collected annually per taxation could be used for more important projects.  Mr 
Jenkins, we thank you for your suggestion regarding a national referendum. A very fair way to 
attack the situation.  You know that, who could play a major part in the demise of State 
governments is the media, particularly the daily morning press.  A concerned effort by these 
businesses would, no doubt, have a resounding impact. 

Border Mail 
7 July 2003 

'Abolition of 
States a valid 

argument': 
Letter by Jim 

Reeves of 
Lambton 

I SHOULD like to support Cr Max Bradleys view that State governments should be abolished.  
More and more State responsibilities are being taken over by the Commonwealth with the result 
that the States are becoming administrative and duplicating arms of the Commonwealth.  Under 
Section 51 of the Constitution, the Commonwealth Government has responsibilities in specified 
areas such as defence, foreign affairs, immigration, trade and commerce, post and telegraph 
services and marriage.  All other responsibilities of government are State powers of which the 
significant ones are health, education, transport, aged care, police and environmental services.  Yet 
if one looks at the role of the Commonwealth Government, there is scarcely one area of State 
responsibility not dominated or controlled by the Commonwealth.  In fact the Commonwealth is 
now funding many State responsibilities such as education, health, residential aged care, roads and 
some local government services.  Our federal system has been successful in uniting former State 
colonies into a nation but it is now clear the States now no longer have the power to deal solely, 
effectively and economically with most of their constitutional responsibilities.  Hence, there are 
valid grounds for the transfer of State responsibilities to the Commonwealth and the establishment 
of regional governing organisations with limited powers and responsibilities. 
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Border Mail 
7 Jul 2003 

'Anomalies 
border on 

ridiculous': 
Letter by 

Simon Bastin 
of Kirrawee 

I REFER to Megan Connellan's article of June 19 (State Government who needs it?) and Barrie 
Smillie's response of June 26.  I agree wholeheartedly that the issue of anomalies among the States 
and the Commonwealth and the endless buck-passing is a serious one for Australia.  Mr Smillie 
mentioned a few instances of anomalies but there are many more, such as differences in laws and 
implementation of occupational health and safety, especially radiation safety hazardous industry 
planning and the health and safety of the public environmental protection education and training and 
education curricula workplace relations, arbitration and conciliation and, health.  Even those areas 
where uniform legislation is achieved (for example, in corporations law), this situation comes about 
only after lengthy interstate committees and it can so easily fall apart if one State drags the chain or 
wants progress faster than others.  The situation is so ludicrous that it has recently attracted the 
attention of conservative ministers, particularly in education and health.  Wouldnt we be better off 
with one minister at the Commonwealth level, one jurisdiction in these areas instead of nine, one 
parliament? 

ABC News 
(radio and 

online) 
10 Jul 2003 

'Push on to 
abolish state 
governments'

Supporters of plans to get rid of state governments say the move would result in savings of up to $30 
billion.  The Shed a Tier organisation will hold a congress on the topic at Albury next weekend.  
Spokesman Max Bradley says having one national government would remove current anomalies such 
as different petrol prices between states.  He says the change would not affect the general population 
and could be achieved without a referendum.  "We don't have to even change the constitution to get 
rid of our states, the states can just hand over all their roles and responsibilities straight to the Federal 
Government," he said.  "Hopefully [at] the meeting coming up we can get a lot of support to talk to a 
lot of politicians to get them to agree to do something about the ridiculous situation we have in 
Australia, having different states with different laws." 

Border Mail 
21 Jul 2003 

'Conference 
aims to shed a 

tier', by 
Megan 

Connellan 

INCONSISTENT laws and standards between the States continued to cause problems for Australians, 
a conference in Albury was told yesterday.  Speakers at the Shed a Tier conference also focused on 
how these anomalies became more acute for people living on State borders, such as Albury and 
Wodonga.  The conference held at the SS and A Club attracted speakers from across Australia who 
argued why State governments throughout Australia should be abolished.  About 14 speakers 
presented papers to the gathering.  Among them was the member for Farrer, Mrs Sussan Ley, Cr 
Claire Douglas from Albury City Council and organiser Mr Max Bradley.  Mr Bradley, of Berrigan, 
said about 50 people attended both the Saturday and Sunday sessions looking at the problems with the 
present system of government.  He said the many phone calls from people who said they agreed with 
the congress but could not attend was also pleasing.  "We had a tremendous debate over the weekend 
and the amalgamation of shires was prominent in discussion as we think it should be the State 
governments amalgamating," Mr Bradley said.  "We discussed border anomalies with laws, health and 
traffic rules among a whole host of reasons why State governments need to be abolished.  "One of the 
outcomes is that we know people want regional governance and want the whole area to be taken into 
account in regards to things like roads and environment.  "We are planning to hold another congress 
most probably in Corowa in the near future and have been asked to hold one in Leeton."  Mr Bradley, 
a Berrigan Shire councillor, established the Shed a Tier lobby in 2000 and said he knew there were 
many people interested in the issues.  He said it was inevitable that a referendum would be held on the 
matter in the future and he and his supporters were looking forward to that day. 

ABC News 
(radio and 

online) 
21 Jul 2003 

'Group rejects 
council 

merger plans'

New South Wales rural shires fighting against council amalgamations have won the support of a 
group which wants to do away with state governments.  In Albury at the weekend, The Shed a Tier 
organisation suggested it should be state governments that are amalgamated, not local councils.  
Spokesman Max Bradley says the idea was well supported by the 100 or so people who attended the 
two-day congress.  "The next level of government is where the real cost is – our local government, the 
savings that could be made by any sort of amalgamation is trivial compared with what we could save 
by amalgamating our state governments and just getting rid of a whole system of bureaucrats," he 
said. 

Cairns Post 
24 Jul 2003 

p. 13 

'Abolish state 
governments': 
Letter by John 

W. Beal of 
Charters 
Towers 

THE call for a referendum to establish the strength of popularity for a new state of North Queensland 
(CP 21-7-03), is a good idea but I hope the proponents of such a referendum, and any newspaper polls 
ask two questions:  Would you prefer a new state of North Queensland; or, would you prefer to 
abolish state and local governments in lieu of regional governments?   
 
The new state was first proposed back in 1865, 138 years ago, its use-by date expired on January 1, 
1900, when the then colonial governments should have been abolished, not renamed state 
governments.  With the exception of Queensland, the structure of state governments has not changed 
since they were established as colonial governments back in the 1800s - governors still sign all 
legislation into law.  I believe that except where the capital is established, and it may not necessarily 
be Townsville, the rest of any new state would not be any better off than they are now, whereas the 
majority of state funds are spent in and around Brisbane, the majority of the new state's funds would 
be spent in and around the new capital, the rest will still miss out. 
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Townsville 
Bulletin 

29 Jul 2003 
p. 8 

'State options': 
Letter by 

John W. Beal
of Charters 

Towers 

I NOTE the call for a referendum to establish the strength of popularity of a new state for North 
Queensland.  This is a good idea but I hope the proponents of such a referendum and any 
newspaper polls ask two questions: Would you prefer a new state of North Queensland? Or would 
you prefer to abolish state and local governments in lieu of regional government?  The new state 
was first proposed back in 1865. Its use-by date expired on January 1, 1900, when the colonial 
governments should have been abolished, not renamed state governments.  With the exception of 
Queensland, the structure of state governments has not changed since they were established as 
colonial governments back in the 1800s. We still have governors to sign all legislation into law; 
we still have colonial government.  Except where the capital is established, and it may not 
necessarily be Townsville, the rest of any new state will not be any better off. Whereas the 
majority of state funds are spent in and around Brisbane, the majority of new state funds will be 
spent in and around the new capital. The rest will miss out. 

Cairns Post 
8 Aug 2003 

p. 13 

'Abolish state 
governments': 

Letter by 
J. Beal of 
Charters 
Towers 

IN the not too distant past, I would have agreed with those proposing the new state of North 
Queensland however, by closely watching and listening to the performance of our politicians 
regardless of party, of both State and Federal governments, I've changed my opinion.  We are 
constantly being bombarded from both State and Federal government levels, with the statement 
"it's not our responsibility, it's theirs" until both levels appear to forget just what the other was 
supposed to be responsible for in the first place. That is assuming they are responsible for anything 
in any place.  Considering the above, instead of having another state to carry on the work above, 
we should be calling for abolition of our colonial (state) and local governments, and the formation 
of regional government. Two levels only. Let us have some political reform for a change.  
Remember any referendum, or newspaper poll should ask two questions:   
1. Would you prefer a new state of North Queensland; or   
2. Would you prefer to abolish State and Local governments in lieu of regional government.   

Herald Sun 
23 Aug 2003 

'Scrap our 
governments': 

Letter by 
Patricia M. 

Smith, 
Mt Eliza 

WE should seriously consider abolishing state governments with all their unnecessary trappings 
and money gobbling.  Have we not put up with the shenanigans of various state governments for 
too long?  Australia does not have a large population and yet we have a large number of politicians 
who do very little except promote their own causes and bicker in grandiose surroundings.  And 
now we have Richard Butler, a staunch Republican, accepting a monarchist job. I suggest he show 
some respect for the position and leave it. Or is it too tempting a prize to abandon for mere 
principle? 
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Gold Coast 
Bulletin 

23 Aug 2003 

'State of 
Complete 
Chaos', by 

Jeremy Pierce

There is no border checkpoint between Queensland and NSW, just a road that passes smoothly from 
one state to the next. But as Jeremy Pierce reports, dealing between the two states is not so easy.  'You 
would think we live in another country, not another state'. 
 
IT is possibly one of the ugliest pieces of architecture in Australia. Two depressing, plain, concrete, 
triangular structures joined together by a cement slab, symbolising the surveying equipment used to 
measure the border between Queensland and NSW.  The monument sits glumly on the border beside 
the Twin Towns Services Club. Tourists pose for photos with a foot either side of the monstrosities to 
show how simple it is to step from one state to the other.  If only day-to-day life were that simple.   
 
Different police, different schooling, different laws and even different time zones mean running 
anything smoothly across the two states is nothing more than wishful thinking.  The invisible boundary 
comes under the spotlight every year in October, when NSW and the rest of the eastern states begin 
daylight savings, but it was also the subject of ridicule last month when Tweed police were forced to 
wait 12 hours for the Sydney-based drug unit, instead of being able to utilise essentially the same 
resources just half an hour away in Queensland.  The way red tape could delay a seemingly simple 
operation meant the story took on a farcical nature, but police officials from both sides of the border 
were quick to defend the situation.  Tweed-Byron area commander Neville Tarleton is satisfied the 
neighbouring states have a smooth and practical relationship for cross-border issues.  "The way police 
in this area tackle cross-border issues is excellent," he said.  "In the particular instance mentioned we 
had to use a special unit in keeping with legislation on the way we conduct operations.  "We have our 
own unit and to bring in any outside body creates a problem.  "It just was not practical." 
 
Despite the latest glitch and the confusion surrounding cross-border police chases, Commander 
Tarleton said there was protocol in place to handle such delicate and potentially confusing situations.  
"We have a process where police receive special training to become a 'special constable' which means 
they can assist in Queensland matters or vice-versa and that is a common occurrence," he said.  
Respected author Rodney Hall's book Abolish the States has gathered varying levels of support since it 
was released in 1998 and remains a radical and unlikely solution to the problems.  However, it is a 
theory that has found support with Gold Coast councillor Jan Grew.  "What a great idea," she said. 
"Think of the money that could be saved."  As head of the city's health, culture and community safety 
committee, Cr Grew has found herself embroiled in another cross-border stumbling block.  Council 
dog control officers had moved to seize a guard dog that bit a teenage girl during New Year's Eve 
celebrations at Coolangatta, but because the dog lives in NSW, it escaped punishment.  Further 
complicating the matter was the fact that guard dogs are exempt from NSW dangerous dog laws, 
meaning the rotweiller had broken no NSW law, hampering bids by council lawyers to have him 
extradited.  Gary Blain's dog Kane became known as The Fugitive after being saved by invisible red 
tape, blocking cross-border jurisdiction.  Tweed Mayor Warren Polglase and his Gold Coast 
counterpart Gary Baildon also believe in the merits of abolishing the states, but are not holding their 
breaths.  "I'm yet to see a state government vote itself out of office," said Cr Baildon, an avid fan of 
daylight saving who is continually frustrated by the Queensland Government's refusal to introduce the 
policy.  He said it was 'archaic' that there were so many difficulties in dealing with NSW.  "You would 
think we live in another country, not another state," he said. "There's a complete inability for the laws 
to be linked."  Cr Polglase has had many run-ins with the NSW Government, especially since Bob Carr 
introduced tough new coastal development policy which gives the Government final say on any 
contentious coastal project, regardless of whether the council had already approved it.  In that regard, 
he is somewhat envious of his Gold Coast counterparts and he thinks life would be a lot easier if the 
same laws applied. 
...  On many issues, the states really are like different countries.  Even something as simple as a fishing 
permit is vastly different from state to state and something like car registration always causes major 
headaches for people in the Tweed and Coolangatta. Cars in NSW are required to undergo yearly 
roadworthy inspections while Queensland vehicles require just one inspection before initial 
registration.  Of course, no state government would ever admit to being expendable, so the solution lies 
in fine-tuning the current system - that is unless a small political movement gains considerable 
momentum. 
 
Peter Consandine heads a party called Abolish the States and plans to contest the 2007 NSW election.  
With 1812 members and counting, he thinks the idea of Australia one day becoming a two-tiered 
government system is not as far fetched as it sounds.  He also sees the irony in a party against state 
governments running at a state election.  "You can't work the system unless you are part of the 
system," said Mr Consandine.  "The people in there now are hardly going to vote themselves out and 
you can't achieve anything by sitting outside complaining.  "You have to be in the middle of it to spark 
the changes."  His is a grand plan and he knows it will be an overnight sensation.  "I just hope that I'm 
still alive to see it happen," he said. 
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Canberra 
Times 

30 Aug 2003 

'Need for 
uniformity': 

Letter by Jack 
Marshall of 

Torrens 

WE HAVE heard how endless argument between federal and state governments was injuring the 
hospital system. Recently ACT teachers nearly went on strike because they earned slightly less 
than NSW teachers; not long ago we had a similar situation with ACT nurses. A few days ago I 
attended a talk by the community advocate on Enduring Powers of Attorney: if you don't have an 
EPA, the life and death of your loved ones will not be in your hands, but in the hands of the 
advocate and the courts. If you have an EPA here it is only valid in the ACT, and if you do a round 
trip of Australia you need seven EPAs. Is Australia one country? If we can't get rid of state 
governments, then at least let us have national awards and standards. 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

10 Sep 2003 

'Abolish state 
governments':

Letter by 
Colin 

Stephens of 
Flinders Park

I AGREE with Vere Marek (The Advertiser, yesterday). We have too many goverments for a 
population of about 20 million.  Australia will never be a nation if we persist with three levels of 
goverment. The state/territory level of government should be abolished, leaving federal and local 
governments.  In Britain, there are only two levels of government and it works very well for them.

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

25 Sep 2003 

'Dysfunctional 
tiers': Letter 

by Bob 
Liddelow of  

Avalon 

As a nation, Australia has some serious dysfunctionalities in the structure of government. As 
examples, the need for a national conference on water management, the annual slanging match 
about state funding and the lack of national education standards amply demonstrate the problem.   
The existing structure is an accident of our national birth from an aggregation of colonies. It is 
time to get over that and address the issues of managing a country in the 21st century. Removing 
one tier of government would reduce duplication and cost. Other nations which we respect have 
two-tier government systems.  One also has to observe that the pool of talent in office and 
opposition today cannot properly sustain three tiers of government. Removing one tier would 
improve the quality of the candidates in the remaining layers.  We need to deal with this. We need 
people of vision to start working now to get the states out of the government system. 

Gold Coast 
Bulletin 

11 Nov 2003 

'The sorry 
state of our 

state 
governments': 

Letter by 
Doug Timms 

of Banora 
Point 

THE Tugun bypass debacle has exposed more government incompetence and buckpassing.  Who 
could seriously not support abolishing state governments? Will the same environmental issues 
plague the proposed extension to the Coolangatta airport runway?  The only people affected by 
having no state governments would be state politicians and their sidekicks. 
Doug Timms, Banora Point 

Sunday Mail 
(Adelaide) 

23 Nov 2003 
Letters 

How to save money   
ESSENTIAL services such as gas, water, electricity and phones need to be government-run to 
ensure statewide distribution at an even playing field price. One way to save money for such a 
scheme would be to abolish state governments.   
MICHAEL WITCHER   
Port Augusta   
 
Why I'm ashamed   
IN Queensland as soon as a person turns 65 they are immediately covered by free ambulance. In 
South Australia they are forced to pay out more and more for ambulance cover, electricity and now 
gas. Queenland is way ahead in caring for its elderly. I am ashamed of being a South Australian.   
CHRIS GOOD   
Klemzig 

Australian 
Financial 

Review 
24 Nov 2003 

'Shed a Tier 
for the 

Overgoverned'
: Letter by Ian 
De Landelles 
of Hawker, 

ACT 

In the area surrounding the ACT a debate is raging over the abolition of a number of local councils 
and their replacement by two "super councils".  Bold decisions need to be taken.  Surely people in 
Yass, Queanbeyan, Cooma and Goulburn have much more in common with those in Canberra than
with those in Sydney or, for that matter, Bourke or Tweed Heads.  We now have state electorates 
that cover thousands of square kilometres in regional and rural NSW, making it difficult for 
constituents to have personal contact with their local member and for the member to effectively 
service their electorate.  Were we to have a two-tier system of government in Australia, towns with 
populations as small as 8000 would all have representatives in their "regional parliament" and thus 
access to local members would be greatly enhanced.  The cry is loud and long that we are the most 
overgoverned country: here is a chance to do something about it. This should be an agenda item 
for the Council of Australian Governments and a working party should investigate its viability. 
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Australian 
Associated 

Press 
Financial 
News Wire 

25 Nov 2003 

'Inquiry calls 
for shake-up 

of local 
council 

funding', by 
Krista Hughes 

and Wendy 
Levy 

Australian taxpayers were forking out $20 billion a year because of duplication of services and 
cost-shifting between different levels of government, a report said today.  The report also said 
local council resources were stretched by having to shoulder more and more of the burden of 
providing community services, leading to a run-down in essential infrastructure like roads.  Local 
councils should get their funding directly from the federal government, rather than via the states, 
using a standard formula based on need, the inquiry by the House of Representatives economics 
committee found.  Committee chairman David Hawker said the inquiry had revealed some stark 
and disturbing realities.  "Our system of federalism is fracturing under the weight of duplication 
and coordination costs between three levels of government and it is costing the Australian 
community around $20 billion a year," he told parliament.  "This cannot continue if we are to 
remain competitive internationally."  The committee found local governments provided a wide 
variety of services, with some providing extended services such as child care as well as the more 
traditional services such as waste collection.  Sometimes the state government would initiate a 
particular program and then cut the funding, leaving councils to pick up the bill, or transfer the 
ownership of assets without compensation for ongoing costs.  Fees for services like pet registration 
were often not enough to cover costs, and did not even increase in line with inflation.  Australian 
Local Government Association president Mike Montgomery said local councils should be 
guaranteed a fair share of tax revenue.  "The inquiry has highlighted about $20 billion that's being 
wasted in this country because of duplication and triplication, and effectively it will mean more 
services on the ground to the average person in the street," he said.  The report called for a formal 
agreement to set out the role and responsibilities of local government and allow councils to be 
represented at state-federal discussions.  It also recommended state and federal governments 
should lose their exemption from property rates, and that Treasurer Peter Costello should take 
responsibility for local government funding.  Local Government Minister Ian Campbell said the 
government would set up a local government task force to consider the problems raised in the 
report, and possible solutions. 

Canberra 
Times 

25 Nov 2003 

'Duplication 
costs $20b a 
year – study', 
by Andrew 

Fraser 

Local government has reacted positively to the unanimous report of a House of Representatives 
committee which is pushing for a tri-partite Inter-Governmental Agreement to staunch the flow of 
$20 billion in government duplication and coordination costs. The report of the House Economics 
Committee, tabled yesterday, said that all governments, but particularly the states, had engaged in 
cost-shifting and that new funding arrangements were needed. Committee chair David Hawker 
(Lib, Vic) said in his tabling speech, "Our system of federalism is fracturing under the weight of 
duplication and coordination costs between three levels of government." The committee proposed 
a number of measures to address this, including: An urgent meeting of federal and state leaders 
and local-government representatives to develop the Inter-Governmental Agreement. A summit on 
inter-governmental relations to be hosted by the Council of Australian Governments in 2005. A 
new national model for financial arrangements, to be phased in over three years, for the 
distribution of Financial Assistance Grants to local government, based on equalisation principles. 
The Federal Treasurer is to assume responsibility for Commonwealth's financial relations with 
local government, substantially bypassing the states. Increased powers for the Audit Office. 
Facilitation of amalgamations of councils. Federal and state governments should pay rates to local 
government. The president of the Australian Local Government Association, Mike Montgomery, 
welcomed the report. "It looks pretty good," he said. Noting that many of the committee's 
recommendations would have to be brought in by agreement, he said that being associated with 
achieving a $20 billion saving would be enticing to politicians of all levels. "That's money that can 
be spend by states or territories, or indeed by local government, to provide services to the 
community," he said. "I don't think anyone wants to see waste and duplication." While 
acknowledging "there is a long way to go", he was heartened that the committee's report had been 
unanimous. "That bipartisanship needs to be directed down into the state and territory 
governments," he said. The funding changes would be the most controversial, with the proposed 
abandonment of minimum grants set to affect some bigger councils, such as Brisbane City, to the 
tune of $15 million. As Councillor Montgomery put it, "there are some bones", but overall he 
thought it a "good, positive result". Mr Hawker thought the detailed report provided a "magnificent 
basis" for a new deal for governance across the nation, ending the "crisis" in local government. 
Committee deputy chair Anna Burke (Lab, Vic) said it was a "radical new way forward". Effective 
service delivery meant finding ways to stop various levels of government "treading on each other's 
toes". The Minister for Local Government, Ian Campbell, welcomed the report, saying, "This 
major inquiry will give the Australian Government the opportunity to examine its relationship with 
local government, including funding, and to determine whether a different relationship aimed at 
achieving different outcomes should be pursued." 
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The Age 
25 Nov 2003 

p. 7 

'Federalism 
costs up to 

$20bn a year', 
by Josh 
Gordon 

Australia's three-tiered system of government is costing taxpayers about $20 billion a year because of 
wasteful duplication and cost-shifting, a parliamentary inquiry has found.  A damning report from the 
House of Representatives economics committee warned that state governments were dumping up to 
$1 billion a year of extra costs onto local governments, leading to a run-down of crucial 
infrastructure such as roads.  Calling for a major overhaul of funding arrangements, the unanimous 
report from Liberal and Labor MPs suggested state governments had been growing fat on revenue 
from the GST and stamp duty while seriously underfunding local governments.  Committee chairman 
and liberal MP David Hawker said cost shifting to local governments – estimated to be running at 
about $500 million to $1 billion a year – was a symptom of a "growing crisis in Australian 
governance".  "Our system of federalism is fracturing under the weight of duplication and co-
ordination costs between three levels of government and it is costing the Australian community 
around $20 billion a year," Mr Hawker said.  Local governments were being forced to shoulder the 
cost of services such as fire stations, libraries, airports, police stations, hospitals, and drug and 
alcohol problems, the report said. 
 
The committee recommended that local councils should get their funding straight from the Federal 
Government using a standard formula based on need, rather than via the states on an ad hoc basis.  It 
said in some cases state governments initiated programs and then cut funding, leaving councils to 
pick up the bill or forcing them to agree to own assets without compensation for ongoing costs.  The 
report also called for a formal agreement to set out the roles and responsibilities of local government.  
It also recommended the states and Federal Government should lose their exemption from property 
rates, and that Treasurer Peter Costello should take responsibility for local government funding. 
 
Australian Local Government Association president Mike Montgomery said the new tax system 
introduced on July 1, 2000, had changed the nature of federal-state relations and it was now time to 
tackle the funding crisis for local governments.  "If we do not deal with this challenge now, 
communities will see increasing pressure on council property rates (and) the erosion of vital 
community infrastructure including roads, drains, sporting facilities and halls" Mr Montgomery 
warned. 
 
Local Government Minister Ian Campbell said a local government taskforce would consider the 
problems raised in the report, and possible solutions. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

25 Nov 2003 
p. 6 

'Overworked 
And 

Underpaid: 
Councils 

Duped By 
Shifty States', 
by Matt Wade 

Duplication across the three levels of government in Australia is costing $20 billion a year, 
demanding a revamp of how local government is funded, a federal parliamentary committee says.   
The bipartisan report found councils had been short-changed by cost-shifting, especially by state 
governments, and recommended a shake-up of local government financing.  The chairman of 
Parliament's Economics, Finance and Public Administration Committee, Liberal MP David Hawker, 
said cost-shifting was a symptom of a crisis in Australian governance.  "Our system of federalism is 
fracturing under the weight of duplication and co-ordination costs between three levels of 
government and it is costing the Australian community around $20 billion a year," he said. 
 
The committee deputy chairwoman, Labor's Anna Burke, said: "Local government is being asked to 
do more but with less funding."  The inquiry heard state governments were responsible for cost shifts 
onto local government of between $500 million and $1 billion a year.  The report found despite more 
demands on local government, insufficient funds were provided.    
 
The committee made 18 recommendations, including for an urgent meeting of federal, state and local 
government leaders to develop an agreement on the roles and responsibilities of local government 
and funding sources to meet these responsibilities.  It said a summit on intergovernmental relations 
needed to be held by the Council of Australian Governments in 2005 to review the roles and funding 
arrangements for the three levels of government.    
 
The president of the Australian Local Government Association, Mike Montgomery, said: "If we do 
not deal with this challenge now, communities will see increasing pressure on property rates, the 
erosion of vital community infrastructure . . . and threats to key services such as recycling, 
immunisation and seniors programs." 
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Australian 
Financial 

Review 
25 Nov 2003 

p. 5 

'States 
Accused Of 

Cost-Shifting', 
by Cherelle 

Murphy 

States have shifted between $500 million and $1 billion worth of costs onto local councils, 
according to a federal parliamentary inquiry into duplication between different layers of 
government.  The report found that the states have shifted responsibility for such diverse areas as 
bus shelters, aged care and major infrastructure onto local governments.  "Cost-shifting, largely but 
not exclusively at the hands of state governments, cannot continue," said the report tabled in 
parliament yesterday.  It recommended an urgent meeting of the Prime Minister, the federal 
Treasurer, state and territory premiers and chief ministers and treasurers and local government 
representatives to determine exactly what local governments should be doing and how they should 
be funded. 
 
Liberal MP David Hawker, who chaired the parliamentary committee, said "an inter-governmental 
agreement will be the most important step".  Complaints by Australia's 720 local councils prompted 
former local government minister Wilson Tuckey to launch the inquiry in May last year.  "There is 
a crisis in local government financing," said the president of the Australian Local Government 
Association, Mike Montgomery.  "This [report] is a step in the right direction," Cr Montgomery 
said. 
 
The report also recommends state governments have stricter reporting requirements when passing 
on the responsibilities to local government. That would help assess whether they are adequately 
compensated by specific-purpose payments, which in 2002-03 totalled $15.8 billion.  The report 
also said the federal Treasurer should govern the commonwealth's financial relationship with local 
government, and a local government liaison unit should be set up to co-ordinate relations between 
federal, state and local governments. 
 
The inquiry found duplication between the federal, state and local governments is costing 
Australian taxpayers $20 billion a year.  Mr Hawker said he was confident the report's 18 
recommendations would be adopted by parliament as they were unanimously supported by the six 
Liberal and four Labor parliamentarians on the committee. 
 
Local government minister Ian Campbell will make a formal response to the report.  "This major 
inquiry will give the Australian government the opportunity to examine its relationship with local 
government, including funding, and to determine whether a different relationship aimed at 
achieving different outcomes should be pursued," he said.  The report reflects the views of the 
coalition-controlled lower house. State governments are all Labor.  He said a local government 
taskforce had been formed and would spend the next four months developing policies for a 
submission to the government. 
 
KEY POINTS 
 • The inquiry has urged the three levels of government to sort out what councils should be doing.   
 • The report found duplication wastes $20bn every year. 
 • The inquiry was launched after council complaints. 
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Gold Coast 
Bulletin 

25 Nov 2003 

'Blueprint for 
our future', by 
Peter Gleeson

For years pleas by local government officials complaining that they have been ripped off by the other 
legs of government have fallen on deaf ears. Those cries for help have been vindicated. Peter Gleeson 
reports.   
 
THEY'VE been complaining long and hard from Cooktown to Coolangatta.  Councillors have been on 
their soapbox for over a decade telling their constituents that the State Government is ripping them off.  
For example, on the Gold Coast, the city council now takes responsibility for dredging the Currumbin 
and Tallebudgera creeks.  The cost is $500,000 a year, a bill which had previously been picked up by 
State Government.  The maintenance of Doug Jennings Park and Wavebreak Island costs $200,000 a 
year.  The government contributes $27,000 towards this.  In previous years it has met the entire cost.  
There are other examples which Mayor Gary Baildon refers to when he describes the cost-shifting 
anomaly which is now affecting local government coffers.  Immunisation has now become a council 
concern.  Animal control is a ratepayer funded service.  Even low level policing is now being bankrolled 
by your council.  As the responsibilities and funding commitments of local government increase each 
year, the councils say they find themselves with a dwindling war chest to concentrate on the main game 
- rates, roads and rubbish.  Now, it appears their concerns may have finally hit home.  After intense 
lobbying over the past four years, former Federal Local Government Minister Wilson Tuckey has agreed 
to set up a federal inquiry into government cost-shifting. A damning federal report released yesterday 
accuses state governments of ripping off councils by up to $1 billion a year.   
 
Mayor Gary Baildon says the 212-page report, tabled in Federal Parliament, is vindication that local 
government is being asked to do more with less.  "This is what we have been saying for many years . . . 
the states are giving us less money and asking us to do more with it," he said.  "I am hopeful that this 
report will lead to a more equitable system."  It was federal MP David Hawker who released the far-
reaching report which calls for a major shake-up of federal, state and local government relations.  The 
report is titled Rates and Taxes: A Fair Share for Responsible Local Government.  The report into cost 
shifting onto local government was prepared by the Parliament's powerful Economics, Finance and 
Public Administration Committee, which Mr Hawker chairs.  He told the Parliament the federal system 
was fracturing under the weight of duplication and coordination between the three levels of government.  
 
...  Mr Hawker said the inquiry had revealed some stark and disturbing realities.  The most immediate 
and obvious of these is that cost shifting is largely a symptom of a growing crisis in Australian 
governance, Mr Hawker said.  Our system of federalism is fracturing under the weight of duplication 
and coordination costs between three levels of government and it is costing the Australian community 
around $20 billion a year. This cannot continue if we are to remain competitive internationally.  I would 
hope that this report marks the beginning of reform of governance and consequently, financial 
arrangements, in Australia.  The committee says all levels of government, but particularly the states, 
have engaged in cost-shifting in some form or another (including 'revenue denial', via rate caps) and 
have done so for many years.  Mr Hawker says it appears to have become more frequent since the 
changes to Local Government Acts in various states about a decade ago.  The inquiry has heard that state 
governments are now responsible for cost shifts onto local government of between $500 million and $1 
billion per year.  Not only are state governments gaining through the GST, they also cost shift and then 
continue to call on the federal government for more for service delivery arrangements, said Mr Hawker.  
The committee recommends a new funding approach based on equalisation principles.  This will result 
in a national model consistent across all local government bodies, with funds distributed direct to local 
government from the federal government, in an effort to increase transparency and cut duplication costs, 
as well as recognising the capacity of a community to pay, whether in rural or urban Australia.  It is 
pleasing to note that both sides of the House supported the 1974 Local Government Grants Bill which 
set out to reduce inequalities between local governments.  Yesterday's unanimous report also supports its 
original intention through the proposed new funding arrangements. 
 
Mr Hawker said the identification of who does what and who can do it best is the matter for three levels 
of government to sort out.  That is why the report recommends that a summit on inter-governmental 
relations be hosted by COAG in 2005, he said.  A very important agenda item for the summit would be 
to work out how to make sure that federal/state/territory responsibilities administered by local 
government are adequately funded.  The summit would also report on the implementation of the 
recommendations of this inquiry. The summit is seen as the opportunity for all levels of government to 
work out the best possible administrative arrangements for the country; in short, it would be a blueprint 
for the future.  Adjustments on the part of all levels of government are needed and good will is essential 
if we are to reform the way we, as a nation, manage our business.  Failure to move forward on this 
matter will mean more of the same; the waste of precious resources, frustration on the part of both the 
community and government and most importantly, the holding back of the nation.  The committee 
sincerely hopes that all governments will support the proposed changes as a genuine attempt to forge a 
new, fair funding partnership between the three spheres of government which will better serve all 
Australians wherever they happen to live.   
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Gold Coast 
Bulletin 

25 Nov 2003 

'The big steal', 
by Peter 
Gleeson 

THE State Government stands accused of highway robbery on a scale unimagined even by Ned 
Kelly.   It is keeping $25 million of taxpayers' money - your money - which could, and should, be 
benefiting the Gold Coast.  Even Australia's most infamous bandit would be embarrassed by the 
scale of the scam, whereby the cost of vital infrastructure previously funded by the state now falls 
upon an increasingly cash-strapped Gold Coast City Council.  The bottom line is that, in 
Australia's fastest-growing city, just $650 a head is spent on infrastructure such as roads and public 
buildings.  In Brisbane, by way of comparison, it's more than twice as much, a cool $1330 a head.  
However, the game is almost up. 
 
The Federal Government yesterday flagged it was considering providing direct funding to local 
councils - abolishing the current practice of filtering billions of dollars to local government 
through the states - to increase transparency and cut duplication among the three tiers of 
government.  A damning federal report accused the states of ripping off councils by as much as $1 
billion a year by shifting costs to local government.  The federal report has recommended that an 
urgent summit meeting be convened of Prime Minister John Howard, Treasurer Peter Costello and 
the state and territory leaders to develop an agreement on 'the roles and responsibilities of local 
government'.  "It requires the Commonwealth to take a quite different view of local government, 
its relationship with it and its governance," said the report. 
 
Mayor Gary Baildon last night confirmed the Gold Coast City Council was losing about $25 
million a year because the Beattie Government had shifted on to the council scores of 
responsibilities which had traditionally been funded by the State.  The council is now responsible 
for administering pool fencing laws, mosquito control on state land, providing set down areas at 
state schools, inspections at day care facilities, dredging at major creeks and maintenance of parks.  
These had until a decade ago been the responsibility of the State Government. 
 
The report into cost-shifting was prepared by Parliament's Economics, Finance and Public 
Administration committee, chaired by Federal MP David Hawker.  Mr Hawker said: "Failure to 
move forward on this matter will hold back the nation.  "Our system of federalism is fracturing 
under the weight of duplication and co-ordination costs between three levels of government and it 
is costing the Australian community around $20 billion a year."  Cr Baildon said if the 
Commonwealth provided direct funding to councils, bypassing state government, 'that would be 
wonderful'.  "I have been saying this for years . . . the requirement for councils to do works that 
should be done by the states is strangling local government," he said.  "People are paying their 
(state) taxes and they are not being spent here. I just hope that it happens sooner rather than later. 
It's got to happen now, not in five years."  "It's been getting worse and worse and it has to stop. 
Ratepayers deserve better." 
 
Premier Peter Beattie claimed last night that Queensland was not short-changing local 
government.  ...  Mr Beattie said he believed the current arrangements worked but said there was 
room for reforms.  "There are duplications - the Commonwealth should get out of it," he said.  He 
said he was not surprised by the findings as the committee members were all 'centralists'.   
* Editorial, Page 12   
* Focus, Page 13 

Courier-Mail 
25 Nov 2003 

'Inquiry urges 
paying service 
grants direct to 
councils', by 

Malcolm Cole

STATE Governments are shifting as much as $1 billion in service provision costs each year on to 
local councils, an 18-month federal parliamentary inquiry has found.  The House of 
Representatives inquiry has recommended major changes to financial relations between the 
Commonwealth and the States, to ensure local governments receive their share.  The inquiry's 
chairman, Victorian Liberal David Hawker, said all levels of government had engaged in cost-
shifting over many years, but state governments were the worst offenders.  "Our system of 
federalism is fracturing under the weight of duplication and co-ordination costs between the three 
levels government, and it is costing the Australian community around $20 billion a year," he said. 
"This cannot continue if we are to remain competitive internationally."  The report called for the 
leaders of all levels of government to reach agreement on the responsibilities and funding for local 
government.  It also recommended a new system of direct Commonwealth grants to local councils, 
similar to those made to states, based on need rather than population. 

Carins Post 
25 Nov 2003 

Our Say: 
'States at fault 
for cost shift' 

AUSTRALIA'S state governments may have invited the intervention of the Commonwealth 
through their habit of shifting responsibilities to local government.  The House of Representatives 
committee inquiry into cost-shifting onto local government found councils had been short-changed 
by $500 million to $1 billion by state governments which have abrogated their responsibilities and 
left it to local government to pick up the slack.  Committee chairman David Hawker went so far as 
to say our federal system is fracturing under the weight of duplication of responsibilities across the 
three levels of government at a cost of $20 billion a year.  
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Canberra 
Times 

26 Nov 2003 

Editorial: 
'States 

cheating 
ratepayers' 

FEDERALISM - and the weight of duplication and coordination costs between federal, state and 
local government - was costing the Australian community about $20 billion a year, David Hawker, 
the chairman of a House of Representatives Committee on the funding of local government, told 
Parliament on Monday.  This unsubstantiated statement - nowhere referred to in the report [the $20 
billion figure was referred to twice in the Hawker report (see Hawker 2003: vi, 140); this oversight 
was corrected in the Canberra Times on 27 Nov 03] grabbed the headlines but seriously undercuts 
the more important message in a study that deserves some attention. This is that cost-shifting 
between different levels of government - particularly by state governments on to shires and 
councils but also by the Federal Government in handing functions to councils which are 
inadequately funded - amounts to probably $1 billion a year. This cost-shifting, however, is not 
primarily a matter of waste and duplication at different levels of government, money which could 
be saved were such things not occurring.  Rather, it reflects an extra levy on taxpayers as 
government spends money intended for particular purposes on other ones, as various levels of 
government attempt to get things done on the cheap, or as other levels founder while trying to be 
all things to all ratepayers with inadequate resources. The point is important because governments 
that think the gaps and shortfalls in providing services that people want can be funded simply by 
eliminating waste and duplication - the great slogan of the past 20 years - are seriously misleading 
voters. No doubt there are greater efficiencies to be achieved, especially at the local-government 
level. But experience has shown that those who see costs and benefits only in financial accounting 
terms will suffer for their misjudgements, and that some inefficiencies are community assets. The 
real problem is not inefficiency but increasing obligations imposed by government, increasing 
expectations from ratepayers and, often, the practical inability of local governments to say no to 
demands for services in their areas. Thus shires and councils face increasing demands to provide 
local-level social services, child care and cultural and recreational services once provided at other 
levels of government. As often as not, they are not being properly funded to do so or, some time 
after assuming the function with proper funding, find themselves hit by arbitrary cuts from their 
funding authorities. Particularly in rural areas, councils have found themselves the de facto 
organiser of employment services and drought relief, having to develop transaction centres, run 
aged persons' homes and supplement other schemes, and have had to expend considerable 
resources to attract and keep the services of professionals, not least doctors. And they are rarely 
adequately compensated for the compliance costs of new state and federal legislation. Library 
services were once considerably subsidised by state government, but the burden is now largely on 
ratepayers. And local government, like the public hospital system, has particular grounds for 
arguing that state governments are cheating it on growth money. As the Commonwealth has put 
more into hospitals, states have tended to put less - or at least to increase their contribution by only 
minuscule amounts - although they have unrestricted access to a growth tax in the form of the GST 
which has worked famously for them. This is also true, if to a lesser extent, with government 
schools. Likewise, increased Commonwealth subsidisation of local government has not been 
matched by increased state resources, even in areas where the states are dumping increased 
responsibilities on them. It would be wrong to suggest that the states are frittering away the money 
they save. But some of the political kudos state premiers get for improved goods or services are 
paid for by neglect of some of their primary responsibilities. Local governments are creatures of 
state governments, but increasingly have a constitutional place in a tripartite system. The report 
recommends a tripartite summit, a federal-state intergovernmental agreement setting out rights and 
responsibilities of different levels of government, and a place at the table for local government 
when the Commonwealth is negotiating with the states. That also implies not only direct grants to 
councils, but perhaps the possibility of borrowing from some of the elements of the Australian 
Assistance Plan of the mid-1970s. This plan, and the regionalism it involved, was an innovative 
model too readily dropped on political grounds. 
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Manly Daily 
28 Nov 2003 

'Councils 
'dudded by 

state'' 

MANLY and Pittwater mayors have endorsed a parliamentary committee's finding that councils 
are being short-changed by the State Government.  A report released on Monday by the House of 
Representatives economics, finance and public administration committee recommends a major 
shake-up of federal, state and local government relations.  Manly Mayor Jean Hay said the 
findings were a "fantastic breakthrough for local government".  "It's the best outcome we could 
have hoped for," she said.  Cr Hay said the provision of services such as child care were being 
forced on to local government.  Pittwater Mayor Patricia Giles said the burden on councils was 
growing, while funding was decreasing.  "They (the State Government) say community services 
should be the council's core business but every time they look at something they shift it to local 
government," Cr Giles said.   
 
The report also found that taxpayers were funding the duplication and cost-shifting between 
Australia's three levels of government.  Committee chairman David Hawker said the inquiry 
revealed some stark and disturbing realities "the most immediate and obvious being that cost-
shifting is largely a symptom of a growing crisis in Australian government.  "Our system of 
federalism is fracturing under the weight of duplication and co-ordination costs between the three 
levels of government and is costing the Australian community around $20 billion a year."   
 
The committee's 18-month public inquiry heard state governments were now responsible for cost 
shifts on to councils of between $500 million and $1 billion a year nationally.  The report makes 
18 recommendations for reform, including an urgent meeting of federal, state and local 
governments to agree on the role, responsibilities and funding of services, and the phasing in of a 
national model where federal funds were paid directly to councils.  It also calls for a summit in 
2005 to review thoroughly the roles and responsibilities of the three levels of governments and 
how they are funded.  Warringah Council administrator Dick Persson said the report seemed to 
ignore the current constitutional realities regarding local government in Australia.  "A summit on 
inter-governmental relations would be an excellent idea," he said. 
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Moonee 
Valley 

Gazette 
1 Dec 2003 

'Councils 
ripped off', by 

Nicole Cox 

A FEDERAL inquiry into government cost-shifting has confirmed Moonee Valley's stance that 
councils are being short changed, Mayor Mark Kennedy says.  The 18-month inquiry found that 
Australian councils had been short-changed between $500 million and $1 billion a year by state 
governments.  It called for a major shake-up of federal, state and local government relations with 
clearer funding arrangements and responsibilities for councils.  The House of Representatives 
economics, finance and public administration committee last week handed down 18 
recommendations.  The inquiry found all levels of government had engaged in cost-shifting, but 
state governments appeared the worst offenders. 
 
Cr Kennedy said the council had long picked up services traditionally provided by other spheres of 
government despite having limited revenue raising means.  "But we are willing to work with the 
other governments collaboratively to address the imbalances."   
 
The committee's report called for an urgent meeting of Prime Minister John Howard and Federal 
Treasurer Peter Costello with state and territory premiers, chief ministers and treasurers, and local 
government representatives to fine-tune the roles of councils and determine funding sources to 
meet responsibilities.  Among the recommendations is a national needs-based model for the 
distribution of financial assistance grants, to be phased in over three years and paid directly to 
councils.  The report called on the Federal Government to establish a local government liaison unit 
to co-ordinate local-state-federal initiatives.  It also suggested a summit be held in 2005 to review 
the roles, responsibilities and funding of the governments.   
 
House economics committee chairman David Hawker said the inquiry had revealed some stark and 
disturbing realities.  "The most immediate and obvious being that cost shifting is largely a 
symptom of a growing crisis in Australian governance," Mr Hawker said.  He said duplication was 
costing the Australian community around $20 billion a year.  "This cannot continue if we are to 
remain competitive internationally." 
 
Municipal Association of Victoria president Brad Matheson said the findings were a positive step 
forward in addressing cost shifting and the association supported moves towards an inter-
governmental agreement.  State Treasurer John Brumby said the Federal Government was "the 
champion of cost-shifting". He said Victoria had been ripped off by the Federal Government on 
funding for roads, university places, health and public housing, but the State Government had 
increased funding to local councils for libraries and home and community care. 
 
[Please note: articles similar to that above, by Nicole Cox, Karina Grift and Jo Robertson and 
possibly other un-named authors, all mentioning the $20 billion estimate as reported here, 
appeared in other Victorian regional newspapers in December 2003 and early 2004, including:  
Lillydale Express (1 Dec 03), Knox News (2 Dec 03), Waverley Gazette (2 Dec 03), Diamond 
Valley News (3 Dec 03), Heidelberger (3 Dec 03), Oakleigh Springvale Dandenong Times (3 Dec 
03), Preston Post Times (3 Dec 03), Northcote Leader (17 Dec 03), Stonnington Leader (7 Jan 04), 
Moreland Leader (12 Jan 04), Berwick Pakenham Leader (14 Jan 04),  Melbourne/Yarra Leader 
(02 Feb 04)] 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

2 Dec 2003 

'Inquiry Calls 
For Funding 
Model', by 

Harvey 
Grennan 

A new national model should be be established for the distribution of financial assistance grants to 
local government. The model should be based on need, with funds paid direct to local government, 
and be phased in over the next three years.  This is the principal recommendation of the House of 
Representatives inquiry into cost shifting onto local government released last week.  The resulting 
report confirmed there is overwhelming evidence of cost shifting to local government from all 
levels of government. The big question is whether the states, which shift some $500 million to $1 
billion a year in costs on to local councils, will take any notice of the findings.   
 
The chairman of the inquiry, the Victorian Liberal MP David Hawker, said duplication across the 
three levels of government was costing taxpayers $20 billion a year.   
... 
The Labor Party has already accepted the principle of direct funding by the Federal Government to 
individual local government bodies. The Opposition spokesman on local government, Gavan 
O'Connor, told the National General Assembly of Local Government last week that Labor would 
move towards funding on a needs basis according to a national formula to be developed by the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission.   
 
While welcoming the report as a "solid start" to resolving the financial woes of local government, 
the president of the Australian Local Government Association, Cr Mike Montgomery, said: "Some 
recommendations should be treated with caution, in particular changes to the methodology for 
distributing financial assistance." 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

18 Dec 2003 

'What are your 
experiences of 
Campbelltown 
and Camden 
hospitals?': 

Letter by Les 
Argen 

Another good reason to abolish state governments. There is no good reason for health to be a state 
issue. 

Cairns Post 
26 Dec 2003 

'Elections cost 
time': Letter, 
by Richard 
Kubicki, of 
Manunda 

RE: "Combine elections" (22-12-03). Abolish the states and have two tiers of government, with federal 
and local elections combined and have five-year terms at both those levels of government.  It's not only 
the cost but, as a party member, I dread 2004 with three elections coming up. With all the canvassing 
and letterboxing I'll be doing - there's blistered feet ahead. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

6 Jan 2004 

'State of 
change': Letter 

by Peter 
Carroll of 

Paddington 

Richard Woolcott's article ("Head of state should reflect our nation's aspirations", Herald, January 5) is 
on the money. The republic referendum failed when the monarchists succeeded in splitting the 
republicans by focusing on how a republic would work, rather than whether Australians wanted one. 
But a republic is but a possible first step towards a much broader issue: do we still need the states? Can 
a country with a population of only 20 million afford seven legislatures, executive governments and 
judiciaries in an increasingly global and competitive environment?  Is there a politician brave enough to 
push for a comprehensive study into what it costs to maintain this structure, and whether there is a 
better way in the 21st century? Why not a system of centralised federal government, with broad 
legislative powers but appropriate checks and balances, together with local government with executive 
powers as a starting point for discussion? 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

8 Jan 2004 

'Cut 
government 
tiers': Letter 
by Leonard 
Murray of 
Point Clare 

Bravo, Peter Carroll, (Letters, January 6). Australians will need to wake up if we want efficiency in our 
government - or be prepared to put up with waste represented by the duplication of state governments 
and their many departments.  ...  Mark Drummond, in a 1995 research paper, showed that replacing 
state governments and local councils with 30 regional governments could generate annual savings of 
about $50 billion.  Like Peter Carroll, I throw down the gauntlet to any politician who is prepared to put 
self-interest aside and work for Australia's future national efficiency and prosperity. 

The 
Australian 

10 Jan 2004 

Editorial: 'And 
the biggest 
winner is 
Brisbane' 

Part of Brisbane's attraction is the property prices. The state Government's pro-growth policies have 
helped keep land cheap and $265,000, the average of median capital city house prices, stills buys a 
decent house in Brisbane's suburbs. But it also helps that Brisbane is run by a big city council with the 
powers, and revenue base, to provide public transport, parks and freeways across the city. It makes 
local government more imaginative and effective than in the southern capitals, where cities are sliced 
into small local government areas. If there is a case for abolishing the states and replacing them with 
strong regional governments Brisbane is its best advertisement. 

Canberra 
Times 

15 Jan 2004 

'Real debate 
needed on 

government', 
by Ian De 

Landelles of 
Hawker 

IN SUPPORT of his recommendations for the creation of a Capital City Regional local government 
area (CT, January 13, p5), Professor Maurice Daly argues a major factor is the impact the ACT has on 
the surrounding region particularly in education, health and jobs. In addition he cites other contributing, 
factors including water catchment areas and the environment. There is be no denying the logic of 
Professor Daly's argument for amalgamation except it does not go far enough. Because the ACT does 
not exist in glorious isolation from the sea of NSW that surrounds it the discussion should be about how 
we include the ACT in the Capital City Region. Professor Daly is right when he argues that the day-to-
day lives of those who live in the areas surrounding the ACT are heavily impacted on both 
economically and socially by decisions that are taken here.   Let's get serious about the future structure 
of government in this nation and have a real debate about a future where outdated state and territory 
boundaries are abolished and replaced by regions that truly represent a commonality of interest. 

Canberra 
Times 

27 Jan 2004 

'Territorial 
beeds': Letter 

by 
Audrey Guy 

of Ngunnawal

IAN DE LANDELLES (CT Letters, January 15) is quite correct in arguing that we should go back to 
the drawing board for our state, territory and shire boundaries, particularly locally.  Unfortunately it 
won't happen because the world at all levels is run on the basis of territorial needs, not intellectual ones. 
Areas surrounding the ACT are having a housing, but not an industry boom. The many thousands who 
pour across the border each day for work are testament to the current inappropriate territorialism.  
These workers pay no housing or road tax yet use the territory's facilities, giving the latter a very 
skewed financial base.  The question of Australia's need for three tiers of government with such a small 
population base also needs to be addressed but won't be for the same reason. 

Canberra 
Times 

7 Feb 2004 

 
'This 

antiquated 
system must 

go', by 
Ian De 

Landelles of 
Hawker 

ANNOUNCING the development of a framework for regional coordination with NSW, Chief Minister 
Jon Stanhope said, "To successfully plan for the sustainable future of the region we must look beyond 
the political boundaries".  Whilst it is pleasing to see Premier Bob Carr and Mr Stanhope recognise the 
need for greater cooperation in areas that transcent state and territory borders such as health, planning, 
education, transport and water, this is only the beginning of a process that should ultimately see the 
abolition of state and territory governments.  We need to replace this antiquated system, based on 
geography rather than humanity, with regional governments, one that would serve the capital region 
and represent the needs and aspirations of all of us who reside within it.  This is an encouraging first 
step and it now gives both leaders the opportunity to lead the nation towards a greater level of 
participatory democracy. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

9 Feb 2004 

 
Letter by Roger 

Anderson of 
Dundas 

When Premier Bob Carr is looking at the money savings from council amalgamations, perhaps he 
could look at an amalgamation which would save very many millions of dollars. Why not 
amalgamate the states? We could then call it Australia, and in one stroke do away with the need for 
state premiers to go to Canberra to beg for money. There would be no need for further disputes about 
state/federal funding for health care, education, roads and so on, no need for criminals in one state 
having to be extradited to another - the benefits would be endless.  Of course, it would mean the loss 
of a few jobs, including Bob Carr's, but with such potential savings that should not be important. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

13 Feb 2004 

'Less 
government is 

more': Letter by 
Robert Pallister 
of Punchbowl 

With the forced amalgamations of councils, the public should ask whether state governments are still 
relevant. Australia is said to be the most over-governed country in the world. Would NSW and 
Australia be a better place if we had only two tiers of government, federal and local? We need a 
referendum to find out what Australians think. 

 
Sunday 

Telegraph 
22 Feb 2004 

 
Letter by Tony 

Narracott of 
Byron Bay 

IN pointing out that NSW stands for Newcastle, Sydney and Wollongong, Ken Brown (Your Say, 
15/2) is spot on, unfortunately. Bob Carr is interested only in Labor seats. The Federal Government 
must abolish the states and create regional governments. Local government is parochial, old-
fashioned and totally out of its depth. Dynamic regions, such as the Far North Coast and Coffs 
Harbour, are relatively easy to define. All the income presently taken by state governments could be 
distributed according to population percentages, not by political preference. 

      
The Gold 

Coast 
Bulletin 

25 Feb 2004 

      
'Book has all the 
answers': Letter 
by Jim O'Brien 

or Mermaid 
Beach 

IN the past few months I've been around the book shops looking for a little book called Abolish the 
States by Rodney Hall, former chairman of the Australia Council.  I finally found a copy in the 
library.  I have said before that Aussies are over represented. We pay the Governor General, six 
governors, 15 Houses of Parliament with duplicating support services and an overload of bureaucrats, 
little 'Sir Humphreys'.  Rodney Hall suggests we replace state parliaments and all local councils with 
30 regional governments; four regions in Queensland. By doing this we would save $30 billion per 
year.  Use it to fix the Murray River, get the 90 per cent rainfall into tunnels to where its needed - 
hospitals, schools, roads and bypasses.  We've lost our British status so why keep a Governor 
General, six governors and state pollies? 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

2 Mar 2004 

'State your 
objective', 

by John Currie 
of St Ives 

If the Treasurer is fair dinkum about a long-term solution to find the money to look after our ageing 
population, instead of wasting his time trying to convince employers to accept the value of hiring or 
keeping older employees, or getting a downsized managing director to set up a lawn-mowing 
business, why doesn't he do something really serious about saving everybody money? Like getting 
rid of the states.  For a small country we are overgoverned. Removing state governments would 
unlock rivers of money. Our only loss would be the laugh we get out of their machinations. Maybe 
Mark Latham could raise the notion and it would be on the agenda in a flash. How about it? 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

3 Mar 2004 

'Pass the bucks': 
Letters 

John Currie (Letters, March 2) is right - getting rid of the states would unlock rivers of money. It 
would also give us greater government accountability.  How many times do state politicians claim 
that failings in the provision of health and education are due to the Federal Government? Failures in 
managing the environment and regulating the sale of alcohol are also attributed to the Federal 
Government. And how many times do federal politicians blame the states?  The shifting of 
responsibility is almost a daily occurrence. Perhaps the Herald could keep a running tally in a daily 
column. Briefly note the responsibility shifting for the day and keep the score - Commonwealth 
versus states at the top. Now that would be responsible journalism.  
Megan Broadbent, Abbotsford 
 
Too right, John Currie, get rid of the lot, and while we're about it let's get rid of the Governor-
General and all the governors and their entourages. We don't need any of these freeloaders and 
perhaps the money could go to health, education, railways, roads, parks and other useful projects 
instead of pollies' super, fact-finding tours to London, Paris, Rome, New York, and their other perks.  
The Prime Minister is head of state and we don't need any more freeloaders sucking on the taxpayers' 
teat. We would save millions.  
P.J. Gregory, Brownsville 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

5 Mar 2004 

'Denied GST 
income, but 

state is living 
high on the 

home': Letter by 
Graham 
Harman 

Bob Carr and Tony Kelly have been pontificating for months that local governments which rely on 
arbitrary funding grants from a capricious Federal Government should be abolished. The apparent 
health of their finances is a mirage, we have been told.  So, Bob and Tony, what's your prescription 
for the NSW Government, now you are finding that the same argument applies to it? 

The Age 
11 Mar 2004 

'Why stop 
there?': Letter 

by Don 
Malcolmson 

of Bungendore, 
NSW 

Come on, Mr Howard, don't stop at taking over hospitals, be really bold and embrace fundamental 
reform to our system of government. Removal of state and territory governments would free up huge 
amounts of money now spent in propping up duplicated state, territory and federal governments and 
bureaucracies.  Such a single reform would go a long way towards improving the funding and 
efficiency of our pension, education and health systems, and get the dead hand of bureaucracy off the 
backs of working Australians. 
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The 
Australian 

11 Mar 2004 

'Hospitals 
first, then real 
reform': Letter 

by Don 
Malcolmson 

of 
Bungendore, 

NSW 

COME on Mr Howard, don't stop at taking over hospitals, be really bold and embrace fundamental 
reform to our system of government. Removal of state and territory governments would free up 
huge amounts of money now spent in propping up duplicated state, territory and federal 
governments and bureaucracies – costing millions each year.  Such a reform would go a long way 
towards improving our pension, education and health systems, and get the dead hand of 
bureaucracy off the backs of working Australians. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

11 Mar 2004 

'Howard's 
hospital 

takeover will 
be bad for our 
health': Letters

Come on, Mr Howard, don't stop at taking over hospitals. Be really bold and embrace fundamental 
reform to our system of government.  Removing state and territory governments would free huge 
amounts of money now spent in propping up duplicated state, territory and federal governments 
and bureaucracies - estimated by the lobby group Shed a Tier to be as much as $30 billion a year.  
Such a single reform would go a long way towards improving the funding and efficiency of our 
pension, education and health systems, and get the dead hand of bureaucracy off the backs of 
working Australians. 
Don Malcolmson, Bungendore, March 10. 
 
...  The Federal Government must be commended for initiating what I hope will be the beginning 
of a complete overhaul of the federal versus state system of government in this country.   
State governments have consistently blamed their failings on a lack of funding from the 
Commonwealth, but if this measure passes, for the first time there will be no more blurred division 
of responsibility. Complete accountability and responsibility will rest in one place, which is 
essential if we are to make an informed decision next time we are asked to vote.  But why stop at 
health? Could we not add education, transport and the police to the agenda? 
Philip McCauley, Sydney, March 10. 

The 
Australian 

13 Mar 2004 

'The shape of 
life to come', 

by Mike 
Steketee 

NOTICE how Australia is guaranteeing its future by plugging into the Chinese economic boom 
through huge natural gas and iron ore contracts? Fast forward to 2025. As predicted at the start of 
the century, China has become the world's second largest economy and is well on the way to 
catching the US. 
...  Former Queensland premier Wayne Goss, a partner in Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu, brought the 
perspective of a reforming politician to the project. He contributed particularly to the "Riding the 
Wave" scenario, which highlights the dangers in short-term thinking by governments and 
businesses and the neglect of longer-term requirements such as investing in water, energy, 
transport and other infrastructure that is essential to Australia's long-term economic viability. In 
2002, the Australian Council for Infrastructure Development estimated it could cost $150billion to 
bring our infrastructure up to scratch, including $30 billion just for Sydney's urban rail network.  
"What is important is to look at the range of things that can happen and add into them the 
unpredictable events, whether September 11 or SARS or Africa breaking loose from Europe and 
floating towards us," says Goss. The key is the quality of the response to this combination of the 
foreseeable and the unpredictable.  "It is understandable that a lot of people are suffering from 
reform fatigue and that is a challenge for leadership, not just for both sides of politics but for the 
community, business and so on. I am one of those people who think the reform process is an 
ongoing task: you have to keep your shoulder to the wheel."  
 
Goss was premier during the era of co-operative federalism in the 1980s, when the Hawke 
government sat down with the states to try to reach agreement on a more rational division of 
powers than the hodgepodge of overlapping and duplicated responsibilities that has developed 
since Federation. It became an alternative reform path to convincing Australians to carry 
referendums or hoping the High Court reinterprets the Constitution. After successes in areas such 
as competition policy and electricity and rail reform, the process ground to a halt, partly because of 
the more centralist inclinations of Paul Keating and John Howard.  "Co-operative federalism has a 
lot going for it," says Goss. "It is not a states' rights argument so much as making a system which 
is increasingly dysfunctional work." But he concedes it is unlikely to be revived any time soon.  
"Riding the Wave" constructs a scenario in which government failure to prevent and cope with 
deteriorating economic and social conditions leads to growing support for fundamental reform.  
This culminates in a referendum in which Australians vote in 2021 to establish a republic and 
move from three tiers of government to two, with state and local governments combined into 
regional governments and a strong but small central government.  Many may see such a 
development as unlikely, given the strong states' rights sentiments, particularly in the smaller 
states. But Goss believes it is possible a demand for such basic reform could arise from a national 
crisis. "It is clearly an option that has to be considered and one day may well be considered," he 
says. 
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Sunday 
Telegraph 

14 Mar 2004 

'Zeal for real 
reform': Letter 

by by Don 
Malcolmson 

of Bungendore

COME on, Mr Howard, don't stop at taking over hospitals – be really bold and reform our system 
of government.  Removing state and territory governments would free up huge amounts of money 
now spent in propping up duplicated bureaucracies, estimated to be as much as $30 billion per 
year.  This would go a long way to boosting our pension, education and health systems and get the 
dead hand of bureaucracy off the backs of working Australians. 

The 
Australian 

16 Mar 2004 

'Vision of our 
future warns 

of 
complacency', 

by Mike 
Steketee 

AUSTRALIA has to prepare for a future that could see major instability in Asia and the Pacific as 
well as a breakdown of the political system at home, according to a report.  Business, defence and 
other experts used yesterday's release of "Aspire Australia 2025", which includes three scenarios 
for Australia over the next 20 years, to press for long-range planning. The scenarios are not meant 
as predictions; they question whether assumptions based on present trends are valid.  For example, 
one explores regional instability that requires major Australian defence and security commitments, 
while Australia loses many of its Chinese markets.  Another examines a situation in which 
governments in Australia are unable to cope with major challenges, leading to demand for 
fundamental reform and three tiers of government being reduced to two. A third focuses on 
intergenerational tension as retiring baby boomers are replaced by a generation that is more 
competitive and international in outlook.  Common themes in the scenarios are the dangers of 
complacency stemming from the nation's apparently bright economic prospects, the need for more 
defence planning, the stalling of the domestic reform agenda and the neglect of long-term 
investment in energy, transport and other infrastructure.  Eighty leading Australians from widely 
different backgrounds spent more than a year working on the project, organised by the Business 
Council of Australia.  The report is available on www.bca.com.au. 

Herald Sun 
18 Mar 2004 

Letter, by 
D. Pearson, 

Seaford 

SHOULD the Federal Government take over hospitals from the states? Why not abolish the states? 
Imagine how much this would save. 

Canberra 
Times 

20 Mar 2004 

'Dissidents 
gather to plot 

an end to 
states', by 

Emma 
Macdonald 

State and territory premiers and chief ministers must have felt their ears burning yesterday, for 
their demise was being plotted in the bowels of Parliament house. No, it wasn't John Howard and 
Tony Abbott mounting an all-out assault on Labor leaders across the nation. It was a conference of 
like- minded Australians who believe state and territory governments are a waste of time and 
money. The ninth Shed a Tier (of Government) conference was held yesterday by a growing group 
who want to slash the bureaucratic duplication, red tape, buck-passing and point- scoring that is 
currently a feature Australia's political landscape. Conference-goers are not united on a single 
model of government but are united in their belief the current system leaves a lot to be desired.   
 
Former federal Labor member for Eden-Monaro, Jim Snow, who is co- convener of the Beyond 
Federation Network, has proposed a new system in which about 27 local governments work with 
the Commonwealth to deliver services to the community. ''Most people are really sick of the 
blame-game that occurs between the states and Commonwealth. They get exasperated when they 
are shunted from one government to the other over basic issues and there is a lot of confusion 
about who is actually responsible for certain services,'' he said. He also noted most Australians had 
''no idea of how much money it wastes''. According to Beyond Federation Network co-convener 
Mark Drummond, who is currently completing his PhD at the University of Canberra on financial 
waste arising from the current system, there is about $30 billion to be saved through abolishing 
state governments. He said the ACT's system was far more workable than state governments and 
closer in spirit to the regional governments proposed under the two-tiered system.Mr Drummond 
noted the ACT's bushfire tragedy illustrated difficulties in having large borders controlled by 
different governments which resulted in ''buck-passing''. Under a new system, smaller regional 
governments should be in charge of municipal services with universal services such as health and 
education going to the Commonwealth.Mr Drummond welcomed increasing public debate about 
this very issue in the wake of the Federal Government's recent suggestion it should take public 
hospitals off the states, as well as its calls for more uniform education starting dates and reporting. 
But another option is to create three new states across NSW and Queensland and subsuming the 
ACT into the new ''state'' of River-Eden, according to Newstates by 2000 convener Ian Johnston. 
Mr Johnston has given up work in the Public Service to spruik his proposal across the country - 
even adding new points to the Federation Star on the Australian flag for effect. ''There is nothing 
intrinsically radical about the creation of the new states,'' he said. ''It's just that it has been over 140 
years since NSW split to create Victoria and Queensland and people are not used to the idea.'' 
Taking a similarly historical approach to the issue yesterday, Dr A.J. Brown, a senior researcher in 
the Key Centre for Ethics, Law, Justice and Governance at Griffith University, delivered a Senate 
occasional address on Constitutional Schizophrenia. He said Australia had a love-hate relationship 
with its federal system. 
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Australian 
Financial 

Review 
23 Mar 2004 

p. 61 

'Our Crippled 
Councils', by 
Mark Skulley 

And Mark 
Ludlow 

With populations ranging from 900,000 residents in Brisbane to 58 in Silverton Village in outback 
NSW, it's hard to compare apples with apples in Australian local government.  Western Australia 
encompasses both the Shire of East Pilbara, which covers a massive 378,533 square kilometres, 
and a pampered 2 square kilometre enclave nestled on Perth's Swan River, Peppermint Grove.  
Councils also do different things. Water and sewerage are run by local government in Queensland, 
Tasmania and rural NSW but not elsewhere. Brisbane runs its own buses. Many remote councils 
have to get involved in attracting and retaining health professionals.  Whatever their role, local 
councils are unrecognised in Australia's constitution and come under the legislative wing of the 
states and territories.  The president of the Australian Local Government Association, Mike 
Montgomery, says councils face a financing crisis, which is real but difficult to quantify.  "Part of 
the crisis is that councils have limited ability to raise revenue," he says. "Generally, councils are 
under-funded for the services that their rate-payers demand.    
... 
Council rates are the only source of taxation available to councils and, on average, account for 
about 38 per cent of council revenue. They account for 59 per cent of council revenue in South 
Australia but only 27 per cent in the Northern Territory (where federal grants are of equal 
importance).    
 
There are clear divisions between the city and the bush. Australia's 700-odd local governing bodies 
have an average population of 26,400, but half have fewer than 6500 residents.  Most of the capital 
city councils Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, Adelaide and Perth are financially sound, courtesy of 
a decent-sized population that fills the coffers.  The big city councils are largely self-sufficient, 
with rates and charges accounting for about 80 per cent of their total revenue.  Standard & Poor's 
gave Melbourne and Sydney city councils AAA ratings in 2002. Brisbane followed with an AA+ 
rating, courtesy of its higher net debt because of its responsibility for water and sewerage supply.  
But it is the smaller rural or regional councils, which may cover a large geographic area but have a 
relatively low number of rate payers, that drain the public purse the most.  Some country councils 
rely on state and federal grants for more than half of their income and often for their survival. The 
funding squeeze has fuelled the push for council mergers, led by Victoria in the 1990s and in NSW 
now. 
 
Graham Sansom, who is an associate professor and director of the Centre for Local Government at 
the University of Technology Sydney, has warned about mergers being seen as the "panacea" for 
cash-strapped councils.  "There's no evidence to suggest that above a certain threshold, merging 
into a ever larger council really does produce efficiency and savings," Sansom says.  
"Amalgamations aren't a panacea for councils, but they are inevitable up to a point . . . once you 
get down to the smaller councils, you simply don't have the critical mass to be able to operate 
effectively."    
 
Despite some attempts to move the financial burden of local councils to the states, the 
commonwealth is likely to remain the main patron of this tier of government in Australia.  The 
Commonwealth Grants Commission has confirmed that councils have shifted away from their 
historic emphasis on roads and servicing property into human services.  The CGC's 2001 review of 
the Local Government (Financial Assistance) Act found that councils spent about a quarter of their 
budgets on roads in the 1990s, down from half in the 1960s.  Economist Brian Dollery, who heads 
the University of New England's local government centre, says the dilemma was that council costs 
were rising more rapidly than revenue.  "Sometimes they [councils] get additional functions with 
no money," he said. "Sometimes they get money, but not enough."  "The [councils'] physical assets 
are depreciating terribly all over the place and they are not maintaining them properly."  "It's kind 
of hidden if you don't do anything about depreciation for a while . . . but I think the chickens are 
coming home to roost." 
 
While centralised sources of national financial data on councils are surprisingly patchy, a number 
of studies support Dollery's arguments about big deficits in annual infrastructure maintenance.  
The chief executive of the Institute of Public Works Engineers Australia, Chris Champion, says a 
series of state-based studies over the past decade have consistently thrown up evidence of a big 
gap in infrastructure spending.  Champion says there is also a gap in quality information, which 
means that more national co-ordination is needed.    
 
A federal parliamentary inquiry found last year the commonwealth's contribution to local 
government had progressively risen in real terms over the past 25 years, but that the states had not.  
The inquiry claims the states were mostly to blame for between $500 million to $1.1 billion worth 
of costs being shifted to local councils.  "To fix cost-shifting on the part of all levels of 
government, we need to review our governance arrangements and the way our taxes, including 
rates, are spent," it says.  "Cost-shifting can be seen as a symptom of the current weaknesses in our 
system and it is the responsibility of all spheres of government to address the matter."  The chair of 
the inquiry, Liberal MP David Hawker, says that an "intergovernmental agreement will be the 
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most important step".  The report recommended an urgent meeting of the Prime Minister, the 
Treasurer, state and territory leaders and local government representatives to determine what 
councils should be doing and how they should pay for it.  For its part, local government has since 
been granted one fiscal wish an extension of the federal government's four-year $1.2 billion Roads 
to Recovery program.  Councils are responsible for about 80 per cent of Australia's roads by 
length, so this gave some relief for Australia's lesser byways.  The ALGA, in its 2004-05 federal 
budget submission to the Treasurer, Peter Costello, also asked for federal assistance grants to be 
raised to the equivalent of 5 per cent of GST revenue.    
 
Critics of the Hawker report have queried one of the headline findings, that duplication in the three 
levels of government costs $20 billion a year. The source for the figure was given as the December 
2002 issue of the Australian Journal of Public Administration, but critics say it was originally used 
as the estimated savings in fixed costs from abolishing state governments.  Fault was also claimed 
in the methodology for calculating the amount of cost-shifting by the states within individual 
council budgets. 

 



 3E-139

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) 
or Author(s) 

if Known 

Extracts from Report 

Canberra 
Times 

25 Mar 2004 

'Time for a 
revival of this 

quaint, 
carefree and 
wholesome 

activity?', by 
Ian Warden 

A reader always irked by the modern Canberra idea of beginning an event with an acknowledgment 
of the Ngunnawal people (his views are not necessarily those of this columnist) was irked for the 
fifth time last weekend. This time it was at Parliament House and at a meeting of the Beyond 
Federation movement whose intention is to abolish the states and thereby, the movement believes, 
save about $30 billion a year. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

14 Apr 2004 

'Here we go 
again': Letter 

by H. E. 
Hayward of 
Turramurra 

Just when it appeared safe to re-enter the water, the republican dinosaur appears to be stirring in the 
depths ("Debate on a republic should involve all of us from the start", Herald, April 13).  Rather 
than engage in another futile "my nationalism" versus "your nationalism" debate, would we not all 
be better off addressing issues in the constitution that go to the heart of our nationhood, such as 
recognition of prior occupancy by the Aborigines, the rights and responsibilities of citizens and 
federal/state relationships.  Central to the latter is a consideration of whether our three-tier system of 
government still serves us well. 

Albert Logan 
News 

28 Apr 2004 

'Time to do 
away with 
third tier': 

Letter by E. 
Kelly of 

Waterford   

I see it didn't take long for the re-elected councillors to get their snouts in the trough.  Since the 
introduction of a corporate system into local government by the State, councillors are just there for 
show.  They cannot instruct anyone employed by council to do anything without it going through the 
CEO. The mayor is the only one who can give anyone on council a direction.  What Logan City 
should have had at the Local Government election along with the rest of the State, was a vote to 
elect the bureaucrats who run council, for a four-year contracted term along with the mayor.  This is 
a saving of millions of our ratepayers funds.  If the State and Federal governments keep loading up 
local government with their responsibilities, maybe it's about time the voter was given an 
opportunity to unload one of the three.  The practical thing to do would be to unload local 
government.  No wonder people want to get into government with a gravy train loaded with goodies 
at the taking.  My biology teacher once told me that a parasite is a hanger-on, a living thing that 
draws nutriment from its prey. I suppose this could best describe some people who take advantage 
of the poor suckers who give them a position of trust. 
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WA Business 
News 

6 May 2004 

'Doubling up a 
losing bet', by 

Joe 
Poprzeczny 

IT'S easy to forget that, tucked-away between both Burke Governments (1983-88) and the 36-month 
Lawrence Government (1990-93), an even shorter-lived Labor administration existed.  It was led by 
overly acerbic Perth lawyer Peter Dowding, who was premier for a year less than Dr Lawrence, and 
has emerged this election year as a fortnightly columnist for The West Australian.  ...  Mr Dowding's 
nearly two years at the top have largely faded from public consciousness. 
 
In one important respect that's regrettable, because he did one other thing that's unfortunately also 
now largely forgotten, but which State Scene never ceases to highlight when hearing his brief 
premiership criticised.  Shortly after taking office, either Mr Dowding, his press officer, or one of 
his advisers – we'll never know which – decided he should highlight and publicly condemn the 
enormous amount of duplication of services between Australia's Federal and State tiers of 
government. 
 
A simple scan of the ministerial titles of State and Federal cabinets starkly demonstrates the 
existence of wasteful duplication on a grand scale with transport, health, education, the arts, and 
other such portfolios at both levels.  All such areas of responsibility, plus more, should of course be 
handled by State-based administrations, not held by Canberra, which should basically oversee 
defence, national finances, international relations plus migration, social welfare, and an array of 
smaller nationally-oriented responsibilities (weights and measures, some pertinent scientific 
endeavors, and the like).  Instead there's duplication on a grand scale, which means an additional 
burden on already overburdened taxpayers.  The main beneficiaries of this doubling-up between 
Canberra and each of the States are, of course, senior bureaucrats who constantly fly between 
capitals, coordinating and discussing their duplication.  This means Qantas, Virgin Blue and big 
capital city-based hotel chains are major beneficiaries of lots of taxpayers' money. 
 
Precisely what Australia's abundance of duplication and coordination costs adds up to is something 
no-one, until recently, could quantify; not even State and Federal auditors general, and the battery of 
well-paid boffins at the top of their respective treasuries.  But it's been known for years that it was 
an enormous amount of taxpayers' cash, which was outlayed year in, year out.  However, just before 
Christmas – more than 16 years after Mr Dowding highlighted this wasteful and enormously costly 
burden – the House of Representatives Economics Committee (HREC) disclosed in a little-
publicised report that it was – wait for it – $20 billion.  That means every man, woman, child and 
infant is being charged $1,000 annually for this huge exercise in extravagant doubling-up annual 
super spending spree.  In the case of, say, 10,000,000 taxpayers, that figure doubles to $2,000 
annually for each taxpayer, or about $40-a week.  In other words, if all duplication and coordination 
costs were scrapped, each taxpayer could expect to have their tax burden lightened by that amount.  
And that's over and above the amount that should be adjusted for bracket creep, which neither Prime 
Minister John Howard nor Labor's Mark Latham are likely to promise to do away with by 
introducing tax indexation.  On the day of the HREC report's tabling that committee's chairman, 
David Hawker, a Victorian Liberal MHR, basically repeated what Mr Dowding had stressed 17 
years earlier.  "Our system of federalism is fracturing under the weight of duplication and 
coordination costs between three levels of government," Mr Hawker said.  The report carried several 
sensible recommendations, including that an urgent meeting of Federal, State and local government 
representative be convened to develop an Inter-Government Agreement where Australia's $20 
billion duplication problem be remedied.  It went on to recommend that an inter-government summit 
be convened in 2005, 17 years after Mr Dowding first urged reform in this hugely wasteful area.   
 
But, and unfortunately, several of the HREC's reform proposals are likely to mean Canberra's 
powers will be further boosted as a coordinator, especially of local government activities, which 
shouldn't be allowed to be snatched from State governments.  In other words the Canberra-based 
Federal Parliament wants Canberra to gain a greater say over governance within States by 
involvement in local government – the very opposite to what's required if we're to see duplication 
and coordination costs severely cut back.   
 
If the Hawker committee ends up seeing greater intrusion by Canberra into local government, State 
Scene confidently predicts that we'll simply witness yet more duplication and a further explosion in 
coordination costs.  Let's hope Mr Dowding turns his acerbic skills against this threatening move in 
his fortnightly newspaper column.  If he did that, and won out on the duplication issue he first 
highlighted 17 years ago, he'd be assured of going down in the history of governance as far more 
significant that his predecessor, Brian Burke, and successor Carmen Lawrence, who both presently 
overshadow him. 
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The 
Australian 

13 May 2004 

'Abolish 
states': Letter 

by Peter 
Valder of 

Shoreham, 
Victoria 

YOUR editorial on hospitals (11/5), with which I agree, makes me wonder why we have state 
governments at all. In the days of poor communications, the reason was obvious, but now their 
main purpose seems to be to confuse the electorate and to give the federal Government someone 
else to blame.  Quite apart from the extravagances of the hospital system, is it not absurd that each 
state has its own education system, with enormous and expensive duplication of services? Is it not 
absurd that a suspected criminal has to be extradited from one state to another? Is it not absurd that 
the country's laws and regulations differ from state to state?  We need a federal government to 
provide for our defence and foreign affairs, but I can see no good reason for state governments. I 
imagine though that a federal government which took on their abolition would have to be what in 
Yes, Minister is described as courageous. 

Illawarra 
Mercury 

25 May 2004 

'Too many 
Govts?': Letter 

by Barbara 
White of 
Barrack 
Heights 

WHINE, whine, whine. Is everyone ever satisfied with budgets?  Always the question "what's in it 
for me?" but no-one ever has all the answers.  In previous budgets, many people, including 
pensioners, received a considerable boost so why should they line up again?  My husband and I are 
pensioners and through no fault of ours, we have had our pension reduced considerably - pre 
budget.  We could have used an increase but I think I'd prefer to see the money go to hospitals and 
roads, even though I believe this is the area of State Government (which seems to blame every 
little hiccup on the Federal Government).  I may have a solution to this problem. Let's get rid of 
state governments.  Boy! What would we save on duplication and what could we do with the 
savings? 

The Cairns 
Post 

9 Jun 2004 

'Rule by states 
wastes 

money': Letter 
by Andrew 

Ryan of 
Kuranda 

IT is good to see Senator Jan McLucas concerned with waste of taxpayers' money on Mareeba 
Wild Animal Park (4-06-04).  Maybe she could show the same concern with the "atrocious 
accountability" and "pork barrelling" of Australia's state governments controlled by her Labor 
mates.  Add 15 per cent to the cost all essential services, plus 10 per cent for GST, plus $20 billion 
that state governments rip off local governments every year and we may have a ballpark figure on 
how much state governments cost taxpayers.  I'm sure Senator McLucas is aware of the recent 
Rates and Taxes Report produced by a Federal committee that included Mark Latham. This report 
asks a much overdue question: How long can we afford state governments?  When will people like 
the Senator sponsor a referendum on abolishing state governments? Maybe then give the money 
they squander to essential services infrastructure, and to the 721 local government councils that 
service 20 million Australians? 
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Border Mail 
10 Jun 2004 

'Like maggots 
on a merino': 
Letter by Bill 
Buckpitt of 
Wodonga 

FOR more than 40 years I have practised NSW and Victorian law in Albury-Wodonga.  There have 
been several border anomalies studies and practically every State politician or State bureaucrat who 
visits the area makes some proposal as to how he or she would solve the problems caused by border 
anomalies. 
 
The only way in which we can rid ourselves of the anomalies caused by State governments and State 
laws is to rid ourselves of State parliaments and all their boards, tribunals, commissions and inquiries, 
State laws and State courts and State boundaries.  I realise that, unlike councils, State governments 
can be disposed of only by a referendum of the people and I suggest that the Australian Government 
conduct a referendum of Australian people to determine whether they wish to abolish the States.  
 
Australia is a democracy but the State governments regard themselves as having absolute power over 
their citizens and any non-resident who dares to venture within the State boundaries.  They operate as 
separate kingdoms ruled by petty tyrants who spend their whole time thinking up new ways of 
interfering in the lives of their citizens in order to distract attention from their failure to cope with 
their major duties.  The States are like maggots on a merino.  They serve no useful function and cost a 
fortune. 
 
The States have responsibility for health, education, transport, the environment and law and order and 
are constantly complaining that they have insufficient funding while these State government 
portfolios lurch from crisis to crisis.  The States incompetence and inability to deal with the demands 
arising from these functions are legendary.  
 
The capital cities have grown to such an extent that the State governments can be elected by the 
citizens of the capital cities.  The capital cities have no common interest with regional and rural areas 
and the actions of State governments and State laws are characterised by complete disregard for the 
interests and concerns of people living in rural and regional areas.  State governments act in the 
interests of the majority.  As the majority live in the capital cities and thereabouts, State governments 
are not dependent on regional and rural voters.  
 
The removal of the States and State laws would enable the Australian Government to consult with the 
various communities and establish regional councils comprising areas having common interests with 
statutory protection from the vagaries of government.  It would also ensure that an Australian 
Government would represent all Australians without having to cope with the divisions caused by the 
States and would be directly responsible to the people, not only for the collection of taxes, but also for 
the spending of those taxes. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

17 Jul 2004 

'Off with the 
states': Letter 

by Dick Crane 
of Castle Cove

Mark Latham's meeting with the premiers and territory leaders might not have been so chummy if he 
had discussed what every sensible Australian would like to see: a plan to phase out state governments 
to really save our country billions of dollars in useless administrative duplication. 

ABC News 
30 Jul 2004 

'Nationals 
resolutions 

'tire' member'

A member of the Queensland Nationals has accused his party of giving away too much power to the 
Commonwealth.  The Nationals are in Cairns for their four-day annual conference.  State leader 
Lawrence Springborg will deliver his keynote address today and federal leader John Anderson will 
speak tomorrow.  But life member George Cowan does not like the tone of many of the resolutions at 
the conference so far.  "I am tired already of all the resolutions here that are actually saying get rid of 
state government and just go to the federal government," he said.  "I think that if our state 
parliamentarians want to go like this, let's drop state governments and just have centralist government 
anyway." 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

03 Aug 2004 

'Too insular': 
Letter by 

Jaymie Lee of 
Valley View 

WELL said, Brian J. Farnam (The Advertiser, yesterday). We have become far too insular. We should 
be asking "not what our country can do for us but what we can do for our country" to quote a famous 
American president.  Today we seem to ask "what's in it for me?" Society is self-destructing; it started 
with the breakdown of extended families to nuclear families.  Where will it stop? Communities need 
to work together to thrive and grow. The same goes for countries. We need to work together, get rid 
of state governments, and build a structure that helps the federal and local governments meet the 
needs of all Australians. 

Port Stephens 
Examiner 

12 Aug 2004 

'Abolish state 
governments' 

letter by J 
Fordham of 
Medowie 

SIR – I came to this country nearly 18 years ago and I resisted the urge to apply for citizenship 
because even though I found much to admire there was much I disagreed with. 
...  Australia is a bureaucratic nightmare with layer upon layer of MPs who we do not need.  We do 
not need state governments who are costly and divisive and totally unnecessary and a burden to us all.  
An employment bureau for lawyers.  We only need the Australian Federal Government and we need 
uniform laws that apply to the whole country not a mish mash of state laws that only confuse. 
...  From my own survey I have found that if a referendum was taken tomorrow 90% of voters would 
vote for the abolition of state governments.  Three years ago I became a citizen because I realised that 
I had to fight this bureaucratic nonsense from within. 
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Canberra 

Times 
14 Aug 2004 

'How to free 
up more 

money for 
health': Letter 

by Don 
Malcolmson 

via 
Bungendore, 

NSW 

YOUR EDITORIAL (August 13) on heath costs is symptomatic of a deeper issue that Ross Bills 
(CT Letters, August 13) alludes to - that of how best to fund health, aged- care, pensions and other 
public services in the 21st Century, using a inefficient three- tier system of government conceived 
in late Victorian times in a colonial environment. You correctly note the seeming inability of our 
politicians to deal with such a complex issue. Sadly, there is no contemporary federal or 
state/territory politician with the vision, conviction, energy, altruism and intestinal fortitude 
necessary to embrace and drive fundamental reform to our system of government. Rather than step 
back and take a longer-term view, our politicians merely procrastinate, limp from one funding 
crisis to another and generally reinforce the public perception that they put self interest ahead of 
the national interest. Removal of state and territory governments (and state governors) would free 
up huge amounts of money now spent in propping up duplicated state, territory and federal 
governments and bureaucracies - estimated to be as much as $30 billion per year. This single 
reform would go a long way towards improving the funding and efficiency of our health, pension 
and aged- care services. It would also provide more than a band aid solution to the problem of 
satisfying increasing demand for such services due to the aging of our population. 

Hobart 
Mercury 

16 Sep 2004 

'Greens would 
do away with 

states', by 
Ellen 

Whinnett 

THE Australian Greens want to abolish the states of Australia.  The Greens' policy document 
shows that the Greens would seek to abolish the states as part of a reorganisation of the spheres of 
government.  The states were formed during Federation in 1901.  Greens leader Senator Bob 
Brown said the issue was not high on the Greens' agenda and would require a referendum, as it 
could only be achieved by rewriting the Constitution.  But he said it was a concept that had been 
debated by Labor, Liberal and Democrat politicians.  "Reviewing our Constitutional balances 
would not effect Tasmania which is an intact entity," he said. 
 
Senator Brown said spheres of government ought not to follow state lines, but instead encompass 
"community of interest" and water catchment areas.  He said there were six governments dealing 
with the Murray-Darling catchment.  "I don't have a concern with it, it is a Green policy and has 
been discussed across the political spectrum," he said.  Tasmanian Resources Minister Bryan 
Green ridiculed the policy, questioning why the Greens would run candidates in the Senate, the 
state's house, if they wanted to abolish the states.  "How on earth can you even contemplate 
removing the states?" Mr Green asked.  "It's an absurd idea and apart from anything else would be 
unconstitutional.  "What would we call our Spirit of Tasmania ships?  "What will they call state of 
origin rugby games?" 

Northern 
Territory 

News 
17 Sep 2004 

'Greens back 
scrapping 
states and 
territories 
system' 

Territory Greens candidate for Solomon, Ilana Eldridge, last night backed the abolition of the 
states and territories.  "In the long term, it makes more sense for Australia to be managed on a 
community and water catchment basis, rather than by the division of lines drawn on a map over a 
hundred years ago,'' she said.  As part of its policy to strengthen the power of local and regional 
spheres of government, the Australian Greens "support the eventual abolition of the states''.  Ms 
Eldridge said the proposal was "not on our agenda at the moment''. 

Illawarra 
Mercury 

17 Sep 2004 

'Transport 
needs total 
solution': 

Letter by N. 
Hodges of 
Kanahooka 

NOW the next federal election campaign is under way it appears the topic of transport is one that's 
come to the front with the Princes Hwy topping the list.  It appears that it's just a political football 
to be passed back and forth but one answer is to abolish all state governments which would leave 
no option other than to do something positive about it and make available a lot more money as 
well.  In this day and age transport should be considered as a total solution, not the ad hoc way 
present governments are looking at it. 

The Courier-
Mail 

20 Sep 2004 

'Word of the 
day', by 
Rodney 
Chester 

STATES: The Australian Greens would like to abolish the states although Bob Brown says it's not 
at the top of his list of things to do. Nevertheless, just the idea has Tasmanian Resources Minister 
Bryan Green doing his best Chicken Little.  "How on earth can you even contemplate removing 
the states?" he said.  "What would we call our Spirit of Tasmania ships?" 

Daily 
Telegraph 

22 Sep 2004 

Letter by L. 
Cass of Emu 

Plains 

With all the promises being made in the lead-up to the federal election about state issues such as 
health and education, would it be a good idea to get rid of state governments to stop double 
handling? Heaps of money would then be left over for health, education and transport. 

Hobart 
Mercury 

27 Sep 2004 

'Abolish 
states': Letter, 
by Kim Peart, 

Lauderdale 

I applaud Senator Brown's move to abolish the states and, like England, have one national 
government with many local councils. 

Adelaide 
Advertiser 

28 Sep 2004 

'Duplicating 
efforts': Letter 

by Steve 
McClure of 

West Croydon

FOR a government with economic rationalist principles, the Liberals are certainly committing a lot 
of expensive and inefficient waste through unnecessary duplication.  A bureaucracy for health, 
duplicating state efforts; a new technical education bureaucracy needing to be built from the 
ground up, duplicating state bureaucracies; payments directly to councils and community groups, 
again duplicating state efforts.  Prime Minister John Howard, either abolish the states or quit 
reinventing the wheel. 

 



 3E-144

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) or 

Author(s) if 
Known 

Extracts from Report 

Sunday 
Times 

(Canberra) 
03 Oct 2004 

'Abolish states to 
win votes': Letter 
by Peter Guppy of 

Moruya 

BOTH the Liberal and Labor parties have promised billions of dollars for education and health directly 
from the federal purse.  For the past four years I have been led to believe that the states were 
responsible for both education and health in their own states with the returns they received from the 
GST.  It now appears to me that both parties are saying that they believe the states are not capable of 
managing their own affairs and that they can do it better.  If this is the case why doesn't one of them 
come out and say that they will put into motion the ways and the means of ridding this great nation of 
state and territorial governments and making all of our government departments leaner and meaner so 
that more of the dollar goes into the classroom floors and hospital wards rather than into the top heavy 
bureaucratic labyrinths that exist today.  I say to both Mr Howard and Mr Latham that if either of their 
parties were to bring this into their policies over the next nine days they would gain the votes needed to 
lead this nation for the next three years. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

11 Oct 2004 

'Silent majority has 
spoken for strong 

government': Letter 
by William S Lloyd 

of Denistone 

The best reform both major parties could now work towards is the abolition of state governments. The 
efficiencies generated could massively improve all the hospitals, schools, water supply and public 
transport infrastructure where the current state administrations have long proved themselves 
spectacular failures. 

The 
Australian 

20 Oct 2004 

'Do it again': Letter 
by Stuart G. Partis 
of Kingston Park, 

SA 

BRUCE Wilson (Schools, 18/10) is merely stating the obvious about the school system when he 
writes: "Hundreds of people work away at solving the same problems... they spend over $100 million 
annually on activity which could be done once rather than eight times."  Why single out education? 
Thanks to our state/federal systems the same applies to just about every aspect of life in Australia. 

The Cairns 
Post 

21 Oct 2004 

Opinion: 'Carr runs 
up health white 

flag' 

WHILE New South Wales Premier Bob Carr is surrendering health care to the Commonwealth, why 
doesn't he send the state's flag and constitution to Canberra as well?  After all, if the states don't want 
to maintain responsibility for things as important as health, why have state governments at all?  Mr 
Carr yesterday offered to hand over the state's health system to the Federal Government to stop 
duplication of services such as currently exist in health, education and aged care.   
...  Mr Carr said he wants to prevent duplication of services by both the Commonwealth and the states.  
The easiest way to do that is to just abolish state governments and let Canberra do the lot. 

The Age 
22 Oct 2004 

Editorial: 'A door 
opens to a modern 

federalism' 

Federation has worked for Australia, but now has glaring dysfunctions that demand reform. 
 
The Prime Minister ventured earlier this year that "if we were starting this country all over again" 
Australia wouldn't have state governments but would have a larger number of regional governments. 
John Howard is not known for idle musings in public, but his remarks caused none of the furore that 
once greeted Gough Whitlam's strangely similar views on the matter. That was probably because Mr 
Howard made it clear he thought Australia was stuck with the arrangements adopted at Federation in 
1901. By contrast, Health Minister Tony Abbott did get people's attention when he suggested the states 
should hand over responsibility for hospitals. He moved to cool speculation by saying the states would 
never agree to the idea. This week, though, NSW Premier Bob Carr offered to do just that. Of course, 
there was a catch: he would offload a political liability for the state in return for control over schools 
and TAFEs, a proposal at odds with the thrust of Coalition policy. Such a swap doesn't look remotely 
likely, but Mr Carr has added to a reforming momentum that was created by the unexpectedly decisive 
nature of the federal Coalition's election victory. A Senate majority means the Commonwealth has the 
authority to drive reforms of a sort that had been assumed to be forever out of reach. 
 
Even premiers who oppose a handover of hospitals would agree with Mr Abbott that health systems 
are a "mish-mash of responsibilities". They would probably also agree with Mr Howard that "there's a 
lot of dysfunctionality about the federal system". Federal-state relations have become a byword for 
buck-passing and cost shifting in almost all areas of shared responsibility: health and aged care, 
education, transport, courts, industrial relations, community services, housing and the environment 
(most notably water policy). Last week, Victorian Premier Steve Bracks proposed an approach that is 
broadly in accord with what Mr Carr concedes is the more realistic goal of a conference to "tidy up" 
the system. There is an overwhelming public interest in clarifying areas of responsibility and reducing 
duplication (which carries a cost of about $2 billion a year in health services alone). The 
Commonwealth and states could start by investigating common funding pools for schools and health 
services to ensure transparent and efficient distribution of public money according to need. 
 
Many current problems are the result of stop-gap attempts by one level of government to compensate 
for another's deficiencies, or to bypass outdated arrangements that were seemingly set in stone a 
century ago. Yet Federation did not arrive as a fully formed vision; it was the result of a long, painful 
and imperfect process. The union of the colonies could have ended up in the too-hard basket had this 
country not had leaders with the political courage, vision and persistence to pursue the idea for decades 
after it was raised. The key question for Australia today is whether our leaders can live up to the 
reforming example of their political forebears. 
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Australian 
Financial 

Review 
22 Oct 2004 

'One ring to 
rule them all', 

by John 
Hewson, Dean 

of the 
Macquarie 
Graduate 
School of 

Management, 
an investment 
banker and a 

former Liberal 
leader 

The tools for a new brand of federalism are waiting to be used, writes John Hewson.   
 
It was a "paralysis of intellect that gave birth to that idea!" Mark Twain was of course writing 
about the different gauges of the rail lines between our then colonies, but he might just as well 
have been writing about our federation and the processes of federalism.  I have little doubt that if 
we weren't constrained by the "protectionist" requirements for the amendment of our constitution, 
specifically a positive vote by both a majority of the people and a majority of the states, there 
would be a clear majority of Australians who would vote to abolish the states, along with our 
present local governments, in favour of a regional structure of government to complement our 
national government.  But it won't happen. Unfortunately, we don't have the coincidence and 
commitment of leadership, at both state and national level, which would take a genuine national 
view and fight for it.  Ironically, those who established our federation often talked of, and indeed 
some sought, an Australian nation, but the outcome has proved ineffective, often unworkable, and 
clearly not "national", over the past 100-odd years.  So we are left with the difficult task of making 
our federation work as effectively as it can. It is definitely broke and it does desperately need 
fixing! 
 
This week NSW Premier Bob Carr offered a trade: the national government to take responsibility 
for public hospitals, in return for the states taking responsibility for schools and Tafe colleges. He 
said it was a win-win outcome. He would say this, wouldn't he, given his problems with public 
hospitals.  Nevertheless, Carr said all the right things in terms of the unnecessary "overlap in 
responsibilities, the endless buck-passing and blame-shifting" that, in the electorate's eyes at least, 
are the hallmarks of our federation.  Clearly the key issues are much bigger and broader than Carr 
has addressed. To cite one emotive example, would Carr support all industrial relations becoming 
a national responsibility, which should be a fundamental part of any reform of national-state 
relations? Given the likely pluses and minuses, the opportunity is there to try to strike an overall 
deal that would fundamentally reform the overall relationships. 
 
The place to start with any new federal structure is a genuine commitment, at both state and 
national level, to two key principles. First, to establish a clear division of responsibilities for 
funding, policy determination, and policy implementation. These responsibilities could be split for 
example, the national government could take full responsibility for funding and policy 
determination in respect of public hospitals, but the states might still have to run the hospitals.  
Second, to eliminate duplication that is, in effect, to close relevant parts or all or some state and 
national departments, once the division of responsibilities is agreed to. No ifs, buts or maybes.  
Bob Hawke was on the right track with his concept of new federalism and the establishment of the 
Council of Australian Governments. 
 
John Howard unnecessarily complicated the process by committing the GST revenue to the states. 
They got access to the growth tax that they desperately wanted, but what did Howard get in return? 
Beyond the politically clever means by which the states could only but support the GST, there was 
no substantive reform. Indeed, it represented a significant breach of what had been a fundamental 
principle that, where possible, those who carry the responsibility for some government service 
should also have to fund it.  Presumably, part of Carr's motivation would have stemmed from the 
recognition that, with the ageing of the population, the projected health and aged-care costs are 
essentially unfunded.  Yet, there are funding mechanisms available to offset some of these future 
liabilities. Three examples may be cited. First, the land and buildings that now are our publicly 
owned hospitals, nursing homes, universities, etc, could be sold. Second, the management of these 
facilities could be contracted out to private-sector managers. Third, the national government could 
borrow relative to these future liabilities.   
 
Given that the states are starting to recognise the magnitude of their future financial exposures, the 
Howard government has a unique opportunity to drive a process that not only would effectively 
start to reduce, if not eliminate, some of these future funding risks, but could also initiate a process 
that could lead to a more sensible and effective federation, which doesn't squander the billions that 
are currently lost through squabbling, buck-passing and duplication, while providing at best a 
mediocre service to the Australian people. 
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Canberra 
Times 

22 Oct 2004 

'Widen the 
debate': Letter 
by Robert S. 

Buick of 
Mountain 

Creek, Qld 

For the first time there is public disagreement between the Labor Premiers and Chief Ministers 
because Bob Carr has suggested that the states and territories dump their health responsibilities on 
the national government, but retain education within the states.  If Bob Carr, and Labor, is fair 
dinkum about smart governance, why not promote the removal of state and local governments and 
create a two-tiered system with about 70 regional governments based on two federal election 
divisions? As a nation we need to publicly discuss the nation's future.  We should not depend, nor 
allow, political parties and their up-front elected officials to do what they want, to enhance their 
own agendas.  It is time to create a nation without borders within - One nation, not six colonial 
states and a couple of territories. 

Central Coast 
Express 

Advocate, 
22 Oct 2004 

'Time for state
governments 
to go', by Len 

Murray of 
Point Clare 

(NSW Central 
Coast) 

ANOTHER Federal election is finished and now we must brace ourselves for the cost and humbug 
of the next two expensive series in the system.  The fact has long been recognised that we are 
grossly over-governed and suffer widespread waste, duplications, as well as a mish-mash of 
governments and laws to our detriment.  There never is enough money for local government, and 
state governments are crying poor for vital projects hospitals, education, and many other essential 
works.  The British Government was the midwife when state governments were born and now they 
are old and worn out and have outlived their viability.  We cannot, and must not, leave it to the 
self-interested political parties to abolish state governments and render the local government 
function more relevant and responsible as they just will not move. 

Illawarra 
Mercury 

23 Oct 2004 

'Lotteries 
needed': Letter 
by F Smith of 
Fairy Meadow

I READ with great interest the letter from D Rymer (Mercury, October 14) and agree that money 
from lotteries should go to our hospital system.  I do not think any government, Labor or Liberal, 
would make the necessary changes and all say a referendum would cost too much.  If anyone can 
think of some way to make this happen it would be great.  The only way I can think of is to abolish 
state governments. This would leave the Federal Government fully responsible ... with no-one to 
blame. 

National 
Indigenous 

Times 
27 Oct 2004 

'Abolish the 
states': Letter 

by Klaas 
Woldring,  

Convenor of 
Republic 

Now! 

The overtures by both senior Coalition spokespersons and NSW Premier Bob Carr, calling for a 
new kind of federalism, at least points to a new recognition of the massive problems the existing 
Common-wealth-State relations have created.  Community groups and some progressive political 
parties have long advocated the abolition of the states which is the real answer to these problems.  
They have demonstrated that Australia has far too many politicians and that a two-tier system is 
both much more efficient and far less costly than what we have now.  Health, education, transport, 
industrial relations, business, the professions and the environment all would benefit.  But in spite 
of this growing awareness don't expect any such reforms from the major parties as state politicians 
outnumber those at the federal level.  A movement that has to offer more than the major parties 
and the still minimalist Australian Republican Movement is needed urgently. 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

01 Nov 2004 

'Inter-state 
name-calling', 

by Allan 
Gibson of 

Cherrybrook 

Let's do away with the states and territories - then we would just live in Australia. 
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The West 
Australian 

6 Nov 2004 

'Two out of 
three is 

enough', by 
Clyde Russell

Australia's Federal system has probably long since reached the end of its useful life and it's now 
time to scrap the States.  We have three layers of government and quite frankly, they don't seem to 
interact that well and they hurt economic growth.  In addition they cost us a fortune in duplicated 
bureaucracies and a whole host of taxes that distort business and investment decisions.  New South 
Wales Premier Bob Carr recently mooted handing control of public hospitals to the Federal 
Government as part of an overhaul of Federal-State relations.  He was partially right, but didn't go 
nearly far enough.  The weakest and most costly level of Australia's three tiers of government is 
the State level.  It is here that large numbers of mostly talent-free, but well-paid, politicians preside 
over highly unionised and largely inefficient bureaucracies.  Go talk to any resident in virtually 
any State and ask them to list the main problems. Odds are that nine out of 10 times it is issues that 
are the responsibility of State governments that are the top concerns.  These include public 
hospitals and schools, transport and policing. There is also justifiable anger from the public on the 
way State governments rip the ring out of the property market through usurious stamp duties, and 
in WA, how they punish car buyers.  State governments also impose huge costs on business, 
through obvious things like payroll taxes, but also through compliance costs of having to deal with 
numerous different workplace relations rules and workers compensation schemes.  In short, having 
three levels of government for a country of 20 million makes very little economic sense, and the 
political reasons why it was set up this way have long since faded into history.  But if you are 
going to scrap State governments, you need to ensure two things.  Firstly, you must realise cost 
savings that can be passed back to consumers and businesses in the form of lower taxes.  Secondly, 
you need to make sure you improve the actual administration of government, so that people can 
see meaningful improvements to government services.  So if we get rid of State governments, how 
do we work with just two levels of government?  We would then have a central government, 
which in effect would be like today's Federal Government but with more responsibilities.  And 
then we would have metropolitan governments for the cities and regional governments for 
everywhere else.  This is similar to systems in many developed nations, some with much bigger 
populations than Australia.  The new central government would look after all the things the 
Federal Government currently does, plus it would take on all public hospitals and schools.  It 
would also take over the revenue-raising responsibilities of the former States, imposing a central 
stamp duty on property and perhaps a national payroll tax, if such a tax was still needed. It would 
also administer one workplace compensation scheme and one unified system of industrial 
relations.  Obviously some departments, such as education, and roads, would be split into regional 
entities to effectively deliver services, but you would still only need one national policy and this 
would result in significant savings.  For example, instead of having eight separate computer 
networks for education departments, you could have one.  Metropolitan governments would come 
about from the amalgamation of all the current local councils in the major cities into one super 
council.  These would have a fairly strong revenue base, given they would be able to raise property 
rates and charge for the provision of services like rubbish removal etc.  These super councils 
would be expected to maintain the cities' parks, streets and would also have planning powers.  
They would also be expected to provide a city police force, as happens in the United States.   
Regional governments would also be formed by amalgamating the councils of several towns, 
thereby increasing the revenue base.  They would also be expected to administer the same things 
as metropolitan councils, but they might need subsidies from the central government as their 
revenue base won't be as robust and some of their spending demands will be greater.  The new 
central government would also have to beef up significantly what is currently the Australian 
Federal Police.  Their expertise would be needed to assist metropolitan and regional police forces 
deal with more complex crime and forensic analysis.  You would also have to decide what to do 
with State-owned corporations, such as WA's Water Corporation. You could keep it in the hands 
of the central government and just get it to charge metro and regional councils according to their 
usage, or you could privatise it. 
 
But at the end of the day we could, with a little imagination and hard work, get rid of one layer of 
expensive and largely inefficient government.  Getting rid of State governments could save 
billions of dollars, as well as making government more accountable.  Everybody would feel more 
closely connected to their metro or regional council and again everybody would know the central 
government is now responsible for all health and education issues.  Of course, convincing several 
hundred State politicians to consign themselves to the garbage bin of history, along with all their 
perks, might be tricky.  And unions would also fight this tooth and nail. 
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The 
Australian 

17 Nov 2004 

'Feds take 
aim at 

governance', 
by Gavin 
Moodie, a 

higher 
education 

policy analyst 
at Griffith 
University 

AUSTRALIAN National University vice-chancellor Ian Chubb must be delighted at the prospect 
of federal Education Minister Brendan Nelson amending his university's act to be a model for the 
rest of Australia. The Australian National University Act 1991 is made by the commonwealth 
parliament, so the Coalition will be able to amend the act as it likes when it controls the Senate 
from July 1 next year. 
…  The minister would be able to impose his model university legislation on the University of 
Canberra and Charles Darwin University, since these universities' acts are made by the legislatures 
of federal territories with power delegated by the commonwealth parliament pursuant to section 
122 of the Constitution.  If Nelson is right, these amendments will give the three universities 
subject to direct commonwealth control a great advantage over the universities established by state 
legislation.  The commonwealth government can go no further without the agreement of the state 
governments since section 51 of the Constitution does not give the commonwealth power over 
education. The commonwealth government could at a pinch seek to use its power under section 96 
of the Constitution to make continued commonwealth financial assistance to the states conditional 
upon the states' transferring power over universities to the commonwealth parliament pursuant to 
sub section 51 (37) of the Constitution. The High Court has interpreted section 96 of the 
Constitution very widely in favour of the commonwealth.  But one could argue from chief justice 
Owen Dixon's judgment in the second uniform tax case that section 96 may be limited to imposing 
terms or conditions relevant to the situation which called for the commonwealth's financial 
assistance, and that requiring states to transfer a power pursuant to sub section 51 (37) of the 
Constitution is not directly relevant or needed to provide financial assistance.  If the 
commonwealth did win such a constitutional argument, it would be able to make the states 
irrelevant in all the areas in which it was willing to buy out states' power. This would all but 
achieve the old Labor policy of abolishing the states, turning them into little more than regional 
deliverers of commonwealth funds and policy.  Nelson says that a complete commonwealth 
takeover of legislative power over universities would remove some duplicated accountability and 
reporting. Since universities would no longer be established under state legislation they would no 
longer be required to submit annual reports and financial statements to their state governments.  
Reporting to both the state and commonwealth governments is annoying, and the inconsistency in 
accounting requirements between the commonwealth and some state auditors-general has resulted 
in some universities' financial statements being qualified. 

 Sunday Mail 
(Queensland) 
21 Nov 2004 

'Let's abolish 
states as well': 

Letter by 
Peter Warren 
of Morayfield

FOR perhaps the first time, Jim Soorley has made a valid point when he says the Senate, with its 
"unrepresentative swill", should be abolished. The savings would be enormous. Let's get rid of 
state governments as well. There are no major services that cannot be managed at a federal level. 
Local governments could control the minor services, funded through the savings generated. 

Herald Sun 
23 Nov 2004 

'Tax and 
government', 

by Neil 
Mitchell 

While we are all working so much harder, has anybody noticed how much more money we are 
losing in tax?  Land tax, stamp duty, payroll tax, income tax, GST. 
Think about this: how do voters persuade the politicians that a fair tax system is the way to power? 
And why do they need so much tax?  Is it to pay for an excess of government? Why does any city 
need or deserve John Howard, Steve Bracks and John So all at once?  One tier should vanish, and 
the councils look an excellent candidate. 

The 
Australian 

27 Nov 2004 

'No such thing 
as a free 

lunch': Letter 
by Fred 

Walton of 
Belmont, Qld

ONCE again the myth of the ageing baby boomer is trotted out as a justification for higher taxes 
(26/11), reduced health services, higher immigration, more GST and an appalling ageist 
discrimination.  ...  Ignored in the diatribe against the most productive generation yet seen in this 
country is the immense amount of GDP needed to support babies and young children, who 
together with young adults up to the age of 24, cost tens of billions in medical services and 
education – a large part of which is wasted, producing illiteracy in its stead. 
...  The aged need monies only in the last years of life. This is care that any civilised society must 
provide or be adjudged primitives. It is, after all, earned – something the young have yet to realise.  
A solution is to rid ourselves of the seven useless state governments which would free up large 
amounts of cash which could then be used in far-reaching reassessments of national significance. 

The Australia 
8 Dec 2004 

'Over-
governed': 

Letter by Val 
Wake of Port 
Macquarie, 

NSW 

AS long as the State and Federal Governments continue blaming each other for the things that go 
wrong, the opportunities for real progress are limited.  Infrastructure, taxes and health care need 
national solutions not piecemeal remedies to serve individual states.  The sooner we get rid of 
State governments the better. We'll have one less tier of government, less taxes and genuine 
national policies.  Australia must be the most over-governed country in the western world. 
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Manly Daily 
29 Dec 2004 

'One tier of 
government 

too many', by 
Paul Bailey of 

Narrabeen 

IN recent times people from the northern beaches seem to have become far more antagonistic 
toward the State Government. Even our very own Manly Daily has appeared to become more and 
more frustrated at Bob Carr, in particular the situation with our hospitals. The Government appears 
to have an agenda to do a property sell-off for its benefit.  At present the residents are being 
neglected because we historically vote for the Liberal Party at state elections and it is quite 
possible, despite our angst, that Labor will be returned at the next election.  If this attitude 
continues we will be faced with another state Labor Government which shows scant regard for us. 
 
In order for the northern beaches to have the infrastructure it deserves, we need to see an end to 
this tier of government. If we had a federal government responsible for federal issues and local 
governments responsible for local issues, we should see improvements in local infrastructure in all 
regions. Popularly-elected local governments would be far more accountable to the local 
electorate. Many people are not aware, but the GST collected in each state goes back to that state. 
Is the northern beaches receiving its fair share of the GST? I think most people will say not. How 
about stamp duty and the many other state government taxes?  It is time for the people of NSW to 
think about pushing for a fairer disposal of revenue for the development of their local 
infrastructure. I have only made the suggestion. How do we make it happen? 

Manly Daily 
05 Jan 2005 

'Why state 
governments 
should go': 
Letter by 

Carlo 
Bongarzoni of 

Clontarf 

CONGRATULATIONS to Paul Bailey (Opinion, Dec 29). A more economically and politically 
viable local government system within a national government framework would certainly offer a 
more democratic voice in local area decision-making on major infrastructure, environmental and 
social affairs.  Given an equitable national government financial redistribution system, it should 
also lead to a fairer allocation of funds to each local area, based on population and other needs and 
not by how they vote!  Abolishing state governments would save the nation millions of dollars in 
administration costs, dramatically reduce the mis-spending of taxpayer moneys and enable focus 
on often way overdue local needs.  If we could also avoid political parties in the new local 
government tier, that would also be a fantastic bonus.  How do we do it? By sustained organised 
collective will. And it could possibly be done within individual states.  Realistically, while a 
shorter timeframe may be possible, it should definitely be a goal to incorporate the change in any 
future republic scenario. But first we need passion and a critical mass.  I'd be happy to help kick-
start it if the Daily could provide my contact details to interested readers (phone 9949 1796). 

Border Mail 
13 Jan 2005 

'Hard to find 
sympathy for 

Carr 
Government': 
Letter by Greg 

Lynch of 
Lavington 

WHEN I read the special report into the registering of NSW cars in Victoria I almost had to get a 
tissue and wipe away my tears.  The poor old NSW State Government is missing out on another 
cash cow.  
...  In fact I've got a great idea. How about we abolish State governments all together and start 
running this place like an actual country, and the money we save on politicians inflated salaries, 
we can spend on lowering things like rego and fuel? 

Albert Logan 
News 

14 Jan 2005 
(and again on 
21 Jan 2005) 

'Abolish state, 
local 

governments': 
Letter by Rhys 

Watkins of 
Slacks Creek 

I'M not sure if BM Koehler agrees with me or not (Albert and Logan News, January 7) but I 
certainly agree with him.  I long for the day when the Australian public will vote for an Australian 
Republic with the simultaneous abolition of both State and Local Governments.  After all, that 
system seems to have operated successfully in the UK for several centuries. That country, despite 
the parasitic burden of the Royal Family, operates, in effect, as a democratic republic.  We are one 
nation, with uniform customs, language and accent, yet we are governed by so many conflicting 
laws and educational curriculum.  In New South Wales for example, for $10, you can buy a rabbit 
in a pet shop but in Queensland you face a possible $30,000 fine for harbouring one. 

 
Albert Logan 

News 
21 Jan 2005 

'Leave the 
royal family 

out of 
governance 

debate': Letter 
by Alan 

Vinten of Mt 
Warren Park 

TO Rhys Watkins (Albert and Logan News, January 14), the system of government in the UK 
does have county, district and town councils.  To refer to the royals as parasites is misinformed, to 
say the least. This could be said in years gone by, but not today.  The royal family, with all its 
trappings, for many years now has generated billions of pounds in tourism.  Try to get a ticket to 
see the Trouping of the Colour, or join the huge queues paying to visit Buckingham Palace or 
Windsor Castle.  The royal estates covering agriculture, livestock of every kind, are self-
supporting, profit-making businesses.  The same here when Liz and Phil visited some years ago, 
the cities of Canberra and Sydney alone recorded an estimated $7 million in tourist spending.  As I 
note, you applaud the democratic UK system, why don't we follow and have daylight saving and 
non-compulsory voting?  However, to get rid of state governments . . . I agree. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

25 Jan 2005 
p. 12 

'Altered 
states', by 

Daniel Lewis

A new push to create more states in Australia is coming from country people who think they are 
being ignored by the big cities that eat up all their taxes. Daniel Lewis reports. 
...  The last great surge was the late 1960s when the New England new state movement - pioneered 
by Ulrich Ellis, father of the Tamworth Country Music Festival founder, Max Ellis - was a force to 
be reckoned with.  New states - or regional government - have at various times been advocated by 
both the Labor Party and the Coalition. The former Country Party - now the Nationals - was 
particularly wedded to the idea of new states under the leadership of Sir Earle Page, who dreamed 
that his hometown of Grafton would become the capital of a great new state in northern NSW.  
The Australian constitution that came into effect in 1901 was crafted around the idea that there 
would be new states and the father of Federation, Sir Henry Parkes, once declared: "As a matter of 
reason and logical forecast, it cannot be doubted that if the union were inaugurated with double the 
number of present colonies, the growth and prosperity of all would be absolutely assured."  
Johnston says the constitution is such that New England could be created by Bob Carr and John 
Howard "over coffee tomorrow morning" if they wanted to.  There have been royal commissions 
into new states and in Queensland the Parliament has voted three times for the state to be 
subdivided, but it was only in 1998 that 51.3 per cent of Northern Territorians voted against 
statehood.  Now there is the chance of some serious political muscle once again being applied to 
the new states idea by the NSW Farmers Association.  At its annual conference last July, farmers 
resolved that the association "explore the feasibility of forming a non-metropolitan state" by 
establishing a taskforce which will report back to this year's annual conference.  Farmers and a lot 
of other country people feel alienated by what the independent federal member for New England, 
Tony Windsor, calls the "city-country divide".  They believe their voice is no longer heard in 
Macquarie Street because the overwhelming majority of the population lives in the NSW that 
stands for Newcastle-Sydney-Wollongong.  They also passionately hold the view that too many of 
their tax dollars prop up the metropolis rather than return to rural and regional areas.  Recent issues 
like forced local government amalgamations and the closure of rail lines have hardened their 
mood.  Johnston grew up in Quirindi, near Tamworth, and says he was converted to the new states 
cause as a five-year-old in 1953 when 21 councils in the north of the state defied the state 
government and held an unofficial referendum on the issue of a new state. The "Yes" vote varied 
from 69 to 87 per cent. 
 
In 1935, the Nicholson royal commission recommended the boundaries for three new states within 
NSW, including a northern one that took in Newcastle.  In 1967 an official referendum in the 
northern area was finally held and it was narrowly defeated, with a 54 per cent "No" vote. 
...  The NSW Farmers Association president, Mal Peters, bemoans that Australia already has too 
many politicians, but says the "problem is that in the [93-seat] NSW Parliament there are 12 seats 
on the western side of the sandstone curtain". Just one electorate - Peter Black's Murray-Darling - 
covers nearly half the state and is bigger than Victoria.  Peters - a gruff New England farmer - calls 
the Great Dividing Range the sandstone curtain because for him it symbolises the city-country 
divide and the lack of interaction between country people and Macquarie Street powerbrokers.  
Peters says his taskforce will try to work out if a non-metropolitan state would be socially, 
economically and legally viable, but cannot see it getting up unless it can also be proved it would 
benefit metropolitan NSW. 
...  Bryan Pape is a senior law lecturer at the University of New England in Armidale and active 
member of the Nationals who believes the party should be pushing for a royal commission into the 
feasibility of creating new states.  Pape strongly suspects that any such inquiry would show that 
carving up Australia into as many as 20 states would create government that was closer to the 
people and better value for money because it would do away with the "fruitcake federalism" that 
sees so much duplication.  In a paper he has written about the future of Australian federalism, Pape 
argues Australia's states are too big geographically and demographically: NSW, with a population 
of 6.7 million, is more populous than 39 of America's 50 states, and while California has a 
population of 34 million, it is home to only one in eight Americans whereas NSW is home to one 
in three Australians. He also quotes the eminent historian Geoffrey Blainey: "The sad fact is that 
the newest state in Australia is Queensland, created more than 140 years ago. Australia has created 
no new state since 1859. The United States in contrast has created close to 20. For a land of this 
size we do not have enough states. We thus miss one of the advantages of federalism."  Blainey 
went on to say: "As Australia possesses a wide range of climates and terrain and as each large 
region has a different mix of geographical assets and liabilities and sometimes different mix of 
people ... and priorities ... there is a case for each major region possessing its own state 
government."  Pape suspects the desire in the bush for greater political independence is linked to 
the electoral success of bush independents such as the Nationals' nemesis in New England, 
Windsor.  Pape got the issue raised at the Nationals' 2003 federal conference and last year's state 
conference in Dubbo, but each time it was voted down after vigorous debate. 
 
There are also plenty of people passionate about abolishing the states, such as Max Bradley, a 
former councillor on Berrigan Shire in the Riverina who, in 2001, established the Shed a Tier 
lobby group.  With more than 800 members of parliament in 15 upper and lower houses at the 
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federal, state and territory level, Australia is widely regarded as the most over-governed 
democracy on the planet.  The Shed a Tier website says: "The abolition of state and territory 
governments can bring local councils out of the shadow of state governments and at last enable the 
benefits of true decentralisation to pass on to the households, families and local communities that 
form the most fundamental units within our society where needs, opportunities and threats are 
most directly felt and understood.  "...When state and territory government are abolished, the 
number of high-ranking six-figure-salaried government jobs across the country can be greatly 
reduced, hence freeing up billions of dollars each year that can employ many more people on five-
figure salaries in productive 'coalface' jobs that create useful outcomes for citizens and taxpayers 
within their communities." 
 
Mark Drummond is doing a doctorate through the University of Canberra on the cost of 
constitutional change and helped found Beyond Federation, another group dedicated to reducing 
the tiers of government to free up resources and ensuring the Australian constitution is "the 
evolving document envisioned by its founders".  He reckons abolishing the states would free up at 
least $30 billion a year in public spending and could save the private sector many billions more.   
The NSW Government's idea of saving money through the amalgamation of councils was "almost 
too ridiculous to be true ... the real money to be saved is at the state level".  Drummond agrees that 
the city-country divide is "just staggering" but says "new states would be pretty damn expensive 
little beasts" and would lead to "duplicated centralism rather than decentralisation".  "You would 
need more than a hundred state governments to make them worthwhile."  Drummond believes 
funding local government properly is the answer to better government. 
 
A.J. Brown is a senior law lecturer at Queensland's Griffith University and an expert on the new 
states movement.  A Centenary of Federation survey he conducted in Queensland in 2001 found 
about a third were interested in new states and about two-thirds said they looked forward to a 
change in the federal system over the next 100 years.  Brown says the fascination with new states 
is "basically a healthy community reaction to the fact [Australia has] a stupid constitutional 
structure".  Brown believes a body like the Productivity Commission should run an inquiry into 
Australia's constitutional structure and change things in a planned way or else the process will 
happen in an ad hoc fashion.  Brown says there is already a very strong push for better funding of 
local government and the Federal Government is increasingly bypassing the states through things 
such as direct road funding to councils.  "If we don't move to new states or regional government 
[formally], I'm convinced we are going to end up there by other means anyway." 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

26 Jan 2005 

'Not more 
states': Letter 
by Nicholas 
Murray of 

Erskineville 

As a citizen of a country with far too many politicians, I am appalled to read there is a push for the 
creation of more states in Australia, no doubt each with multiple houses of parliament and 
redundant bureaucracies ("Altered states", Herald, January 25).  No doubt it would comfort these 
rural agitators to know that their taxes, instead of subsidising the wrong side of the "sandstone 
curtain", would be paying the fat salaries of surplus elected representatives and public servants.  
Surely we should be moving towards abolishing the states, relics of the colonial era that they are, 
and moving to increase competence and professionalism in local government? 

PM program 
on ABC radio 

7 Feb 2005 

'Nelson's call 
for national 
Year 12 test 

panned by key 
stakeholders', 
by Lynn Bell 

PAUL LOCKYER: The Federal Education Minister, Brendan Nelson, says there should be a 
standard national test for school leavers right across the country.  He wants to create an Australian 
Certificate of Education so employers, universities and students can rely on one consistent type of 
assessment, regardless of where a person is studying.  But the Australian Education Union and 
many State Education Ministers have already dismissed the idea.  From Melbourne, Lynn Bell 
reports.   
LYNN BELL: Across Australia there are eight different tests for students finishing high school 
and the Federal Education Minister, Brendan Nelson, says it's time for a unified system.   
BRENDAN NELSON: We're all Australians and it's about time that we started to work toward a 
common standard. We're not going to have the mediocrity of a national curriculum where kids are 
taught the same thing in every part of the country on any day of the week, but it's time that we had 
nationally high, consistent standards in a range of areas, particularly in year 12, and we've already 
announced that there will be common testing in science, maths, literacy, numeracy, computing and 
civics and democracy in the key milestones of education.   
...  BOB CARR: There's too much centralising thrust out of the Federal Government at the present 
time. They want to take over industrial relations. They want to take over the HSC. If they want to 
abolish the States they might as well announce that and get on with it.  But our HSC is a rigorous, 
objective, external examination that's world-class. Youngsters who sit for it and the teachers who 
help them know it's rigorous, and so do the parents, and he ought to leave that alone. 

The 
Australian 

10 Feb 2005 

'The centralist 
contradiction', 

by Mike 
Steketee 

Once upon a time, Liberals believed in states' rights.  YOU need to be ready for anything in 
politics but the unity ticket between John Howard and Gough Whitlam has arched a few eyebrows, 
nevertheless.   
…   The Government's actions are partly explained by frustration with the phalanx of Labor state 
and territory governments arrayed against it. But the story goes much deeper. While there are 
elements of the classic conservative in Howard, he has long been a centralist. In a radio interview 
last year, he said: "I have no doubt that if we were starting this country all over again, we wouldn't 
have quite the same structure of government that we now have. We'd have a national government, 
obviously, and we'd probably have a larger number of regional governments and not have the 
existing state boundaries ... I don't think the system we have in Australia works very efficiently." 
That reflects precisely the views that Whitlam was espousing as Opposition leader about 40 years 
ago, when he argued for the abolition of the states and the creation of a larger number of regional 
governments.   
…  Legislating for a single industrial relations system is close to perfect politics for the Prime 
Minister. He believes in it on efficiency grounds. It allows him to extend labour market 
deregulation further through the workforce.  …  Finally, it allows Howard to snooker Labor, which 
is caught between its belief in strong national government and its dependence on trade union 
support and opposition to further industrial relations reform. Whitlam's backing for Howard has 
been met by a stony silence from his Labor colleagues. Yet Howard's position is a longstanding 
Labor one, as Whitlam pointed out in his statement on Monday: Ben Chifley unsuccessfully put it 
to a referendum in 1946. Other past advocates include NSW premier Neville Wran. The Bracks 
Government in Victoria has made no moves to re-introduce the state system that Jeff Kennett 
transferred to the commonwealth. 

The 
Australian 

19 Feb 2005 

'Dreamtime', 
by Phillip 

Adams 

Dear Gert by Sea and other readers, 
Welcome to this day of national celebration. Yes, we've advanced Australia Day from January 26, 
replacing it with this neutral non-entity, non-event of a date. A day without baggage on which, 
over the centuries, nothing in particular has happened. This made it acceptable to all Australians, 
black and white, working in the spirit of Reconciliation. Remember that?  
It's a word that had vanished from the political vocabulary.  
...  It was interesting to see who wasn't there. No premiers, of course. Australia gave up its state 
governments a couple of years back, replacing them with regional administrations representing 
more natural "catchment areas" of population. Subsuming the municipal, we've now two tiers of 
government that seem to be working pretty well.  
...  Then, bugger it, the alarm clock went off. 
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The Land 
24 Feb 2005 

'Ending great 
divide', by 

Vernon 
Graham 

IT WAS vintage Roger Fletcher as he called for the abolition of State Governments, the full sale of 
Telstra, a super highway west across the Blue Mountains from Sydney, the abolition of payroll tax 
for bush employers and a new deal for Australia's under-privileged.  Mr Fletcher launched a volley 
of verbal shots at some of the problems he and his supporters have identified as the major causes 
of the economic and social decay across much of rural and regional Australia during a speech to a 
NSW Farm Writers Association lunch in Sydney last Friday.  The core of the problem, as Mr 
Fletcher sees it, are the politicians and bureaucrats who continually use short-term fixes and Band-
aids to treat the symptoms of a much bigger underlying disease sapping the life out of much of the 
bush.  But their blinkered attitude won't change until they are shown long-term strategies to cure 
the bush's major ills, Mr Fletcher said.  He and his team of supporters (formed late last year) are 
now fine-tuning some big-ticket reforms in key areas such as health, education and rural 
infrastructure as the start of their campaign to force politicians and governments to take a much 
longer-term view of the policies and planning needed for a sustained recovery across inland 
Australia. 
 
Dubbo-based Mr Fletcher, who operates Australia's largest sheepmeat processing and export 
business and employs about 700 people, started publicly agitating early last November for a 
blueprint for development and reform in what he sees as the largely forgotten and ignored people 
and industries west of the Blue Mountains.  He supports the full sale of Telstra providing all the 
proceeds (probably in excess of $30 billion) are used for building new major infrastructure in the 
bush, notably roads (starting with a super highway from Sydney west across the Great Divide), rail 
upgrading and new power-generating capacity.  Mr Fletcher said the pot of gold from selling 
Telstra should be doubled through borrowings to provide a $60 billion fund to build the essential 
new infrastructure identified by a proper long-term planning process.  He said much of Australia's 
expensive law and order and health problems could be traced to the bottom 20 per cent of 
Australian society who were being badly failed by the education, health, welfare and political 
systems.  Unskilled jobs were being exported with our raw materials such as wool, slaughter sheep 
and minerals because Australian industries couldn't compete with low-cost or subsidised 
manufacturing in countries such as China, India and the Middle East.  For example, he said, 
Australia now had only three topmaking plants due to China's domination of raw wool purchases 
(and the industry beyond the farm gate).  China could process wool for the same total labour cost 
as Australian mill owners paid in payroll taxes.  So the wool processing industry was now 
controlled by a country interested only in "hocking" product while jobs had been lost in Australian 
country towns.  This loss of jobs hits hardest at the bottom 20pc of the workforce, adding to their 
low self-worth which in turn increased the risk of crime, violence and expensive welfare 
dependence.  He said the education and social welfare systems weren't properly tackling the job of 
encouraging and nurturing the children of this under-privileged class, the consequences of which 
were costing the rest of society billions of dollars a year.  There were more than 100 organisations 
in Dubbo alone with their fingers in the social welfare pie and all trying to get money. 
 
Mr Fletcher said State Governments should be axed to end the costly blurring of funding and 
management responsibilities across a wide range of areas such as health care, roads and education.  
Local councils would need to be enlarged and more people elected to them "who knew what they 
were doing" if the States were abolished. 
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Canberra 
Times 

7 Mar 2005 

The answer to 
anarchy is 

simple: 
abolish the 
states', by 

Roger 
Beckman 

IN YOUR forced perusal of Canberra's graffiti, have you ever noticed a capital A with a circle 
around it, usually daubed in functional, no-nonsense black? It stands for Anarchy, and it's not the 
name of a band. Closet anarchists are still very much around: doing well out of the system, but 
keen to castigate it. These people think that their government is there to hassle them, take and 
waste their money, and get in the way of life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. According to 
them, we don't need a federal government; and supranational organisations like the UN and its 
agencies are all just a big plot to take away our sovereignty. It seems that you cannot convince 
such people of the necessity of any organisations that operate over a larger scale than their circle of 
friends and family-run businesses. You can point out in vain that the rivers, the sea, the air - and 
any pollution in them - know no boundaries. Neither do diseases. How could we have managed an 
all-out assault on smallpox across the planet without the World Health Organisation. What would 
happen if each little patch of Australia was managed by its own inhabitants? ''We'd all be much 
better off, that's what,'' these cerebrally circumscribed folk cry. ''Consider this,'' I reply, as I gear 
up for battle over the dinner table of closet anarchist friends, ''the Murray-Darling River system 
straddles four states and one territory; about 268 local governments have a stake in it, and 
thousands of landowners, farmers and city dwellers use its water or discharge something into it. 
Who's going to have overall responsibility for it - or will we just allow everyone to take out and 
put in whatever they want, without consideration for others?'' ''Well, we certainly don't need the 
federal government with a big stick telling us how to manage it'', is the usual reply. Clearly these 
middle-class anarchists are ignorant of the events leading up to Federation, when disputes between 
the separate colonies over inland waters were a major issue, and gave rise to the desire to have an 
entity larger than any individual colony so as to sort these matters out. They are also ignorant of 
the current Murray-Darling Basin Commission that manages the catchment, but there's little point 
in telling them - they would be certain to distrust a body headquartered in Canberra. It's not just 
the environment that shouldn't be managed, the comfy anarchists assure us. The Government 
shouldn't tell us to have our kids immunised; it shouldn't put health warnings on anything; it 
shouldn't enact legislation about racial vilification; it shouldn't restrict the rights of business by 
imposing environmental and workplace standards. Why? Because all these things are restricting 
our ''freedom'' and our ''rights''. But, curiously, about the only thing the yuppy anarchists think a 
government should do is increase the size of the police force. As this is a state matter, we don't 
need a federal government at all, they conclude. In fact, we should be moving the other way. The 
states are an anachronism. They are completely artificial and derive from straight lines drawn at 
random on old maps. (Couldn't they at least have given us some interesting borders? How about 
giant zig-zags?) The existence of states is a daily headache in environmental management and 
many other areas of life. We are still haunted by the old railway gauge problem. Businesses can 
pick and choose their locations according to differing standards on environmental care, and move 
to places that have less stringent controls. Co-ordinating environmental problems across the 
country is nightmarishly difficult because of all the different agencies and laws. Of course, various 
approaches to this problem are in place - such as unwieldy councils on which sit every state and 
territory environment minister along with the Commonwealth. But all this just adds extra layers of 
bureaucracy. Surely, abolishing the states, rather than the Federal Government, should be the goal 
of all those who want leaner, more flexible and more efficient government? Roger Beckmann 
could always move to New Zealand. 

The Courier-
Mail 

9 Mar 2005 

Letter by 
Clive Hodges 

of St Lucia 

I REFER to the article "Queensland accused of GST greed" (C-M, Mar 8). Yet another fruitless 
argument about the transfer of money from one level of government to another. Abolish state 
governments. Have local and federal governments only. Enough waffle; it's time to act. 
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Canberra 

Times 
11 Mar 2005 

 
'State 

Governments 
impede 
national 

development': 
Letters 

A great article by Roger Beckmann (CT Times2, March 7, p6). Why do our state politicians stop 
the police from crossing the borders but allow criminals and paedophiles to roam free in another 
state? Why do our state politicians only allow missing persons in one state instead of across 
Australia? Why are these cancerous state governments allowing the Murray-Darling system to be 
us as a political football when they are based in the capital cities and will not see what needs to be 
done? Why do these state government allow billions of dollars to be wasted on duplicated 
bureaucracy instead of having more doctors and nurses? Yes Roger, there are two thing we do not 
need, unthinking closet anarchists and state governments.  
Max Bradley, Quamby Station, Ivanhoe, NSW   
 
Hats off to Roger Beckmann for his proposal to abolish state governments. It will never happen 
because politics is an exciting, lucrative career and politicians are a self perpetuating oligarchy. 
While they are in the box seats they will never cosnent to the wholesale redundancies that would 
result from a fully federal system. There would not be enough spare seats on the boards of 
companies, fat overseas postings, insufficient lobbyist positions, too few advisers to NGOs and 
other well-paid niches for them to drop into. They are insulated from any measure of popular 
sentiment so the question will never be put. It is probably idle to ask why and how Britain and 
other European countries with much larger populations than ours, manage to govern without 
provincial legislatures. The tyranny of distance in Australia can be overcome by improved 
communications now available. The payoff would be huge; commonality in standards, single 
ministries with no more duplication, a single police force and no stupid barriers like having to 
extradite a criminal from one state to another, no more recalcitrant, grand-standing state premiers 
and their political games, no more haggling about how to raise and spend total revenue. It is more 
fundamental but much less likely to happen than a republic, although most people would concede 
that we are heavily over-governed in terms of MPs, MLAs, and their retinues in counting officials 
per head of population. Keep the states but in name only - for their sporting rivalries. 
Colin P. Glover, Canberra City 

The Age 
25 Mar 2005 

'Australia 
doesn't need 

states: 
Howard', by 

Tim Colebatch 
and Farrah 
Tomazin 

Australia would be better off without state governments, Prime Minister John Howard declared 
yesterday as he strongly backed Treasurer Peter Costello's demand that the states abolish $2.5 
billion in business taxes.  Speaking on radio about the federal-state tax deadlock, Mr Howard said 
it would be better if Australia had no state governments - adding that it was "unrealistic" to wish 
for that now.  "If we were starting Australia all over again, I wouldn't support having the existing 
state structure," he said. "I would actually support having a national government, and perhaps a 
series of regional governments having the power of, say, the Brisbane City Council (Australia's 
most powerful local government). 
...  Mr Howard's open declaration of centralist views lines him up with former Labor prime 
ministers Gough Whitlam and Bob Hawke. The Liberal Party at the time strongly opposed their 
views, and has long stood as defender of the federal system.  But with Labor in power in all eight 
states and territories, Mr Howard is leading an invasion of state powers on an increasingly wide 
front. His Government's proposed industrial relations changes will take control of industrial 
relations now in state hands. In education, it is setting up its own technical colleges to compete 
with state systems, and it has attached increasingly stringent conditions on funding of state 
schools, including requiring every school to have a flagpole.  Health Minister Tony Abbott has 
proposed a federal takeover of public hospitals, although Mr Howard has opposed this on the 
pragmatic ground that running hospitals is a political minefield. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

25 Mar 2005 

'Answer to tax 
stoush is to 
abolish state 

governments': 
Letters 

What a farce. Labor state treasurers spat the dummy and walked out of a meeting that affects 20 million 
Australians ("States defy deadline to wipe out taxes", Herald, March 24).  No wonder we are looking for 
alternatives to how we are governed.  It costs the nation more than $30 billion a year to maintain the state 
governments and it can be argued these governments are beyond their use-by dates and are inefficient in 
their duplication of services to the people.  We are thinking of removing the Crown from government; why 
not think about removing all the states and territories at the same time?  Develop a two-tiered system of 
governance, within one national constitution, and as a nation we will save about $15 billion a year. 
Eliminate the duplication of services by defining duties and responsibilities, within the constitution, for the 
national and regional governments. This will empower the people at regional level and fracture the power of 
the political parties, thereby bringing governance closer to the people. We are entitled to be governed by 
world best practices and we are not.   
Robert S. Buick Mountain Creek (Qld)   
 
Surprise, surprise: federal and state governments are bickering yet again about taxes and funding. In the 
meantime, I continue to be taxed threefold on my home contents insurance policy - GST, stamp duty and 
fire services levy. But one is a tax, the second a duty and the third is a levy. So I suppose that's OK, then.   
Alan Page Byron Bay 
 
The annual stoush between the federal and state governments over how to spend our money demonstrates to 
me the utter absurdity of the federal system of government. We are one people. We should have one 
government. Our taxes should be subject to one set of rules. Our laws should be the same for every 
Australian, no matter which part of the country they may live.  Let us abolish state governments. They are a 
very expensive, unnecessary appendage to our society. Local government can still play its part by setting 
the necessary local by-laws.   
A. Morley Thornlie (WA) 
... 
I hope the Treasurer, Peter Costello, does withdraw GST revenue from our wasteful state governments. 
Perhaps he would also like to take charge of our schools, hospitals and railways. Surely he, who has 
soundly managed our national economy, can do no worse than the likes of Bob Carr. 
Benjamin Smith Glenmore Park   
... 
The stand-off between the federal and state treasurers over GST dramatically shows how inefficient our 
multi-tiered democratic political system is. If a professional management consultant looked at this system 
he/she would be horrified.  Accountability is the problem - no one is prepared to accept responsibility for 
everything and everyone blames others when actions fail to materialise.  In this particular circumstance the 
federal Treasurer seems to have the high ground. There should be greater scrutiny of how the states spend 
their "revenue". Certainly in recent years governments of all colours have allowed infrastructure to run 
down to the detriment of Australia and Australians.  It's time to call in management consultants to try to 
work out how we can do things better. 
David Richard Abbotsford 

The Age 
26 Mar 2005 

'Please explain, 
PM': Letter by 
Stephen Mead 
of Rowville 

The Prime Minister would like to abolish anachronistic, expensive and just-not-needed state governments 
(The Age, 25/3) but wants to keep an anachronistic, expensive and just-not-needed English monarchy. Go 
figure. 

The Weekend 
Australian 

26-27 
Mar 2005 

'The GST row': 
Letter by 
Robert S. 
Buick of 
Mountain 
Creek, Qld 

WHAT a farce, the Labor state treasurers spit the dummy and walk out of a meeting that affects 20 million 
Australians – no wonder we are looking for alternatives to how we are governed.  It costs the nation over 
$30 billion a year to maintain the state governments and it can be argued these governments are beyond 
their use-by dates and are inefficient in their duplication of services.  We are thinking of removing the 
Crown from government – why not think about removing all the states and territories at the same time? 
Develop a two-tiered system of government, within one national Constitution and as a nation we will save 
about $15 billion a year. Eliminate the duplication of services by de fining duties and responsibilities, 
within the Constitution, for the national and regional governments. This will empower the people at 
regional level and fracture the power of the political parties, thereby bringing government closer to the 
people. 

The 
Australian 

28 Mar 2005 

Letter, by 
Janice White, 

St Georges, SA

LET us all rally behind the call of Robert S. Buick (Letters, 26-27/3) to abolish the states and to replace the 
two lower tiers of government with regional governments. These changes are urgent and underlined by the 
crises of infrastructure described in Inquirer and elsewhere in the paper.  The states might have made sense, 
politically and geographically, at Federation but no longer. They have long outlived their usefulness, are 
now hindering our progress. 

Townsville 
Bulletin 

29 Mar 2005 

'Unfair to point 
finger at Feds': 

Letter by 
D. Reynolds 
of Annandale 

INFRASTRUCTURE problems, public hospital concerns -- why do people point the finger at the Federal 
Government when both of these fall under state jurisdiction?  The state treasurers trundle off to Canberra 
crying poor.  However, the fact they not only collect the GST but also reap the benefits from state taxes and 
charges they were supposed to abolish is hypocritical. This State Government has been negligent in funding 
port infrastructure and it has been negligent in its hospital funding so please don't blame the Federal 
Government.  Isn't it time that this hangover from Federation was abolished?  Get rid of state governments. 
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Canberra 
Times 

12 Apr 2005 

Editorial: 
'Howard 

secedes from 
the states' 

JOHN HOWARD'S enemies, from both his left and his right, may well think this is his most 
dangerous and radical step yet. The Prime Minister has said more bluntly than ever before that the 
Australian federal system is up for grabs, and that the states and the federal division of powers 
stand in the way of social, economic and political development. He acknowledges that it might be 
practically impossible to abolish state governments - though he asserts that Australians today would 
not recreate the federal compact were they uniting now. But, he implies, the Commonwealth will be 
uninhibited in using all of its constitutional powers, including state-function-grabbing ones such as 
the corporations power, to remove traditional powers from the states. Or, at least, to remove them if 
they will not play ball with Commonwealth ambitions and ideologies. If they play well, well 
perhaps, they might be tolerated. It's not so as to centralise power in Canberra, of course.   
 
Or, in the increasing presidential Australian system to centralise power in him. No, no. It's to hand 
back power to the people. To give them freedom, flexibility and individual choice. To free them 
from bureaucracy and from an obsolete system where there are different rules on different sides of 
the river, now that efficient transportation and communication has created a single national 
marketplace. Or would, except for local overregulation. And, of course, local poor delivery of basic 
services - such as health. And education. There he is, the Prime Minister who has done the most to 
give the states more revenue, a growth tax, and the capacity to plan ahead. And what have they 
done? Become more inefficient and ineffective, while failing to lower taxes and burdens on the 
people. While, of course, blaming all shortcomings on the Commonwealth. Well, he's not going to 
go along any more. His first step will be in creating a unified system of industrial relations, with or 
without state cooperation. Reform might be more incremental with health and education, and 
vocational and technical education, and he has no predisposition for a single government delivering 
services. But, by golly, the systems must meet national aims, so as to produce less, not more 
bureaucracy, and greater choice and opportunity for Australians. Many, particularly on the Labor 
side of politics, will agree with his critique of the increasing obsolescence of the states, and will 
prefer political change which recognises that Australia is now a single market, and that aspirations 
for good health, welfare and education are national ones, rather than ones which can be determined 
differently in Queensland from Tasmania. That Labor dominates in state and territory 
administrations may make one aspect of Howard's agenda party political, but Laborites might think 
it a wonderful thing that it be a conservative government which tries on the substantial increases in 
Commonwealth power that recourse to constitutional provisions such as the corporations power, or 
the external affairs, power permits. The prevailing view of the corporations power, for example, is 
that any law which says that ''a corporation shall'' or ''a corporation shall not'' is a legitimate 
expression of Commonwealth power, even if such a law gives it power to regulate something 
traditionally seen as within the state sphere. John Howard says that he wants to use such power to 
deregulate rather than to regulate; yet any long-term politician would quickly see that anything 
determined by such a law could be redetermined, and that such a power could also be used to 
increase the Commonwealth's regulatory or supervisory roles. A power to impose a single 
deregulated industrial relations model of Howard's choosing is also a power to impose a single 
regulated system of Labor's choosing, and without the inconvenience of state obstruction. A power 
to free up markets is a power to tie them up. At federation, the prevailing theory was that power 
came from the top - from the sovereign. It was being divided up, with legal and political checks and 
balances on the beneficiaries. Another theory was that it was the states - or colonies - which had 
agreed to federate, rather than the people of the states: the reason why, for the first 20 years at least, 
the idea that there were powers reserved to the states was so strong. The Commonwealth was given 
specific powers over some things - defence for example. What was not handed to the 
Commonwealth was, by implication, left to the states. But even apart from the balance between 
these entities (and local government, subsidiary to the states), power at each level was divided 
between parliaments, the judiciary and executive government, each, presumably, jealous to make 
sure that other arms of government did not encroach on its prerogatives. The people were scarcely 
mentioned, and the idea that there were zones into which no government, or arm of government, 
could go, was there only in rudimentary form. Over time, more and more power has accrued to the 
Commonwealth, all the more so given the principles that any valid Commonwealth exercise of 
power overrides any contrary state power or legislation. The trend is accentuated by increasing 
Commonwealth control over taxes, a situation which has not changed with the GST, as Treasurer, 
Peter Costello, is making clear with his threats to withdraw GST revenue from the states. But the 
accretion of power has usually been gradual. What ought to be clear is that what Howard is 
threatening is major change, and without any necessary changes in the checks and balances. In 
traditional analysis, it has been the conservative side of politics which has put greatest stress on the 
need for the checks and balances, and the power to use them to block unwelcome change. But 
Howard has never been conservative in this sense of the word. He's pragmatic and willing to use 
whatever tools come to hand. There's no doubt that it will flabbergast some of the politicians in 
front of it. But it will also worry quite a few of those behind them - and their colleagues back in 
state capitals. There will be plenty more shooting in the street before the outcome of this coup d'etat 
is clear. 
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The 
Australian 

13 Apr 2005 

'State 
functions': 

Letters 

IF you want to believe that the Prime Minister has "no desire to take over functions that are being 
properly discharged by the states and territories", go right ahead.   
Ron Keane, Ascot Park, SA 
 
...  NOW is the time for the federal Government to hold a referendum to see how many Australians 
really think the states are necessary as an extra level of government. 
Val Donovan, Chapel Hill, Qld 
 
WHEN will Mr Howard take the next logical step, and propose a referendum abolishing the states? 
Incidentally, we should be required to establish an Australian head of state. Federation and the 
monarchy have passed their use-by dates. 
Lionel McKenzie, Pearce, ACT 

The 
Australian 

14 Apr 2005 

'Fresh 
challenge for a 

committed 
nationalist', by
Mike Steketee, 

National 
affairs editor 

[check if 
elsewhere] 

John Howard fails to rewrite the rules of Liberalism in his own image   
 
JOHN Howard is not much given to the rhetoric of the dewy-eyed visionary but he succumbed 
briefly this week. "I am, first and last, an Australian nationalist," he declared. "When I think about 
all this country is and everything it can become, I have little time for state parochialism."  He used 
a speech to the Menzies Research Centre, the Liberal Party's think tank, to explain himself on an 
issue that is making the blood of true conservatives boil: the increasing signs that he is a centralist. 
The evidence for the prosecution includes his planned takeover of industrial relations powers, 
bypassing the states to set up separate technical colleges and providing extra funding for 
government schools directly to principals and P&C associations.  But the Prime Minister denies it, 
as he has to, particularly in a speech on Liberal philosophy. Centralism traditionally is the stick 
with which the Liberals beat Labor, as in "Gough Whitlam is a dangerous centralist". Mind you, it 
never quite gripped the imagination as did Robert Menzies' fear campaign against Labor over 
communism, but it nevertheless was a totemic issue for Liberals, the party of states' rights.   
 
Without quite saying it, Howard portrayed himself as a lapsed federalist. He valued the dispersal 
of power a federal system promoted, together with its potential to deliver services closer to 
people's needs, he said. But the practice was different from the theory, with the states trampling 
over local government decision-making and operating remote bureaucracies in areas such as 
education.  Thus it was that the Prime Minister took upon himself the mantle of nationalist, a 
description unlikely to cause anyone offence. He also can claim it is not one he invented for the 
political occasion.   
 
David Barnett writes in his 1997 biography of Howard that the Prime Minister attributed some of 
his sense of Australian nationalism to growing up in Sydney, "and therefore never thinking of 
himself as belonging to a state rather than a country".  What Howard sought to do this week was 
rewrite the rules of Liberalism in his own image: to draw on what he called the "golden thread" of 
the Liberal inheritance to argue that what looked like centralism was really classic Liberalism. It 
did not quite come off.  First he invoked choice. "Where we seek a change in the federal-state 
balance, our goal is to expand individual choice, freedom and opportunity, not to expand the reach 
of the central government," he said.  It is not immediately obvious how turning six industrial 
jurisdictions into one increases choice, but he explained it as replacing "the dead weight of Labor's 
highly regulated state industrial relations systems" with the individual choice of the Liberals' 
workplace relations philosophy.   
 
Leaving aside the merits of the Howard Government's deregulation of the labour market, 
establishing a single national industrial relations system is a sensible and long overdue 
rationalisation, as would be a national defamation law. But reducing choice so as to increase it is a 
bit of a stretch.  So is Howard's assertion, repeating the claim by Peter Costello, that allocating all 
the revenue from the GST to the states was "the most important federalist breakthrough" since the 
commonwealth took over income taxing powers during World War II. Expanding Canberra's hold 
on the purse strings hardly fits the description of federalism. That is precisely what the GST does 
because the states agreed as a condition of getting the money to abolish some of their state taxes, 
which they have done, and to review others (which are the subject of the present barney between 
Costello and the states).   
 
The Howard Government calls the GST a state tax and leaves it out of Costello's budget, but the 
federal Treasurer's behaviour gives the lie to that: he is warning the states he will cut their GST 
revenue if they do not agree to abolish more taxes. In other words, we collect the money, we call 
the shots.   
 
Costello has played the politics of this issue cleverly. The states have made a sport of blaming the 
Howard Government every time they strike a problem in hospitals or schools. Costello has 
switched the attack back on to the states, putting the onus on them to say why they cannot cut 
taxes as GST revenues rise. It is a battle he is likely to win because he holds the cards. As Paul 
Keating once put it, never stand between the states and a bag of money. But if what Costello and 
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Howard are doing is federalism in action, then the Pope was a Protestant.   
 
Howard revealed himself in his speech as a state abolitionist: "If we had our time again, we might 
have organised ourselves differently." But, as he added, that was pure theorising; not something 
this pragmatic politician wastes much time on.   
 
Given that voters in Queensland and Western Australia are unlikely any time soon to vote, as the 
Constitution requires, to abolish their states, we should get on with making the federation work 
better. This is something to which Howard has devoted little time to date, apart from isolated 
initiatives such as water reform.   
 
If he could bring himself to participate in a burst of the co-operative federalism of the kind that 
engaged both his Labor predecessors, Bob Hawke and Keating, the rewards could be substantial. 
Canberra academic Mark Drummond estimates the total cost of duplication and co-ordination in 
the Australian federation at more than $20 billion a year. That is almost 60 per cent of the revenue 
raised by the GST.  Saving all that money would require abolishing one tier of government, but 
there are plenty of steps short of that. His research based on modelling calculates that giving one 
level of government responsibility for education could save $1.4 billion a year and doing the same 
for health another $1 billion.  Now there's a challenge for a committed nationalist. 
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Adelaide 
Advertiser 

18 Apr 2005 

Opinion: 'Can 
Beazley keep 

Howard to 
account', by 

Phillip Coorey

Last week, Mr Howard indulged in his own bit of clock winding with a speech on federalism.  An 
unabashed nationalist who would like state governments abolished if only it were possible, Mr 
Howard said it was time duplication in areas where state and federal responsibilities overlapped 
must be eradicated.  Industrial relations and sections of health and education would be better 
served if the states were shoved aside and the Commonwealth took over, he said. 

The Courier-
Mail 

16 Apr 2005 

'Why is 
Government 

worried about 
the state we're 

in?', by 
Matthew 
Franklin 

IF AUSTRALIA could rewind 105 years, there might be no such thing as state governments.  
According to Prime Minister John Howard, given another chance to establish the nation's system 
of government "we might have organised ourselves differently".  But as Howard told the Menzies 
Research Centre in Melbourne this week, Australians are stuck with a federal system under which 
the Commonwealth and the states share powers.   
 
In recent years, though, the Commonwealth and the states have come into increasing and often 
bitter conflict over which level of government performs which roles.  There are at least a dozen 
issues upon which the Commonwealth is seeking more power in a push that has accelerated since 
last October's federal election delivered Howard an unexpected Senate majority from July 1.   
 
He wants to strip state governments of any responsibility for industrial relations, saying 
duplication and unnecessary state regulation was "gumming up" the system and preventing 
economic growth.  And his Education Minister, Brendan Nelson, accused by the Opposition of 
running a purely ideological agenda, wants greater control over schools and universities.   
 
Some in the Government also would like to snare control of state-run public hospitals. Meanwhile, 
Treasurer Peter Costello is close to winning a long-running battle with the states over his demand 
that they eliminate state taxes because they are receiving huge windfalls from the receipts of the 10 
per cent goods and services tax.  The big political question is whether the changes being sought 
represent genuine attempts to improve the overall quality of Australian Government. Critics say 
they are simply diversions.   
 
Griffith University political lecturer Paul Williams reckons about 60 per cent of the whole debate 
is simply part of the generations-old tradition of federal and state governments seeking to shift 
blame for problems.  Just about every premier in the nation's history realised the Commonwealth 
could be used as a whipping boy in times of political strife.  But there is no doubt, Williams said, 
that a rationalisation of some powers would benefit the nation. "There are some reasonable 
arguments for leaner and meaner government that would give taxpayers greater value for money."  
The health and education systems, expensive and complex, were prime areas for the elimination of 
duplication of roles, but Williams said it also was clear that, since the election, the Howard 
Government had ramped up its rhetoric, at least partially to divert attention from other problems. 
... 
Howard, meanwhile, insists his Government is not on an ideological crusade and simply wants to 
improve life for the man in the street by eliminating needless duplication and moving with the 
times.  "We have no desire at all to take over functions that are being properly discharged by the 
states and territories," he told the Menzies Research Centre.  "But I have never been one to 
genuflect uncritically at the altar of states' rights.  "Our federation should be about better lives for 
people, not quiet lives for governments."  He said average citizens were sick of constant 
buckpassing between governments and a failure to achieve uniformity when uniformity would 
provide obvious benefits.  In education, for example, he said 80,000 students moved between 
states each year and between education systems that were all different. 
 
Howard also said there were many examples of administrative areas where the Commonwealth 
and states worked well together, including water management. In other cases, like industrial 
relations, existing arrangements had simply run their course.  "The Government recognises that 
dispersal of power is basic to our philosophy," he said.  "But so is leaning against an over-
governed Australia -- something that can become all-too apparent in a federal system with eight 
Labor governments." 
 
TAX 
FEDERAL Treasurer Peter Costello has atttacked the states over their refusal to slash stamp duties 
on arange of business transactions. He has a accused them of reneging on their agreement to 
abolish state taxes in return for the GST.   
 
INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS   
THE Commonwealth plans to use corpor rations law to bring all employees of corporations under 
the jurisdiction of the Australian Industrial Relations Commission (AIRC), sidelining the state 
industrial commissions. It will also deliver new industrial relations law reforms including making s 
small businesses exempt from unfair dismissal laws.   
 
SCHOOLS   
EDUCATION Minister Brendan Nelson has also proposed sidelining states in education by giving 
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grants directly to parents and citizens' associations. He has attached a raft of conditions to school 
funding, including publication of literacy and numeracy results, Year 12 results, teaching 
qualifications, teacher and student attendance rates and even having a flagpole.   
 
UNIVERSITIES   
NELSON wants to shift control of university governance from the state parliaments to Federal 
Parliament.   
 
BUSINESS LAWS   
QUEENSLAND Premier Peter Beattie floated the idea of the states preventing the industrial 
relations changes by taking back corporations law ceded to the Commonwealth in 1981.   
 
TRAINING 
THE Commonwealth wants to build 24 federally-operated technical colleges around the country, 
despite the existence of the state-funded TAFE college network. Nelson is also demanding 
changes to state TAFEs. 
 
DROUGHT   
AGRICULTURE Minister Warren Truss wants states to take a greater share of funding 
Exceptional Circumstances business support payments to farmers in drought.   
 
ROADS   
DEPUTY Prime Minister John Anderson is withholding funding from the states under the $12.5 
billion Auslink programme unless states aggree to a new code for the construction industry. The 
Commonwealth and states are also locked in a continuing battle over Ipswich motorway.   
 
SUPERANNUATION   
ASSISTANT Treasurer Mal Brough is at odds with Queensland over his push to force employers 
to give employees choice about where their employer -funded superannuation contributions are 
placed. Queensland wants to limit choice in state industrial awards to three or four industry-based 
funds.   
 
WELFARE   
NEXT month's federal Budget will feature reforms to encourage and/or force welfare recipients 
single parents of school-aged children into the workplace. The changes will have widespread 
implications for state-run services including schools and will lead to more demand for child-care 
places. 
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New Zealand 
Herald 

16 Apr 2005 

'Green light on 
Howard's 

Way', by Greg 
Ansley 

Armed with almost unprecedented political firepower John Howard is bent on reshaping Australia 
and imposing his vision on the states. Greg Ansley reports.   
 
IF YOU are a pessimist, John Howard is about to force the disabled out to work, chase single 
mums out of the home, slash minimum wages to Third World levels, crush unions, turn schools 
into conservative production lines, throttle student dissent and bring the states to the heel of federal 
power.  If you are an optimist, Australia's second-longest serving prime minister is going to hand 
new levels of independence and freedom of choice to his 20 million citizens, unleash their 
potential, and break the bureaucratic chains that have shackled the nation since it was formed by 
the melding of six separate colonies just over a century ago.  However you view it, Howard's Way 
will become reality come July, when the new Government- controlled Senate gets down to 
business. Government control of both Houses of Parliament, delivered for the first time in two 
decades at last October's election, gives him the absolute mandate to finish reshaping Australia to 
his will.   
 
Even without control of the Upper House during his three previous terms, Howard has, since 1996, 
dramatically changed Australia, overhauling tax and industrial laws, forming family policies to a 
new conservative mould, and infusing his vision into everything from the constitutional 
relationship between Canberra and the states to foreign policy.  Howard, once a staunch defender 
of states' rights according to grand Liberal tradition, is now assuming more power for central 
government than any prime minister before him.  It is a battle of ideology as much as of wills. 
''After nine years in office, we are more determined than ever to engage in the battle of ideas,'' he 
said in a major policy speech this week, outlining a programme that is now being described as 
''new federalism''.  Dismissing claims that he is embarking on a huge transfer of power, Howard 
said his aim was instead to release the tourniquet on national potential: ''Where we seek a change 
in the federal-state balance, our goal is to expand individual choice, freedom and opportunity, not 
to expand the reach of the central government ... The goal is to free the individual, not to trample 
on the states.''   
 
In Western Australia, Premier Geoff Gallop summed up the feelings of his fellow state leaders, all 
of whom, like Gallop, are Labor: ''There's no doubt about the fact that what John Howard's talking 
about is a grab for power, pure and simple. John Howard is drunk with power.''  The sentiment has 
been echoed by unions, teacher and student organisations, pensioner groups and social welfare and 
community organisations. This week Treasurer Peter Costello browbeat the states into submission 
on tax reform by threatening to cut off the flow of federal funds; yesterday the federal Cabinet met 
to discuss sweeping changes to social welfare to drive tens of thousands of disability and other 
pensioners back into the workforce. 
 
Much of Howard's agenda is already in place. Compulsory student unionism is now banned, and 
conservative values have been imposed on education through new policies for literacy and 
numeracy, assessment and presentation of reports, teacher training and school curriculums. 
Flagpoles are compulsory.  States have been bypassed by Canberra's decision to abolish the 
federal-state National Training Authority and to set up separate Commonwealth technical colleges. 
Funds for local councils will also flow directly from Canberra, rather than through the states. 
Federal workers' compensation schemes will further draw employers away from the states.   
 
Howard is not the first prime minister to vent his frustration on the states rights under the 
constitution.  Bloodletting between Canberra and the states has been a constant since federation, 
creating a maze of differing laws and regulations and adding billions to the cost of providing 
essential services through duplication and horrendous inefficiencies.   
 
Labor's Bob Hawke, the nation's third-longest serving prime minister, told a conference in 
Auckland in March that the nation had been ''buggered up'' by a system that reflected the 
meanderings of colonial explorers, and that New Zealanders would be out of their minds to inflict 
that on themselves by seeking political union with Australia.  Howard's view was that while 
Australia may have done things differently if it had its time over again, federalism was a fact of 
life and he had no intention of attacking it. Instead, he made it clear it was all a matter of 
interpretation.  The federal constitution sets out a form of separation of powers between Canberra 
and the states, all of which retain their own separate constitutions, vice-regal representatives, 
parliaments and laws. While the constitution lists 40 areas in which Canberra can pass laws, the 
legislative powers of the states are not defined.  In practice, if there is a conflict between federal 
and state laws, Canberra wins. It can use international treaties to force its will, as Hawke did to 
protect Tasmania's Franklin River in the 1980s, or other, broader, powers, such as Howard intends 
to do with corporations law to abolish state-based industrial awards.   
 
The most recent battle over state taxes demonstrates just how powerful is Canberra's hand when 
matched with an iron will. When GST was introduced, the states agreed to abolish a range of taxes 
in return for a share of the ensuing river of gold. This week, after years of wrangling, Costello 
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simply said, ''dump the taxes or go broke''. Resistance collapsed.  ''When I think about all this 
country is and everything it can become, I have little time for state parochialism,'' Howard said.   
 
NOWHERE is this more apparent than in the looming battle with the unions. Howard has already 
severely curtailed their power by banning compulsory unionism and encouraging non-union 
employment contracts. Now, with the Senate in his palm, he will attack protections against unfair 
dismissal.  Even more significantly, he will effectively kill state-based awards and radically reform 
the national wage-setting machinery.   
 
This week the Industrial Relations Commission began hearing what might be its last minimum 
wage case, in which the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) is arguing for a 70Ac (75c) 
increase in the minimum A$12.30 ($13.09) an hour rate. Employers and the Government want less 
than half that.  Howard intends changing this system. Unions have made much of Workplace 
Minister Kevin Andrew's statement that minimum wages were A$70 ($74.51) a week higher than 
they should be, and Howard's intention to use corporations law as the constitutional tool to force 
workers out of state and into federal awards.  Once there, ACTU secretary Greg Combet warns, 
the Government would legislate to hinder pay increases and abolish conditions such as work-
related allowances, bonus payments, higher pay rates for skilled work, jury service leave, public 
holidays and notice of termination. Collective bargaining would be discouraged, and union rights 
and access in workplaces would be severely restricted.  The Australian Council of Social Services 
(Acoss) also warns of risks to working Australians, especially if the system setting minimum 
wages is curtailed or abandoned. ''In the US a low-skilled worker works five days a week to earn 
the same wage an Australian worker on a minimum wage earns in three days,'' Acoss president 
Andrew McCallum says.  ''You can imagine what such a change would do to our national poverty 
levels. It would be shameful.''   
 
...  Whatever the cries of outrage, Howard believes he is on a mission of liberation and that these 
changes represent opportunity and freedom of choice. ''Australians are a non- ideological, 
pragmatic and empirical people,'' he said. ''They want governments to deliver outcomes, not make 
excuses. They want governments that take responsibility, not states of denial.''  With the 
overwhelming vote that last October gave him both Houses of Parliament, few could deny that he 
has both the mandate and the power to do what he wants. 
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50 Something 
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of COTA 
National 
Seniors) 

April-May 
2005 

'Compton's 
Comment: 

Overgoverned 
And 

Underplanned', 
by Everald 
Compton 

Australia occupies one of the largest land masses in the world, but has a very small population in 
terms of people per square kilometre.  This fact becomes more significant when we estimate how 
many politicians and bureaucrats we have per head of population as the figures indicate that we are 
overgoverned in comparison to most of the world.  What this tells us is that no nation with only 
twenty million people, spread across a vast continent, can afford to have three levels of 
government.  We spend so much money governing so few people that we have inadequate funds 
remaining to build the necessary infrastructure for such a large territory. 
 
It is beyond question that one level of government has to go, either federal, state or local.  
Obviously, it can't be the federal government and, as the other government has to be close to 
people at the grassroots, one does not have to be Archimedes to work out that State Governments 
are superfluous to our needs.  They are geographical hangovers from history, having boundaries 
which were drawn to suit the colonial governments of the time. 
 
It is quite ridiculous for Brisbane, located in the far southern corner of Queensland, to claim the 
ability to give political services to Cairns on a basis better than Canberra.  The same applies to 
Perth claiming close affinity to the Kimberley.  Cairns and Kimberley love neither of them and 
yearn to have a regional government of their own.  So, the States should be replaced with about 
100 regional governments, each being an amalgamation of a number of local governments whom 
they would replace.  The current State Capitals would become regions and all regional 
governments would have maximum powers to deliver services to the people in a far more personal 
way than they are delivered by any government now.  This will leave Canberra in charge of 
foreign affairs, defence, taxation, health, education, law and the funding of regional governments.  
Voters will have more personal freedom as there will be fewer bureaucrats to ask us to fill out 
forms.  It will also enable a lot more money to be spent on the infrastructure needed to create jobs 
and prosperity all over Australia.  This, of course, presumes that our two remaining levels of 
government will have leaders who are willing and able to undertake some visionary long range 
planning of what infrastructure we need to reach our full potential as a nation. 
 
None of our governments has a long term plan of what roads, railways, airports, shipping ports, 
communications, power and water we will require in the century ahead.  Indeed, no government 
has ever had such a plan, right from the earliest days of colonial governments.  All that they have 
ever planned is how much they must spend to win marginal seats at the next election.  It has been 
quite pathetic and irresponsible, causing the development of Australia to suffer as a result.  Which 
brings me to the point of what I really want to say to you.  None of our governments, nor the giants 
of the corporate world, are willing to invest in the visionary planning that we need.  The only ones 
capable of tackling it are seniors with the skills, experience and imagination to do it for the good of 
Australia and the excitement it will generate in our lives.  Out there among our 270,000 members 
are people who have the qualifications to plan a two-tier system of government.  There are also 
those who have a lifetime of experience in the professions which equips them to plan what 
infrastructure Australia needs to make us the greatest nation on earth.  If this rings a bell with you, 
drop me a note.  It just could be that we can assemble a small team of the right people who can 
show Australia that seniors are the ones with the vision to be the nation builders of tomorrow. 
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The Courier 
Mail 

21 May 2005 
p. 33. 

'More or less, 
a quandary', 

by David 
Solomon 

Australia's institutions, which determine the way we are governed, are undergoing unprecedented 
change. It affects the power we have as citizens to have our rights upheld, our access to justice and 
the courts and how business and society are organised.  The Courier-Mail today continues a 
detailed examination of our most important national institutions by contributing editor, Dr David 
Solomon. 
 
"I have never been one to genuflect uncritically at the altar of states' rights." Prime Minister John 
Howard 
 
"A century after Federation, Australians' governmental loyalties lie with the nation, rather than the 
state." Health Minister Tony Abbott 
 
"The Commonwealth has sought to exert control in many more areas which, under the Australian 
Constitution, are state government powers." Prof Ken Wiltshire 
 
"Australian federalism is probably more vital and assured today than at any period since World 
War II, with Labor, the dominant party of government and traditionally the main threat to 
federalism, now working comfortably within the federal system and championing the revitalisation 
of state government." Professors Brian Galligan and Cliff Walsh, Federalism Research Centre, 
ANU, 1990.  
 
Former Brisbane Lord Mayor Jim Soorley is among a number of commentators who have called 
for the abolition of the states in favour of a two-tiered system of government.  Soorley believes 
state governments should be abolished because "they are a dismal failure and a significant 
structural impediment to good governance".  He wants to abolish one of the three levels of 
government, and have a strong central government together with strong and relevant regional 
governments.  Former federal Labor minister Chris Hurford agrees. He has developed a plan for 51 
separate regions to replace the states and territories and take over responsibility for local 
government.  He says "in designing the regions, the balance to be achieved is between providing 
geographic areas on the one hand small enough in area to undertake the functions of local 
government and facilitate people's involvement in decision-making, and on the other hand large 
enough in resources to be subnational units in a federation with their own taxing powers".  The 
map, pictured right, shows the proposed regions of Australia prepared for Hurford by Robert 
Keane of the School of Geography, Population and Environmental Management at Flinders 
University.  Called the Australian people's new commonwealth, the new boundaries would consist 
of a federation of 51 regions and one territory, the Australian parliamentary triangle, based around 
Canberra.  
 
Professor Geoffrey Blainey, who also believes the system of governance needs to be changed, has 
a different view of what needs to be done. Rather than abolishing the states he wants to see more 
of them.  He says "the whole purpose of a federal system is that, in general, the matters of national 
or shared concern can be handled by the federal government, and distinctive regional interests can 
be handled by state governments. In a huge continent, the argument for a federal system is doubly 
powerful." Blainey points out that the United States, when it held only four million people, was 
divided into twice as many states as Australia has today. Since 1859, when Australia reached its 
maximum of six states, the US has created another 20 new states.  "By having too few states, we 
miss one of the advantages of federalism," Blainey says.  He puts a strong case for a separate state 
of North Queensland, based on its differences in climate, terrain and economic interests from the 
southern states and its higher proportion of Aboriginal people living in or near their traditional 
homelands.  However, he says that if he were Premier of Queensland he would do everything to 
prevent the state being subdivided. But he thinks it probably will happen.  
 
The anti-state movement, those who want to abolish this whole tier of government, claim one of 
the major benefits would be huge savings in administration.  One Canberra researcher, Mark 
Drummond, has estimated the additional cost of the present system over a unitary system could be 
up to $50 billion a year but he has published a conservative estimate that the savings would be less 
than half that amount. 
...  In the first few years of the Federation, the Commonwealth accounted for an almost 
insignificant proportion of national spending, its budgeted outlays amounting to about one-
twentieth of those of state and local governments.  But 50 years later (and for the rest of the 
century) the Commonwealth was spending as much as all states and local governments combined.  
Just as important, from the very beginning money raised by federal taxes was diverted to the states 
to help them pay for the services they provided and for which they were responsible, such as 
health, education, roads and law and order.  The new Commonwealth Government began with just 
the income from customs and excise fees. But those duties produced more money than it could 
spend. The Constitution required that three-quarters of its "surplus revenue" should be paid back to 
the states for at least 10 years.  These payments by the Commonwealth provided the states with 
more than a third of their income.  The Commonwealth found ways to reduce its payments to the 
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states through until the beginning of World War II, when Commonwealth grants represented only 
14 per cent of the income of the states and local government, while its spending increased to about 
half that of the states.  But to finance the war effort the John Curtin Labor government decided to 
take over state income taxes, and to provide the states with additional reimbursement grants as 
compensation. Losing their main tax base meant the states became utterly dependent on the 
Commonwealth, with almost half their income (and sometimes more) coming from the 
Commonwealth in various grants, some of which were tied to specific projects determined by the 
Commonwealth which also required states to match the funding – further limiting their freedom to 
decide their own spending priorities.  
... 
A decade ago, the then premier Wayne Goss, floated an idea whose time might finally have come.  
Goss made a series of speeches over three years in which he warned that the shift of power to 
Canberra since World War II was leading "to the de facto abolition of the states". 
... 
History 
There never was a "balance of power" between the Commonwealth and the states. The 
Constitution gives the Commonwealth certain specified powers: the remainder stayed with the 
states.  But the Commonwealth is forever expanding its powers and has done so since the very 
beginning of the federation in 1901.  It has been able to do so through astute political use and 
imaginative exploitation of its given powers, aided, most of the time, by a multitude of High Court 
decisions that have acquiesced to the continuing expansion of the Commonwealth's powers and the 
national government's ever-increasing dominance of the states.When Robert Menzies became 
prime minister in 1949 at the head of a Liberal-Country Party coalition, he rejected pleas by the 
states to return their taxing powers (and their semi-independence).  Instead, during the 1950s, 
Menzies set about increasing the Commonwealth's interventions in their affairs, first through 
providing substantial federal finance for the state universities, then by providing money for private 
and public schools (for science blocks and libraries).  
...  Mostly, however, the Commonwealth's power has come as a result of it insisting that states 
implement its policies in return for the funding they do not have to implement their own policies.  
 
High Court decision 1926 Victoria v The Commonwealth The Commonwealth can use its power 
under s 96 of the Constitution to make grants to the states "on such terms and conditions as 
Parliament thinks fit". It is for the Commonwealth Parliament alone to decide what those 
conditions should be.  
Consequences: The Commonwealth can make grants on condition the states carry out tasks for 
which the Commonwealth has no direct constitutional mandate – for example, building roads, 
financing universities, schools and hospitals in the states. It can set any conditions it wants, 
including requiring the states to contribute to the project and pass laws changing, for example, the 
way universities are governed and the working conditions of those employed building roads or 
other federally funded projects.  
 
High Court decision 1942 and 1958. The Uniform Tax cases The Commonwealth had the power, 
as a war-time measure, to take over the state income tax offices and to impose its own taxes, 
squeezing out the states and compensating them with tax reimbursements. In peacetime, the 
system of uniform taxation remained valid.  
Consequences: The states lost their main growth tax and became almost completely dependent on 
handouts from the Commonwealth.  
 
High Court decision 1997. Ha v. NSW.  
State licensing taxes on tobacco, liquor and petrol were no longer to be regarded as exceptions to 
the rule that the states could not impose excise taxes.  
Consequences: The states lost another source of income, which had provided them with up to 20 
per cent of their income. This decision paved the way for the introduction of the GST, a 
Commonwealth tax whose net proceeds are given (on conditions) to the states. 
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Sunday 
Telegraph 

29 May 2005 

'Federation is 
the problem': 

Letter by 
Klaas 

Woldring of 
Pearl Beach 

IT'S amazing the ALP keeps taking potshots at the Howard-Anderson government while itself 
failing to come up with the obvious solution: replace federation with a unitary structure of two-tier 
national government.  The burning issue of inadequate port development by the states is the latest 
in a long list of national problems requiring national solutions: infrastructure, water shortages, 
education, health, industrial relations, the environment and agriculture. 
 
The ALP long ago abandoned its policy to abolish the states.  Could we hear more about the 
progressive political parties -- and community groups -- that favour such a makeover? Centralised 
federalism of centralised state governments is surely the worst of both worlds. 

Manly Daily 
1 Jun 2005 

'Abolishing 
states obvious 

solution': 
Letter by 

Klaas 
Woldring of 
Pearl Beach 

IT is amazing the ALP keeps taking mere potshots at the Howard-Anderson Government while 
itself failing to come up with the obvious solution: replace federation with a unitary structure of 
two-tier national government.  The burning issue of inadequate port development by the states is 
the latest in a long list of national problems requiring national solutions infrastructure, water 
shortages, education, health, industrial relations, the environment and agriculture.   
 
The ALP has long ago abandoned its policy to abolish the states.  Could we hear more about the 
progressive political parties and several community groups that favour this makeover?  Centralised 
federalism of centralised state governments surely is the worst of both worlds.  Can the media 
bring itself to open up the pandora boxes of innovative ideas that are bursting to come to the 
surface?  Or will they continue to play along with the boring discourse by the majors on state-
federal relations, without even a semblance of a solution in sight? 
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WA Business 
News 

9 Jun 2005 

'Howard’s 
unoriginal 
agenda', by 

Joe 
Poprzeczny 

A delegate attending a recent Liberal Party rural divisional conference unexpectedly announced he 
was fed up with living under three tiers of government – national, state and local – and said one 
should be scrapped.  As State Scene heard it, another delegate – who backs limiting Canberra’s 
powers, sometimes called the first tier – sprang to his feet to explain that Germany’s second tier of 
government, states like Saxony and Bavaria, was discarded by Adolf Hitler and replaced by smaller 
units called gaue. These were Nazi Party-controlled regions that helped ensure the Third Reich 
became an illiberal nation.  This delegate added that, after Hitler’s Germany was defeated the 
country’s historic states resurfaced and today continue to form the basis of what’s a healthy three-
tiered federal system in a liberal nation. 
... 
Now, while neither Mr Howard nor his deputy, Nationals leader John Anderson – both ardent 
centralisers – have called for the scrapping of the states and their replacement by Canberra-
controlled regions, that’s certainly the next inevitable step for an ever-stronger Canberra facing 
ever-weaker states.  As night follows day with the centre becoming stronger and states weaker, 
subsequent centralists will seek breaking-up the states into new centrally controlled units.  A day 
simply must come for a wholesale takeover, a fragmentation, of states if an unending avalanche of 
intrusion into state affairs by Canberra continues.  Let’s be clear on this point so there’s no 
misunderstanding.  State Scene isn’t saying the centralising Howard-Anderson conservative duo is 
leading Australia to a Hitlerian system of government, through Canberra-controlled gaue.  No.  
What’s being said is that they’re most definitely leading Australia – because of their latest outburst 
of enthusiasm for centralisation – to a situation where the states are more likely to be displaced by 
Canberra-controlled entities.  Put differently, the weaker the states – most especially WA, 
Queensland, South Australia and Tasmania – the greater the likelihood that an ever-stronger 
Canberra eventually emerges that will seek to create a network of totally centrally controlled 
regions.  In other words, the Australia that Messrs Howard and Anderson are presently moving us 
towards is likely to embody a centralist-regionalist system sooner rather than later.  Both men, but 
most especially Mr Howard, seem determined to move Australia closer to, rather than further from, 
such a reality.   
 
At a guess, such a future may now be just a few decades away, 2035 or thereabouts.  But it may well 
happen sooner. State Scene says this for two reasons.  Firstly, during a recent keynote speech titled, 
Reflections on Australian Federalism, Mr Howard made some quite condescending remarks about 
traditional Australian state loyalties.  “Australian Liberalism has always been an optimistic creed. It 
values freedom and initiative over compulsion and conformity…It is a philosophy we bring to areas 
such as education, healthcare, workplace relations and helping parents find the right balance 
between work and family life,” he said.  “It is a philosophy with a timeless quality in a world of 
constant change.  “I believe that part of that change is a greater focus by the Australian people on 
ties to national and to local community, and less on traditional state loyalties.”  This highlighting of 
national, or Canberra, and local community, or regional, was certainly deliberate, certainly no 
accident. And nor was the evident disdain for traditional state loyalties.   
 
Anyone seeing this as rough and illiberal should try another of his pronouncements on the centralist-
federalist issue.  During a recent radio interview he said: “I have no doubt that if we were starting 
this country all over again, we wouldn’t have quite the same structure of government that we now 
have,” he said.  “We’d have a national government, obviously, and we’d probably have a larger 
number of regional governments and not have the existing state boundaries ... “I don’t think the 
system we have in Australia works very efficiently.”   
 
... John Howard is a thoroughly unoriginal politician and an even less original thinker.  What he 
appears not to realise when pontificating about how Australia should be controlled from Canberra is 
that his proposals are quite old fashioned, just so outdated.  Moreover, they largely restate what 
Labor’s failed 1970s leader, Gough Whitlam, attempted to do – to displace the states with centrally-
controlled regions, meaning he’s a copy-cat.   
 
And while on originality, nor was Whitlam a shining example of creativity.  His so-called 
regionalising plan was a straight lift from the late Victorian Labor MP Maurice Blackburn (1880-
1944) who, in 1921, got included into Labor’s platform a blueprint to break up the states by creating 
36 provinces that would be controlled from Australia’s then about-to-be-built capital, Canberra. 

Daily 
Telegraph 
9 Jun 2005 

'Send those 
dinosaurs 
packing': 

Letter by J. M. 
Samios of 
Davistown 

Never mind the argument for becoming a republic -- far more urgent is the reform of our top-heavy 
system of Government. We have too many bureaucrats and politicians per head of population.  Turn 
over more powers to the Federal Government and ensure the Senate is a "house of review" and not a 
body to "look after states' rights". We are all Australians.  Let's get rid of those historical dinosaurs, 
the state governments. They are way past their use-by date. Just imagine how much money we could 
save without all the duplication at federal and state levels.  If we need to expand federal and 
municipal bureaucracies, we would still be miles out in front in savings and efficiency.  The first 
real statesman who comes along with a sensible plan to remove state governments will get my vote. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

10 Jun 2005 

'Too many 
decision 

makers, too 
few decisions', 
by Tim Dick 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

10 June 2005 

The way Sydney is run does not work, argues Tim Dick, and a restructure is essential to ensure it 
gets the future it needs.  Sydney is one of the most governed cities on Earth. It has 38 councils, the 
State and Federal governments and a long list of departments and authorities, a list which is 
lengthening.  There's the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, the Sydney Harbour Federation 
Trust, the Redfern-Waterloo Authority, the Growth Centres Commission and possibly a new body 
to squeeze 70 per cent of new residents into existing suburbs. There's more duplication than at 
Kwik Kopy, and still it doesn't work.  With so many levels, the fundamental question of who is 
responsible for planning Sydney and making sure the city develops and grows is very difficult to 
answer.  …  The city's governance problem derives partly from Federation, as the Prime Minister 
recently noted. "If we were starting Australia all over again, I wouldn't support having the existing 
state structure," he said. "I would actually support having a national government, and perhaps a 
series of regional governments having the power of, say, the Brisbane City Council. But we're not 
starting Australia all over again, and the idea of abolishing state governments is unrealistic."   

The Bulletin 
Volume 123; 
Number 24 
14 Jun 2005 

'States of 
change; State 
governments 

may become a 
thing of the 

past, caught in 
a pincer 

movement 
between 

Canberra and 
local 

government', 
by Tony 
Wright 

As international borders shrink in significance because of the rush towards globalisation and free 
trade deals, Australia's state borders - and state governments - will become increasingly outmoded.
And the future starts now. The federal government of Prime Minister John Howard has begun in 
earnest the process of whittling away state rights, paving the way for future commonwealth 
governments to make greater inroads, to the point where states may have no future at all. 
 
Howard denies he is a centralist, instead describing himself as a "nationalist". It is, however, a fine 
distinction, relying on a preference for the national good, which is being used more and more 
frequently to justify a reduction in state responsibilities. The creation of Auslink was designed to 
pull together a national road and rail transport network, but is now being used by Transport 
Minister John Anderson as a platform from which to argue that the nation's ports should also be 
placed under commonwealth rather than state control. 
 
Education Minister Brendan Nelson is arguing for a single examination and certification system 
across Australia's schools, effectively undermining the separate state education systems.  During 
the 2004 election campaign, Howard promised a series of new technical colleges which would be 
run by the commonwealth, not the states. 
 
Health Minister Tony Abbott has argued for the commonwealth to assume responsibility for 
hospitals, although Howard has given that a flick pass, largely because he is happy for the states to 
bear the cost and the criticism that comes with hospital services.    
 
Soon, the Howard government will legislate for a national industrial relations system to replace 
state-based awards. On the key environmental question, the states have been reduced to 
supplicants in the continuing row over the nation's water resources. Future central governments, 
whatever their political shade, are unlikely to reduce the pressure. Federal Labor has long held 
centralist sentiments, but Howard has significantly altered the old conservative approach, which 
was until the late 1980s sympathetic to the states. His political success in capturing political 
control of the Senate - the states' house of parliament - is about to be used as a springboard for his 
nationalist vision. 
 
It is possible to imagine within the next few decades an end to the style of federalism that was 
introduced in 1901, when the Constitution enshrined state rights. In short, an end to the states can 
be envisaged. The status originally granted to the state governments was artificial - a federated 
nation was possible only because a group of colonies, the states, agreed to join under a single flag. 
They held the whip hand and jealousy guarded their powers for decades.  No longer. The 
movement of populations across the nation in pursuit of lifestyle, jobs and education - a human 
tide that will simply increase in its surge - is making the idea that one is a Queenslander, a 
Victorian, a West Australian, or whatever, increasingly a nonsense. There are now 80,000 students 
alone studying in states other than those in which they were born and raised, and there have been 
wholesale movements of hundreds of thousands of southerners to the south-east corner of 
Queensland over recent decades. Many West Australians have moved permanently east, crossing 
paths with easterners heading west for lucrative jobs in the resource industries. Even Australian 
Rules football has spread nationally, while rugby league has established itself in Melbourne and 
grabbed a strong foothold in the west (and rugby is about to follow suit). State parochialism and 
old loyalties are under pressure everywhere. 
 
But the biggest threat to state governments is likely to come from pressures that will change the 
nature of Australia, its people and their living arrangements over the next decades.  As world oil 
reserves become depleted and oil prices rise beyond the capacity of many citizens' pockets, 
coupled with the likelihood of an energy crisis as coal-fired power stations become incompatible 
with global warming, large swathes of Australia's major cities will become virtually unlivable. The 
price of heating and cooling the huge environmentally unsuitable "McMansion" homes of the far-
flung suburbs built in the latter years of the 20th century and the first decades of the 21st is likely 
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to cripple many families, exacerbated by the growing cost in time and energy to reach ever-more-
distant workplaces.  Coastal areas can be expected to be fully populated, or out of financial reach 
for many Australians seeking alternative addresses, as the baby-boomer population heads towards 
retirement and the coast during the coming decade.  The result, over following years, can be 
predicted to be large movements of former city-dwellers to inland regional communities across 
Australia. There, they will build smaller, more energy-efficient and environmentally viable homes 
where many will work, using hyper-speed wireless communications technology.  The growth of 
these communities will both promote and require the creation of efficient, sophisticated local 
councils. In time, these newly powerful local government bodies - many of them in federal 
electorates that have long been regarded as marginal, thus coveted by the major political parties - 
may supplant state governments, which will be financially stretched trying to deal with their 
decaying capital cities.  Under such circumstances, a commonwealth government would likely 
take little time to recognise the financial and political benefit of diverting funds to the local 
government sector and the opportunity to put the final nail in the states' coffins.    
 
With new, decentralised communities springing up across regional Australia, a savvy federal 
government could mount a powerful public argument against duplication of service funding under 
the slogan "cut out the middle man", leading to a referendum to alter the Constitution in favour of 
local government over states. Such a referendum, if successful, would mean the end of federalism 
as we have known it since 1901. 
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Albert Logan 
News 

24 Jun 2005 

'The pros and 
cons of council 
amalgamation': 
Letter by Rhys 

Watkins of 
Slacks Creek 

THE amalgamation of adjoining councils is sound, in principle.  There are many advantages, but 
there also some potentially fearful and adverse consequences.  In theory, it should reduce the 
number of politicians, as well as reducing the amount of bureaucratic governance in a country 
already burdened with too much governing by unelected staff.  It should allow a more sensible 
distribution of income and a reduction in rates.  But will that happen? Unlikely.  What will happen 
will be a continual fight for political power at personal and party levels.  It will introduce party 
politics into local government which, in turn, will lead to the sort of stand-off tactics and 
bargaining we see in federal and state governments.  Brisbane City Council is a glaring example of 
that in practice.  It will lead to much more powerful local governments.  It will take away the 
opportunity for residents to approach their local member with a complaint.  Bigger councils will 
make party politics the norm, with increases in rates and other charges.  It would make sense if the 
federal divisions were converted to local government, with the abolishment of state governments 
but how likely is that to happen? 

Online 
Opinion 

28 Jul 2005 

'Inter-
governmental 

relations in 
Australia: the 
cost-shifting 

inquiry story so 
far …', by 

Mark Leyland,  
Finance and 
Governance 

Policy Advisor 
to the Local 
Government 

Association of 
Queensland 

On May 30, 2002 the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Economics, Finance and 
Public Administration commenced its inquiry into local government and cost-shifting as referred 
by Wilson Tuckey, then Minister for Regional Services, Territories and Local Government. 
 
The Local Government Association of Queensland (LGAQ), together with peak local government 
bodies at a national level and from other states and territories, felt the inquiry represented the first 
real opportunity in almost two decades to have a frank and meaningful participation in the debate 
about the roles and relationships between the three spheres of government. 
 
Considerable effort was put in by the LGAQ and other local government stakeholders in the form 
of inquiry submissions, reports, and participation in public hearings and roundtables. 
 
The LGAQ submissions centred on the following key matters: 
 
• The rate base of councils in Queensland has been stretched beyond reasonable capacity, 

impacting on their ability to provide the required services.  
• The wider range of service responsibilities, particularly water and sewerage, of Queensland 

local government in comparison with other states, and the impact this has on finances, 
including debt.  

• The rapid population growth occurring in Queensland in comparison with Australia as a 
whole, and the impact this has on the capacity to meet service needs.  

• The impact on the roles and responsibilities of Queensland local government resulting from a 
range of legislative changes implemented by the state over the last ten years.  

• The need for the Commonwealth (Federal Government) to identify an enhanced revenue base 
for local government to ensure councils can effectively meet the needs of the communities 
they serve.  

• The requirement for the Commonwealth (Federal Government) to review its sharing of funds 
for local government across all states to ensure that they are distributed fairly in terms of both 
expenditure needs and revenue capacity.  

• The importance of recent state funding initiatives for capital works and the need to maintain 
current levels of state grants in real terms per capita in the longer term.  

• The importance of Commonwealth (Federal Government) recognition of governance 
processes established at the regional level by states and local government rather than 
introducing new arrangements that do not effectively engage local government.  

• Opportunities for rationalisation of service delivery, but with a clear requirement for long 
term funding arrangements to be agreed if local government is to undertake an expanded role 
in service delivery.  

• The need for the Commonwealth (Federal Government) to amend the Constitution Act to 
provide recognition of local government.  

• The inadequacy of financial data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics in relation to 
the local government sector in each state. 

 
November 2003 saw the release of the inquiry's report Rates and Taxes: A Fair Share for 
Responsible Local Government, making 18 recommendations.  In general terms, the report was 
considered by LGAQ as a positive contribution to a review of governance arrangements between 
the three spheres of government. The report noted that duplication and co-ordination costs of all 
levels of government in Australia under current arrangements probably amount to more than $20 
billion per annum. 
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Sydney 
morning 
Herald 

2 Aug 2005 

'The buck on 
cost shifting 
about to stop 

somewhere', by 
Harvey 
Grennan    

Whether the states live up to their rhetoric of supporting an intergovernmental agreement to 
address the shifting of costs on to local government will be tested at a meeting of local government 
and planning ministers in Melbourne on Thursday.  The states are the ones primarily accused of 
shifting responsibilities on to councils without providing the necessary funds.  "It will test the 
water to see just how committed all parties are to putting an end to cost shifting," says the 
president of the Australian Local Government Association, Paul Bell, who will attend the meeting.  
 
The 2003 federal parliamentary inquiry into cost shifting, chaired by the Liberal MP David 
Hawker - which produced the Fair Share report - found that cost shifting by the states is costing 
councils between $500 million and $1 billion a year and that duplication across the three levels of 
government is costing taxpayers $20 billion a year.  The report recommended a federal-state 
intergovernmental agreement on funding sources and the roles and responsibilities of local 
government. 

The Cairns 
Post 

2 Aug 2005 

'Remove one 
tier of 

government': 
Letter by 
E. Ryan, 

Smithfield 
Heights 

FROM time to time the idea is raised of North Queensland seceding from the rest of the state. This 
has merit and it will doubtless duly come to pass as the population in the north continues to swell.  
But must it be another state, with all the expense of politicians and their entourages and ever-
increasing public service, governor and other costs?  The present three-tier system of government 
gives rise to much duplication and triplication in many areas. This is a waste of money and 
energies, to say nothing of much frustration and delays.  Why should faraway Brisbane be able to 
override local government in such matters as our local developments, naming and size of local 
suburbs, controlling of hillslopes, vegetation, etcetera., to say nothing of wealth generated up north 
being siphoned off to bolster the southeast corner electorates, wealth that is much needed for our 
own infrastructure?   
 
Removing the middle tier of government (the state) would give councils much more responsibility 
in governing their own electorates and doubtless amalgamating smaller ones.  It also would require 
careful thinking through in order to be able to put forward a workable plan to the Federal 
Government, the community and other councils. But just as there is an Advance Cairns committee, 
it seems timely that there should be a group of planners working on a more cost-effective method 
of government.  People of Athens gave the world the model of democracy; perhaps the people of 
Cairns (and Far North generally) may be able to point the way to a leaner, more efficient way of 
government for us.  I look forward to response on this matter. 

The Cairns 
Post 

08 Aug 2005 

'Old ways 
prevail': Letter 

by Richard 
Kubicki, 
Manunda 

E. RYAN (2-8-05): Gough Whitlam tried to abolish the states.   ...  Now the current Federal 
Government is talking the same thing.  It has merit but I doubt it will ever happen. The concept of 
banana-benders, top-enders, sandgropers, croweaters, cider-drinkers, cabbage-gardeners and 
cornstalks is deeply entrenched in the Australian psychic. 
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The Age 
16 Aug 2005 

 'Productivity, 
growth by 

consensus', by 
Neil Coulson, 

the chief 
executive of 
the Victorian 
Employers 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

and Industry 

Far from reform fatigue, there's much left to be done. Neil Coulson takes the argument for an 
efficient economy beyond competition to co-operation.    
 
IN THE early part of this decade, we heard much about "reform fatigue" brought on by large doses 
of National Competition Policy.  This has been coupled with a perception that the economic 
reform task was largely taken care of in the 1980s and 1990s.  Far from it!  This year, the exposure 
of infrastructure pressure points and the continuation of massive trade imbalances have led to the 
realisation that the reform task is far from over.  This is happening at the same time as the Federal 
Government ponders what to do with its Senate majority.  The changing landscape has driven the 
Commonwealth, state and territory governments to come to an agreement at the most recent 
Council of Australian Governments (COAG) meeting in June, committing them to co-operate on 
infrastructure, education and training, health, water and climate change.  There was even 
agreement at COAG to review National Competition Policy, with an acknowledgement that NCP 
was pivotal in expanding the economy.  Although these early signs are positive, a new reform 
agenda must recognise the realities of the new millennium, and embrace wider values than just 
competition. There are times when co-operation and collaboration are just as appropriate as 
competition: for example, the co-operation necessary between business and different levels of 
government to drive export growth and tackle skills shortages.  The common factor here is 
productivity. Competition is not an end in itself but is valuable, because it drives productivity and 
productivity drives sustainable growth outcomes. Likewise, co-operation can also drive 
productivity.  The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry is taking steps to 
build a consensus around productivity and growth by inviting government and business leaders to 
discuss these issues at its Victoria Summit on November 8. The summit will discuss the following 
issues:    
• Intergovernmental relations: there is no area where co-operation is more needed than 
intergovernmental relations.  If anything, historically there has been too much unproductive 
competition between levels of government, particularly in terms of political grandstanding, which 
has manifested itself in duplication of functions and a lack of co-operation on key issues.  Not 
surprisingly, this has had some fairly negative results for the nation's bottom line.  A 2003 House 
of Representatives Standing Committee on Economics, Finance and Public Administration report 
estimated that the cost of duplication between governments was "probably more than $20 billion 
per annum".  Furthermore, despite tax reform, business is still stuck with inefficient state taxes. 
These need to be abolished. And while Victoria has made strong progress in abolishing state 
nuisance taxes, moves to replace them with a new raft of environmental taxes, such as city car park 
levies and carbon taxes, will not be acceptable to business. 
• Labour supply: our human capital is crucial to our economic prospects. Disturbingly, projections 
indicate that our ageing society will impinge on our supply of available labour. Australia's 
workforce will grow by only 13,000 workers a year by 2020, as opposed to 170,000 now.  This 
will require complex solutions and high levels of co-operation across all three levels of 
government involving immigration policy, education and training policies, welfare-to-work 
measures and superannuation and taxation policy. 
• Sustainable energy: ... 
• Trade and exports: trade is probably the area where the fast-changing nature of the world around 
us is most apparent. Trade is central to Australia's way of life. As a nation, we export over 70 per 
cent of our agricultural production and just over 18 per cent of our manufactured goods.  Trade is 
also a useful productivity driver in that it ensures the latest overseas ideas and technologies are 
incorporated into Australian business and production processes.  However, Australian Bureau of 
Statistics figures indicate that Australia has only 25,000 exporters, or around 4 per cent of the 1 
million or so businesses in Australia. 
• Infrastructure: when we talk of productivity, we usually think of labour productivity. Capital 
productivity is important too.  One prominent example of this is channel deepening in Port Phillip 
Bay. About a third of container ships cannot navigate the bay fully laden because of inadequate 
channel depths. This affects the supply chain downstream.  Although it is fairly easy to identify 
where the pressure points are now in terms of infrastructure, the challenge will be to identify 
projects that will help overcome new pressure points that are likely to emerge over the next 
decade, and for all levels of government to work co-operatively in dealing with them.  Other key 
areas for reform include regulatory policy, where businesses face an increasing number of 
regulations each year, and industrial relations, where reforms are now being enacted.  Far from 
resting on our laurels, our society needs to agree on a new productivity agenda to secure 
Australia's place in the world economy. 
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Kalgoorlie 
Miner 

17 Aug 2005 

'Abolition idea 
wins support 
from business 

sector' 

A RADICAL idea to abolish State governments and boost local government powers has won 
support from the business sector.  Kalgoorlie-Boulder Chamber of Commerce and Industry chief 
executive Hugh Gallagher said the idea was on the money.  Confusion reigned with overlapping 
areas of responsibility in the current three-tiered system of government, Mr Gallagher said.  "The 
situation now is not in everyone's best interest," Mr Gallagher said.  He said traditionally, different 
levels of government had distinct areas of responsibility but that was no longer the case.  There 
was a lot of duplication and local councils were increasingly taking on more responsibilities, Mr 
Gallagher said.  "There is confusion in both the business and wider community about which levels 
of government are responsible for various areas," Mr Gallagher said.  "We have to deal with all 
levels of gov-ernment but it is not cut and dried about who to approach.  "As time goes by it will 
be more and more confusing."  Last week Kalgoorlie-Boulder City councillor Wayne Johnson said 
a plan to make voting in local government elections compulsory would help boost the legitimacy 
of councils enabling State governments to be abolished and powers decentralised to local 
authorities. 

The 
Australian 

27 Aug 2005 

'Staring in the 
face of 

infrastructure 
decline': Letter 

by Roy 
Ramage of 

Netherby, SA 

YOUR editorial ("No public service", 26/8) amply demonstrates why Australians can expect their 
health, transport and education infrastructure to continue declining.  Rising costs over the past five 
years and forthcoming state public service pay rises forecast at 8.5 per cent, ensure the latest ABS 
figures on government costs will make BHP's recent profit announcements look like petty cash.   
In South Australia, the state government has added approximately 8000 new public servants since 
taking office, some of them on six-figure salaries. More worrying is a recent Local Government 
Authority report that found 75 per cent of South Australia's councils are considered "vulnerable" 
or "minimally sustainable".  Doubtless this dismal outlook will be similar in other states. The 
removal of at least one layer of government is now a critical issue for Australia.  Australian voters 
should remember that our biggest industries remain the non-profit sectors of federal, state and 
local governments, with little difference between Labor and Liberal.  So when stuck in traffic on 
the way to hospital and worrying about school fees, voters will now have time to think about all 
that money that could have been spent on infrastructure, which has instead been spent on a 
ballooning, non-productive governing class. 
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Online 
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30 Aug 2005 

'Abolishing 
the states - the 

benefits 
ignored', by  
John August 

Beyond Federation (BF) (of which I'm a member) advocates the abolition of state government in 
Australia.  As well as developing models for change and a detailed appreciation of the issues, we 
acknowledge points in the federalist argument - including its benefits - and engage with them 
constructively. 
 
One major federalist is Professor Greg Craven from Curtin University. His article (in Policy, 
Winter 2005) while witty, makes a serious misrepresentation of the arguments for state abolition. 
Craven takes a one-eyed view of the benefits of federalism, refuses to acknowledge there could be 
any problems with federalism and claims our imperfect federation captures the benefits of an ideal 
federation.  Craven also refuses to engage with BF's positions about waste and the arbitrariness of 
state boundaries, or acknowledge possibilities for larger constitutional change. He attaches 
problems and agendas to BF's position that just don't exist, including claims that we: 
are cheering Howard;  
hail from Whitlam;  
claim a monopoly on wisdom;  
only have advocates in New South Wales and Victoria;  
ignore the need for independent regional initiative;  
refuse to acknowledge population differences within Australia; and  
are "centralists". 
 
But as I'll demonstrate, Craven looks at the world with one eye shut.  Craven sees strange motives 
in those who might dare oppose him: we're deluded, arrogant, irrational, elitist and so forth. In 
fact, BF tries to acknowledge the opposition - seeking better ways of realising the same positives. 
Moreover, we'd never question the motives of our opponents.  Craven tries to associate state 
abolition with Howard's recent frustration with the states. But BF's discussion long predates 
Howard's public frustrations and we certainly don't want to give the Howard Government (or any 
government, for that matter) carte blanche to do whatever it likes. We acknowledge the importance 
of checks and balances - but not if you're shooting yourself in the foot.  He claims state abolition is 
only pushed by residents of NSW and Victoria. But we have proponents in Queensland - including 
the Constitutional lawyer A.J. Brown at Griffith University; several Tasmanian councillors 
planned to attend our Gippsland congress and there's been support in Tasmanian newspapers - 
including a Hobart Mercury editorial; and other advocates include Dean Jaench in South Australia 
and Dr Chrissy Sharpe, the former Greens MLC in Western Australia. 
 
In 1997, "The Big Conversation" was held throughout Australia. Virtually all forums wanted a 
stronger role for local government and approximately half the forums explicitly explored removing 
the states. This was a majority of those in SA, WA, TAS, NT and NSW.  In 2001, A.J. Brown 
surveyed Queenslanders and found about 60 per cent of the respondents expected and looked 
forward to basic changes. About 40 per cent were interested in more than minor change, including 
state abolition.  Contrary to claims by Craven that we are politically narrow, perhaps inspired by 
Whitlam, BF has support from across the political spectrum. We've had Liberal Party members 
address our congresses over problems like the Murray-Darling River. And we have Vietnam 
Veterans among our number who feel strongly about their contribution to the anti-Communist 
cause.  Craven acknowledges our claim of waste but says we refuse to acknowledge the benefits of 
representation (which is incorrect). We have waste through the collision of services - apart from 
duplication and inconsistent regulation, government departments spend money shifting the cost to 
other levels of government rather than spending it on services. There are also people moving 
between states. Mark Drummond, a Canberra researcher, has calculated the cost to be about $30 
billion-a-year, but recent calculations posit an even higher figure. 
 
While Craven claims federation has benefits, he makes no effort to measure their worth so they 
can be compared to its costs. The best Craven can do is put the word "savings" in quotation marks 
to discredit it without looking further.  BF agrees with Craven that national powers have increased 
over time, and historically, the states surrendered their taxation powers and did not try to regain 
them. Yes, if the Commonwealth did not have taxation, you'd have fewer problems with the 
distribution of responsibility, power and resources. But the cure would be worse than the disease.  
We prefer to think of Australia as a community, willing to share both benefits and costs. Unless we 
take care, the different participants will squabble over resources. We need to agree on principles 
and common minimum standards so that the sharing is not continuously contested; but we want to 
give different regions autonomy as well. It's a challenge, sure – but it's better than Australia being 
a collection of self-serving principalities.  Craven tries to use international comparisons to shore up 
his case in favour of federalism. He notes federations are emerging overseas such as in the 
European Union and the break-up of the formerly unitary United Kingdom into Scotland and 
Wales. However, in these examples the political units capture substantial historical and social 
differences - there's no similarity to Australia. Craven claims the Australian Federation has 
delivered decentralisation. But international comparison suggests Australia's state and 
Commonwealth governments are centralised - our system is "duplicated centralism" - not 
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"decentralised federalism" as Craven claims.  Craven is blind to the fact many people in the 
country see the state capitals as dominating. Country residents in NSW joke that NSW means 
"Newcastle, Sydney and Woollongong" or "NSW Stops at Wagga". Max Bradley, previously a 
councillor in NSW's Berrigan Shire sees the dominance of Sydney and doesn't even notice 
Canberra. Dr Sharpe in WA notes that while some people in Perth see the eastern states grabbing a 
disproportionate share of the resources from WA, country residents see Perth claiming a 
disproportionate share of WA resources. 
 
Craven admits the states are very similar but tries to claim the smaller differences are significant. 
BF acknowledges that "smaller, subtler" differences exist. The point, however, is that there are 
more differences within the states than between them. A farmer in northern NSW has more in 
common with a farmer in southern Queensland than with a Sydney resident.  These differences are 
best captured in a level below that of the states. Local government, regional government - call it 
what you will. We agree there are differences in the Australian population, it's just that the states 
steamroll over these differences without looking. While local government is a creature of state 
government, we're willing to consider giving local government constitutional protection. So, we 
are not the "centralists" Craven claims we are.  Our argument is a lot more subtle than Craven 
claims. But, yes, we do say state boundaries are arbitrary "lines on a map", though Craven might 
try to ridicule the point. A.J. Brown's research suggests the boundaries of NT and SA - cutting a 
swathe through the middle of Australia - originate in the Treaty of Tordesillas from 1494. When 
the Pope divided the world between the Spanish and Portuguese, the contested boundary of their 
domains passed through the middle of Australia. It meant the UK, trying to be sensitive to foreign 
interests, settled in eastern Australia first and the lines that give SA and NT their identity 
originated in this long-distant historical accident. This is but one example of how Australia's state 
boundaries developed more by accident than design. 
 
Craven prefers to emphasise current differences between the states, regardless of history. Well, if 
those differences are that significant, fair enough. Mere history does not of itself provide an 
argument - we'd be the first to agree. But history does tell us that our current boundaries are 
arbitrary and not something to get worked up about.  Craven claims removal of the states means an 
end to local initiatives and prerogatives. But regions, rather than states, could pursue local 
initiative. We could improve the links between levels of government - for example mayors could 
be representatives in the upper house - and this would improve regional influence. It's not like the 
current Senate performs its intended function as a house of state representation. This has long 
since been lost in party dominance and rivalry.  Craven claims the states are "laboratories". But in 
reality we have a lot of bloody-mindedness and difference for its own sake. People in trades like 
teaching, nursing, plumbing are frustrated at the hurdles involved in having your qualification 
recognised in another state - a boiler maker (sheet metal fabricator) spoke about his frustrations in 
working across the country at our Albury-Wodonga congress. And if you want new ideas, you can 
learn a lot from other Western democracies. But to the extent you really need experimentation, this 
could be implemented by giving regions some freedom to do things differently – perhaps on 
application to an extra-governmental body like the High Court. 
 
Craven ridicules Australia's lack of significant constitutional change. While this is true, many 
proposals for change were political axe grinding - be it Menzies' attempt to ban the Communist 
Party or Labor's attempt to get nationalisation of industry into the Constitution. These proposals 
must have made many Australians cringe, regardless of their politics otherwise.  Far from being 
"set in stone", our founding parents saw the Constitution as a dynamic document, not something 
operating as the "dead hand of the past". It seems they did not appreciate the difficulties that party 
politics would engender. The processes for constitutional change were never intended to be an 
insurmountable barrier - they were there to ensure changes would be worthy. This is in contrast to 
commentators like Craven who seem to say the constitution is written in stone and we even think 
about changing it at our peril.  Constitutional change is not the only possibility. Craven notes the 
states have been under siege. He seems to be saying that just because the states are so weak, no 
one could be bothered to kill them off now. But, to us, they're still as wasteful, still as frustrating 
as they've always been. Craven stops short of observing that, in time, the states could wither away 
to a mere shell and changes to the Constitution would be merely cosmetic. This is not something 
we advocate - it would mean that we never engaged with the issue of what Australia means and the 
ad hoc progression would be destructive and wasteful. But it is another possibility if we refuse the 
potential for constitutional change. 
 
One worthy constitutional change is state abolition. While Craven claims otherwise, BF would be 
willing to accept Australia not going in that direction, if everyone really did think that. Perhaps we 
have a respect for Australians which Craven lacks. In any case, state abolition has not really been 
discussed and has never really been on the table. It may have to be done in stages, but we plan to 
make principled advocacy towards this goal.  So, I hope you're feeling a little more positive about 
the idea of abolishing the states. Disagree with us if you will but please, disagree with us and not a 
straw man - not something nobody is in fact saying! 

 



 3E-177

Table 3D-1  (Continued) 

Publication 
and Date of 

Report 

Heading and 
Reporter(s) 
or Author(s) 

if Known 

Extracts from Report 

Canberra 
Times 

10 Sep 2005 

'Top idea, but 
what's in it for 
Carnell?', by 

Andrew Fraser

SO, CAN-DO KATE reckons we territorians should be governed by a city council. The former 
Chief Minister says we should do away with the palaver of Westminster-style adversarial state 
government. The ever-present ever-politician and super-urger on behalf of causes various, Carnell 
all but says the style of government we have for a polity of only 330,000 and a parliament of only 
17 is a joke. All the arguments about duplication and cost apply, and Carnell makes them well, 
being mindful at the same time not to be seen to embrace the notion of any more politicians, albeit 
only of the lowly local councillor variety. Carnell told The Canberra Times this week that it was 
the system of government, not the size of the Assembly, which needed change. 
 
''I think what we could look at is a bit of a different system, where the people who aren't in 
government, the opposition and the cross-bench, are better utilised, so you have some sort of 
hybrid between a city council and our current form of government,'' she said. Under a Westminster 
system, about half the members would always be in opposition. ''The dilemma at the moment is it's 
not like we have 17 active members. We've got a chunk of people, five ministers, doing a lot of 
work, and everybody else doing not a lot. ''It's not that they're not busy, they're really busy, but 
they are busy doing community stuff and opposition stuff.'' In a relatively small jurisdiction, 
combining municipal and state government functions was simply efficient. ''But I don't think we 
have an overarching Assembly process that reflects that,'' she said. ''We've got a state government 
Westminster system that looks after city council functions. City councils don't work that way.'' 
And that's true enough - but why stop here? Why not do the same in the nation's other seven 
jurisdictions? Some forward thinkers have been on the case for a long time. The ninth Shed a Tier 
(of government) conference was held in Canberra in March last year. Shed a Tier is a growing 
group which wants to slash bureaucratic duplication, red tape, buck-passing and point- scoring.   
 
Former federal Labor Member for Eden-Monaro Jim Snow, who is co- convener of the Beyond 
Federation Network, proposed to the conference a new system in which about 27 local 
governments work with the Commonwealth to deliver services to the community. ''Most people 
are really sick of the blame-game that occurs between the states and Commonwealth,'' he said. 
''They get exasperated when they are shunted from one government to the other over basic issues 
and there is a lot of confusion about who is actually responsible for certain services,'' he said. Most 
Australians had ''no idea of how much money it wastes''. According to Beyond Federation 
Network co-convener Mark Drummond, about $30billion would be saved through abolishing state 
governments. He said the ACT's system was far more workable than state govern- ments and 
closer in spirit to the regional governments proposed under the two-tiered system. He noted that 
the ACT's bushfire tragedy illustrated difficulties in having large borders controlled by different 
governments. Under a new system, smaller regional governments should be in charge of municipal 
services with universal services such as health and education going to the Commonwealth.Fine 
thoughts, but it's all impossible, of course, because of the dreaded ''states' rights'' cam- paigners, 
and the leaden impact and baseless fears they can bring to any debate on reform. But it's nice to 
dream. That said, there is one big potential downside to the Carnell plan. If only the ACT has two 
tiers of government, and if it cedes powers for other than municipal services back to the 
Commonwealth, some pretty big reforms will be lost. For example, we have a Bill of Rights, a 
model for Australia, which, while somewhat watered down on original proposals, commits the 
territory to examination of the human- rights impact of all proposed ACT statutes. It comes with a 
permanent and active Human Rights Commission. There's tort-law reform, of which the ACT 
Government points to Law Council of Australia embrace as it proclaims its moves the envy of the 
nation. The list goes on: gay-law reform, decriminalisation of abortion, establishment of an ACT 
prison for ACT offenders and the secondary-college system (though some initial credit must go to 
the Whitlam federal government). And how about Transact, the ACT entity taking on and beating 
giants? (And remember whose chief ministership it began to flourish under!) All are great ACT 
achievements (and worthy exports to the states and the Northern Territory) but all are potentially 
lost if the ACT and Queanbeyan become just ''Canberra Regional Council'', and if the Federal 
Government retains its current complexion. Do we lower ourselves to fight to save them on a pure 
''territory rights'' platform or do we aim for the arguably higher principle of two tiers of 
government across the nation and, while yielding power, continue to use our influence (and votes) 
to shape the Commonwealth?   
 
Many would say we should hold what has been achieved, and that bird-in-the-hand line is hard to 
resist, given the impossibility of getting 581 politicians in 12 chambers of seven state and territory 
parliaments to unanimously advocate abolishing themselves. Speaking of motivation, has Can- Do 
Kate, whose mantra and MO as Chief Minister was all-practical, had a sudden conversion to form 
and procedure ahead of substance? Has she now suddenly and entirely altruistically turned her 
mind to the mechanics of government? After all, if she could achieve so much despite the system 
she had to operate in, why bother to change now? Why would she want to show the way to our 
current chief minister to make himself even more popular with the electorate as a cutter of red tape 
and parliamentary windbaggery?Perhaps the key is to be found in the report of the Carnell plan by 
the Times's Assembly reporter, Ben Doherty, who noted that the plan's proponent was ''still an 
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active member of the Liberal Party''.   
 
How often is that code for ''the yet- to-be-declared candidate'', especially in the case of someone 
who only turned 50 this year and has shown persistent, serious symptoms of what former Hawke 
Minister Gareth Evans identified as Relevance Deprivation Syndrome? Remember, it was less than 
three years ago that Carnell unsuccessfully sought Liberal pre-selection for the Senate seat now 
occupied by Gary Humphries. Whether we get Mayor Kate or MP Kate (as, maybe, she's being 
aimed at/angling for another position, like, say, a yet-to-be-found vacancy in the House of 
Representatives) is a story to watch over the weeks and months. It will be more than interesting in 
itself, coming as it will with more direct impact on Canberra (or nearby?) electors. But her latest 
pre-campaign vehicle - whether she continues to drive it or not - remains very much worthy of a 
national tour. 
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Albert Logan 
News 

(Queensland) 
21 Sep 2005 
(same artricle 
appeared in 
the Logan 

West Leader, 
also on 21 
Sep 2005) 

'Australia has 
more 

politicians per 
capita than 
any other 

country in the 
world' 

Australia has more politicians per capita than any other country in the world. The Albert and 
Logan News asked shoppers if they think we have too many.  Poll conducted September 15   
 
'Yes, I think we should get rid of some of them as we are over-governed. One level of government 
would be nice.'   
Lisa Dew, Eagleby   
 
'Get rid of state government, they are an anachronism. With modern technology we only need 
federal and shire governments.'   
Bryce Aldred, Tanah Merah   
 
'We should get rid of all the states and just have federal government. Let the states run the councils 
as one council body.'   
Dennis Turner, Ormeau 
 
'Sack them all and start again. No, I don't like them. Half of them don't know what they are talking 
about anyway.'   
Ronald Weedon, Bethania 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

1 Oct 2005 
p. 23 

'Altered 
states', by 
Damien 
Murphy 

There was a time when we derided our interstate cousins as mere Sandgropers, Croweaters or 
Banana Benders. Now, with federalism taking over, state borders count for little, writes Damien 
Murphy. 
 
BEER flowed across borders, State of Origin started and the Swans of South Melbourne flew 
north ... 25 years ago something seismic was happening to Australia.  Tomorrow's rugby league 
grand final between Wests Tigers and North Queensland Cowboys and last Saturday's Sydney 
Swans victory flow from decisions in 1980 and 1981 to ditch some old territorial imperatives and 
illustrate how far the notion of state pride has faded.  Back then, anyone in Sydney would have 
been laughed out of a pub for drinking Victorian beer or talking Australian rules. It was a time 
when the states, and parochial views about their interests, importance and superiority, dominated 
our lives.  No more. The sun is setting on state pride. Australians wander the country after jobs and 
the sun, switching team allegiances with each move and abandoning any sense of visceral 
connection with their home states.  Even John Howard, the head of a Coalition that has historically 
been the great proponent of states' rights and federalism, thinks Australia would be better off 
without states.  "If we were starting Australia all over again, I wouldn't support having the existing 
state structure. I would actually support having a federal government, a national government and 
perhaps a series of regional governments," Howard said after Geoff Gallop retained office in 
Western Australia this year to give Labor a lock on state and territory parliaments.  Once Howard's 
comments would have outraged, but in truth his comments are unremarkable in a country where 
suburb pride usurped state pride years ago. For most now, Australia is our community, our suburb 
in the global village. 
 
Australians have evolved into one of the world's most mobile populations. Figures from the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics show 363,515 people moved interstate in the year to March - even 
Tasmania had a net interstate migration gain (of 260) - while NSW lost 26,900 people, mostly to 
Queensland. Already many of us have family members living interstate and in future most 
Australians will not live in one state all their lives. The internet and ease of overseas travel add to a 
national mindset. Few Australians travelling overseas tell foreigners they are from NSW or 
Victoria.    
 
Federation resulted from the battle over free trade and so it's perhaps ironic that Australia's two 
great totems, beer and football - in their way originally state-based pursuits - tore down state 
borders as commercialism put up enough money to buy the soul of patriotic parochialism.  Foster's 
Lager is now emblematic for Australia overseas but for most of its history it was unavailable 
outside Victoria. Brewed in Melbourne from the 1880s, for more than a century its distribution 
was limited by the "beer line" - an imaginary line through the Riverina honouring a gentlemen's 
agreement between Sydney brewers and Carlton and United in Melbourne (coincidentally it ran 
parallel to the then northern limits of Australian rules football until South Melbourne decamped). 
But in 1978 the Sydney brewer Tooth and Co moved into Melbourne, buying Courage beer. War 
was declared. Victorian beer surged north into NSW.  In Queensland, the Castlemaine Perkins 
brewery held sway for much of the 20th century until Alan Bond acquired the company and started 
flogging the beer overseas. The famous XXXX brand was introduced in 1894. A recent advertising 
campaign had XXXX as "Queenslandese" for beer but, in an example that the old habits die hard, 
rude people interstate maintained it was labelled thus because Queenslanders, predominantly 
country bumpkins who live outside the capital, could not spell.  Similarly, commercialism was the 
beginning of State of Origin in 1980. The success of Queensland's victory in the first game saw 
rugby league open up to accommodate interstate teams. It also begat the 1997 brawl over Super 
League as media moguls Kerry Packer and Rupert Murdoch battled to turn local pride to their 
monetary advantage.    
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In colonial days, Australia was a pastoral place with most people living in the bush, but since 
federation the population has drifted to the towns and cities and stayed put. The suburbs were worn 
with pride and the era of loyalty to suburban football teams and state industrial awards held sway.  
Nowadays, few people, apart from posturing premiers, beat the drum for state pride. State 
governments have withered to become little more than service providers. Canberra, meanwhile, 
has come to rule a new world of federalism.  The Federal Government is muscling in everywhere: 
health, education, industrial relations. It is telling state governments to abolish taxes and stamp 
duty, the first serious attack on state tax policies since John Curtin used World War II to stop state 
income taxes in 1942. And it is telling schools around the nation to put flagpoles out front to 
promote patriotism.  Since the Menzies era, the Coalition parties have always been the ardent 
supporter of federalism, the parties of small government. Labor was the centralist, the party of big 
government.  Joh Bjelke-Petersen was the great practitioner of state rights. In 1985 during the 
South-East Queensland Electricity Board workers' dispute he put unionists on contracts and 
introduced risible legislation targeting protesters and gays. Conservatives thought him the hard 
man of industrial relations reform and launched him on the Joh-for-PM misadventure. The unions 
squealed and sought safety under federal awards.  Today, in a neat reversal, Howard's promised 
industrial relation reforms are centralist and the unions are squealing again, this time espousing the 
great justice of state industrial awards.    
 
Howard has undergone a conversion to centralism and laments the existence of state governments, 
not because of any philosophical shift but because his Liberals once held seven of the eight state 
and territory governments. Now he has none but the centre square is his alone.  Some say 
Australia's innate political conservatism stops constitutional change to do away with, or 
amalgamate, one tier of government.    
 
Australia, with Canada, Switzerland and the United States, comprise the world's classic 
federations. Yet of the four, we are the only one drifting towards the centre.  The Monash 
University demographer Bob Birrell says Canada most parallels Australia - just as we live along 
the coast, they live bunched on the border with US, vast amounts of land is sparsely populated, 
Queen Elizabeth II, etc. But as Australia spins towards the centre, Canada is becoming 
increasingly provincial.  "We take pride in our shared experiences such as egalitarianism, but 
Canadians stress their nationalism by celebrating their differences," Birrell says. "Of course we did 
not have the Canadian-British, Canadian-French divide, nor an 'elephant' to our south beaming 
American news and culture into our loungerooms, so it's little wonder Canadians remain strongly 
provincial."    
 
This month, conferences in Sydney and Gosford will discuss dropping state governments.  The 
12th Shed a Tier Congress on the Central Coast beginning on October15 will discuss how 
abolishing state governments can benefit people, communities, businesses and the environment.   
The congress convenor, Mark Drummond, says a single national government and local or regional 
governments would save about $30 billion a year by getting rid of that state government speciality, 
expensive and unnecessary duplication.  Political fund-raiser Everald Compton is staging a 
conference in Sydney on October 13 exploring the path to a stateless Australia and says it is 
beyond question that one level of government must go.  "The states are geographical hangovers 
from our history, having boundaries drawn to suit colonial governments of the time. It's ridiculous 
for Brisbane, located in the south-east corner, to claim the ability to give political services to 
Cairns on a basis better than Canberra," Compton says. "The same applies to Perth claiming 
affinity with the Kimberley. Cairns and the Kimberley love neither and yearn for their own 
regional government."    
 
Of course, getting rid of state governments is rabidly opposed by Macquarie Street politicians and 
their cohorts around the capitals who will not vote for their own demise.  But there are others who 
want even more states.  Ian Johnston, of Hornsby, is intent on standing candidates in the 2007 
NSW election pushing for new states to be established in rural areas around Australia that feel 
neglected by city politicians and policies.  A retired public servant, Johnston thinks New England 
should be a state. Another one should be created along the Murray River called "River Eden" 
(fulfilling Ben Boyd's 1842 dream for Twofold Bay). Johnston also names "Capricornia" (thank 
you Xavier Herbert) for central Queensland and wants a "Northern Australia" to take in the 
Northern Territory and areas of northern and inland Queensland.  "At federation it was clearly 
anticipated that new states would arise," Johnston says. "The ultimate test is the will of the 
people."  But for the moment, the people's will is focused on Tigers and Cowboys. 
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Sunday 
Telegraph 

16 Oct 2005 

'States of 
oblivion', by 
Sandra Lee 

BY the end of today in a recreation club at Tumbi Umbi, moves could be afoot to dismantle the 
state of NSW. Well, that's if Upper House member Arthur Chesterfield-Evans gets his way.   
The honourable MLC will ask the 12th annual Shed A Tier conference ... "to commit to the reform 
of the Australian Constitution (and) to the abolition of the states".  The Democrat pollie 
foreshadowed (again) his vision in State Parliament earlier this week saying "the current three-
tiered governance model is impeding Australia's international competitiveness".  ...  Mr C-E 
reckons it's too difficult to "co-ordinate the administration of Australia through three levels of 
government" and it's time the states were voted off the island. 

The Gold 
Coast 

Bulletin 
1 Nov 2005 

'Daylight 
Saving: Your 

SMS 
Responses' 

I am a tourist visiting your beautiful state and country and i cannot believe what i'm reading, for a 
country of 20 million with 8 states and territories every where i go people whinging about stupid 
things, you act like 8 squabbling kids, you are so over governed, get rid of state government and as 
for daylight savings change to central standard time GROW UP AUSTRALIA ! 
T Shannon IRELAND 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

10 Nov 2005 

'From 
maintain the 

rage to obtain 
the page', by 
David Marr 

Like an old Roman in a fine black suit, Gough Whitlam was offering the crowd gossip from the far 
past. The face is curiously young, but that great head - with all its repertoire of tricks intact - now 
hangs below his shoulders.  He may lose the thread a little as he outlines the electoral system of 
the US and explains the several constitutional barriers to abolishing the states, but when the jokes 
come, the timing is perfect. 

The Weekend 
Australian 

7-8 Jan 2006 

Editorial: 
'Awful 

authorities: 
Local 

government 
needs civil, 
not social, 

engineering' 

IN all of the human zoo that is politics, the behaviour of people in local government is the most 
hilarious, when it is not horrifying. As The Weekend Australian demonstrates today, Australia is 
burdened with activist aldermen who exceed their brief authority and impose their ideologies on 
the rest of us. Much of the damage they do is cloaked in claims that they are helping local 
residents. In the last year, we have seen the local council warn people with investment property in 
tourist mecca Byron Bay not to rent out their holiday homes. Presumably this was to stop outsiders 
disturbing the peace of those privileged enough to live there all the time. It is the same sort of 
strategy that sees councils enforce expensive street parking fees that make a day at the beach 
unaffordable for battling families. Sydney's Waverley Council took the prize for this sort of insular 
arrogance last weekend when it charged people to stand in a public park with a good view of the 
New Year's Eve fireworks. It is hard to imagine a more outrageous act than forcing people who 
cannot afford homes with harbour views to subsidise rate payers who can. 
 
Hard, but not impossible. Because local government apparatchiks also delight in imposing their 
own ideologies on ordinary people. Once again, Waverley wins. Last year, Greens councillors 
there suggested that because the area is on the coast people did not need airconditioners or 
backyard pools. They were singing from the same song sheet as another Sydney council that 
wanted to charge 4WD owners more for resident parking stickers. These are the acts of people 
who want to be in politics – but aren't. Local government is about administration, collecting the 
rubbish, repairing the roads and running the local library, not making policy. Australia enjoys a 
great tradition of community service through local government. Ben Chifley served on the 
Abercrombie Shire Council for all the years he was treasurer, only resigning in his second year as 
prime minister. But local government is increasingly infested with the sort of pests its own 
inspectors warn against, people who assume that election to council empowers them to impose 
their ideas on the rest of us and who think municipality and principality are synonyms. 
 
The solution is to rid ourselves of this plague of petty politicians by replacing local councils with 
large regional governments, such as that which runs Brisbane. Apart from ending the inefficiencies 
caused by pocket borough councils all doing things differently, regional governments would 
require a higher level of political skills to negotiate funding direct from Canberra and to run big 
cities or rural districts. Elected regional administrations – managing schools and hospitals, police 
and transport – could reduce, even replace, the role of the states. Former Speaker of the US House 
of Representatives Tip O'Neill famously said all politics is local. No doubt – but we need to make 
local larger, with bigger administrative areas and better elected officials running them. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

10 Feb 2006 

Editorial: 'The 
time has come 
to shed a tier'

THE Prime Minister and the premiers will file into Parliament House in Canberra today for their 
annual wrangle over money and policy. The agenda for the Council of Australian Government is 
filled with familiar issues: health, education, infrastructure, aged care. They are state responsibilities. 
Why is the Commonwealth involved? Because politicians cannot help themselves. Politics and a 
modern integrated economy have eroded the constitution's division of responsibilities between the 
central government and the states. Each adult resident of Australia's states and territories now elects 
two sets of politicians who fight over the management of a merging group of issues. The artificial 
division of power was a compromise from the day the federal constitution came into force. Its faults 
are daily becoming more obvious. Quite simply, it makes no sense. 
 
Over-government shows itself every day. Aside from the waste of money and talent involved in 
duplicating bureaucracies to manage whole swathes of government activity, there is the damage it 
does to the prestige of government. One tiny example will stand for thousands. 
 
EARLIER this week, when a scheduled rail service from Melbourne was late, the NSW Minister for 
Transport, John Watkins, assured the public that the State Government was not to blame. A track 
fault, the responsibility of the Australian Rail Track Corporation, a federal body, had caused the 
delay, Mr Watkins said. In the absurd world of federated politics, this clearly seemed to a minister of 
the crown to be a legitimate point to make. For passengers and those waiting for them, of course, this 
solemn, pettifogging piece of backside-covering was just a laughable irrelevance. A steady stream of 
similar absurdities can only corrode the public's view of its elected leaders. 
 
Our politicians seem like clowns for engaging in blame-shifting of this type, yet engage they must. 
Blame-shifting is a confession of impotence, of uselessness. Australians do not expect much from 
their politicians. That is possibly unfortunate, but they have learnt from a century of experience. 
What they should expect, though, is a basic level of competence in administration. The federal 
system denies them even this. In education, to name just one area, the states run government schools 
and TAFE colleges, though Canberra is starting to impose its requirements. Canberra runs 
universities, though they are set up by acts of state parliaments, and funds private schools. Now it 
wants to set up technical colleges which will duplicate the states' TAFE systems. It sounds like some 
vast joke. Unfortunately any laughter is at the expense of Australians. They are the losers when their 
system of government, because of its very structure, falls so far into disrepute. 
 
There are other reasons, too, why less government would be better. As the population ages and the 
tax base narrows, Australia cannot afford the luxury of over-government on the present scale. And 
the quality of our politicians might be improved if there were fewer of them. The problem of over-
government has long been identified, and the solution offered is usually the same: the abolition of the 
states. It is true that states' rights make a venerable slogan which has outlived both relevance and 
meaning. Rights to do what, exactly? Not manage their own affairs in their own way, that is certain. 
Most of the power to do that has already leached out of the states and territories and flowed to the 
Commonwealth through its control of purse-strings and other channels such as the national 
competition agenda. It is not going to flow back, any more than water is going to flow uphill. 
 
States' rights these days are confined to maintaining largely empty local traditions, or pseudo-
traditions. Yet the varying ways states manage things are usually distinctions without a difference. 
Just as Australian English has no dialects, and even its regional accents take a finely tuned ear to 
detect, there are no cultural differences between the states which require a regional sensitivity. Our 
states are not regions; they do not represent single, coherent communities of interest or culture. They 
are arbitrary lines drawn on a map in the Colonial Office in London more than a century ago. Each is 
as much of a hotchpotch as the others. 
 
YET though states' rights are outdated, the states are entrenched facts. They will not easily be 
disposed of. Reformers should look not to abolish them, but to use them in a system which 
recognises changes which have already started and reshapes them to meet contemporary needs, while 
seeking to economise elsewhere - in the third tier, local government. The Commonwealth's creeping 
takeover of state powers should be encouraged and accelerated in the interest of single, national 
systems, particularly in health and education, with uniform nationwide standards. 
 
At present the map of NSW is an intricate patchwork of tiny fiefdoms. Nearly 40 local councils run 
services for one city - Sydney. Though some share services, the unnecessary duplication of functions 
is a drain on public resources. It does not have to be this way, and for reasons of efficiency it should 
not be. Other cities - Brisbane, London, to name but two - are run as a single entity. And as for 
Sydney, so for the rest of the state. Councils are grouped by the Federal Government into regions for 
consultation. There is no reason why those regional boundaries should not become the boundaries for 
a much smaller number – 15 or so instead of more than 100 – of super-councils. The amalgamation 
of local councils should be the first step towards a two-tier system of government in Australia. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

13 Feb 2006 

'Small is 
better': Letters

Well done, Herald editorial ("The time has come to shed a tier", February 10). Let's make the 
abolition of the states a genuine Aussie movement. There will be no tears from this writer if the 
second tier goes. After all, we have a stalled ex-Carr government anyway. Time to send it to the 
wreckers. 
Mick Tapsell of Glebe 
 
I, too, shed a tear, of joy, as I read the time has come to shed a tier. Since moving here from 
Britain four years ago, the NSW Government has proven itself capable of bungling almost any 
issue. The duplication across states is enormous - even within the governments, an upper house 
and lower house is absurd. Annual cost savings are huge and can be diverted to many initiatives, 
not least education, health and public transport. 
Stephen Bowhill of Clontarf 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

14 Feb 2006 

'Being 
overgoverned 
is a state we're 

in': Letters 

I refer to your editorial, "The time has come to shed a tier" (February 10). Our population of just 
20 million remains burdened with nine Westminster-type governments, most of them with upper 
and lower houses, multiple agencies, chauffeur-driven limos, executive jets and overseas 
junketing. Let's do it in an orderly fashion, and be duly grateful for their contribution, but let's 
allow these redundant governments to pass into history. Local government presides over every 
square inch of the continent - the state governments are an appalling liability. 
Terry Walsh of Kellyville 
 
I am still adjusting to your editorial advocating a close look at over-government and the role of the 
states. Wonderful newspaper though it is, over too many decades I have come to expect, chiseled 
in granite and moulded into the fabric of the Herald, three things. A somewhat ambivalent attitude 
to the Nationals and its antecedent, the Country Party, a tendency to foam at the mouth at the 
mention of the teachers federation and a robust protection of states' rights. What is the world 
coming to? Perhaps the assumptions are just another indicator of ageing and time for a 
reassessment. 
Gus Plater of Saratoga 
 
The trouble with abolishing the states is that we'd all finish up living in NSW. 
John Larkins Kyneton (Vic) 
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The 
Australian 

24 Feb 2006 
pp. 1-4 

'Iemma wields 
the axe', by 

Imre 
Salusinszky 

THE NSW Labor Government has turned its back on a decade of policies that have bloated the 
public sector and driven businesses interstate, announcing plans to shed 5000 public servants and 
amalgamating 14 departments into two super-ministries.  In an economic statement delivered 
yesterday, Premier Morris Iemma also announced tax relief for business in response to an 
independent audit of state finances.  The job cuts -- in addition to changes to sick leave, overtime 
and holiday arrangements -- are the big-ticket item in a "budget efficiency dividend" designed to 
save taxpayers $2.5billion over four years.  Mr Iemma denied suggestions that the Government 
was moving away from its "no forced redundancies" position.  New Treasurer Michael Costa 
confirmed to The Australian that the savings would not necessarily mean a revision of forward 
budget estimates, which project a $533million deficit for 2006-07.  Assuming there is no further 
deterioration in revenues as a result of the collapse of the housing boom, this leaves the 
Government with the option of bringing down a "good news" pre-election budget in May, 
including the hiring of more police, teachers and nurses. 
 
Declaring the nation's largest state economy fundamentally sound, and sufficiently diverse to 
withstand external shocks, Mr Iemma said his plan was designed to close the gap that has opened 
up between growth in spending and growth in revenues.  He attributed this to the fall-off in the 
property market, the GST trade-off with the other states, and the rising demand for government 
services associated with an ageing population. 
 
In response, Opposition Leader Peter Debnam quickly branded the statement a "political rescue 
plan" that would not fix the underlying disparity between revenues and spending growth in NSW.  
Mr Debnam said the audit revealed "the economy in NSW is in crisis" and stood by his 
undertaking to trim the 300,000-strong public service by around a 10th.  Mr Iemma said his public 
service cuts would be achieved through voluntary redundancies, redeployment and natural 
attrition.  However, he confirmed high-ranking public servants would be forced off the payroll 
after four weeks on the so-called "unattached list" reserved for senior bureaucrats without active 
postings.  Embracing the model provided by Victoria in the 1990s, Mr Iemma announced the first 
rollout of amalgamations of "budget-dependent agencies". A new Department of Arts, Sport and 
Recreation is set to embrace 12 existing agencies, and an expanded Department of State and 
Regional Development will swallow parts of tourism and scientific research.  The amalgamations 
will reduce the number of NSW government agencies from 69 to 55. There are only 11 such 
agencies in Victoria. 
 
As part of his drive to tempt businesses back to NSW, Mr Iemma announced $90 million of 
payroll tax relief for businesses that relocate to specified areas of NSW with high unemployment.  
In addition he will establish a kitchen-cabinet comprising 15 of the state's top business figures, and 
legislate to empower Planning Minister Frank Sartor to intervene when local councils drag the 
chain on development applications.  Recent figures have shown a blowout in processing periods, 
with local councils taking 20 per cent longer to approve or reject development proposals.    
 
Mr Iemma's statement received a cautious tick from NSW business groups yesterday. Mark 
Bethwaite from Australian Business Ltd said the statement was "directionally correct but does not 
go far enough".  He called for further tax relief to reverse the flight of business from NSW, which 
he said had the highest business costs in Australia. 

Daily 
Telegraph 

18 Mar 2006 
p. 21 

'States of 
duplication': 

Letter by J.M. 
Samios of 
Davistown 

Can't someone come up with a sensible plan to abolish state governments? These leftovers from 
colonial times are an expensive luxury which have outlived their usefulness.  Stop all the 
duplication in education, health, police, at state and federal levels. Every state has a record of poor 
management and all reply to criticism by saying they don't get enough money from the 
Commonwealth.  Close down state departments and double the number of federal bureaucrats and 
officers to run Australia as a whole. Give more bones to local government.  Government efficiency 
would increase enormously and the tax savings would be fantastic. 
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WA Business 
News 

23 Mar 2006 

'Another 
wasted 

opportunity?', 
by Joe 

Poprzeczny 

... State Scene has highlighted this point before, in 2003 the House of Representatives Economics 
Committee (HREC), chaired by Victorian Liberal David Hawker, disclosed in a little-publicised 
report that duplication between all levels of government was costing taxpayers $20 billion.  That 
means every man, woman, child and infant is being charged $1,000 annually for this huge exercise 
in extravagant doubling-up due to duplication of bureaucracies and programs.  In the case of, say, 
10 million taxpayers, that figure doubles to $2,000 annually for each taxpayer, an average of about 
$40 per week.  In other words, if all duplication and coordination costs were scrapped, each 
taxpayer could expect to have their tax burden lightened by that $2,000.  And that's over and above 
the amount that should be adjusted for bracket creep annually due to inflation.   
 
The Hawker Report carried several recommendations, including that an urgent meeting of federal, 
state and local government representative be convened to develop an inter-government agreement 
where Australia's $20 billion plus duplication problem could be remedied.  But such a move 
shouldn't be permitted to go towards further expanding the distant Canberra's bureaucracy. No 
more costly centralisation and duplication, please Mr Costello.  That bureaucracy should be 
trimmed and should vacate entire areas of activity, most especially education, transport and health, 
plus many more.  Mr Costello said on March 12 1996 that the "days of sloth and waste are over", 
and pledged to slash $8 billion from the budget over the next two years.  Who did Mr Costello's 
spin-doctors think they were kidding? Sloth and waste is not over.  What's needed is a 
commitment to limiting taxation to no more than 20 per cent of any taxpayers' earnings; indexing 
of taxation to combat bracket creep, something the Liberals promised in 1975, enacted, and 
promptly scrapped by 1977; and the elimination of costly governmental duplication.  If these don't 
happen, Mr Costello's snap inquiry to determine where Australia stands among other big taxing 
nations won't be worth the paper that report is printed on.  Australia should become the leader in 
taxation policy and not be somewhere up among so-called "comparable countries" whose 
politicians are even less adept at refusing to drift with the worldwide trend of taxing at ever higher 
levels. 

Sydney MX 
10 Apr 2006 

'What a state 
of waste': 

Letter by Rob 
of Davidson 

David from Potts Point (mX, Tuesday) said no money had been spent on NSW's infrastructure and 
asked where all the funds had gone, seeing it is the highest-taxed state.  Good question.  Many 
people believe it must have gone to prop up the generous salaries, allowances, perks and 
superannuation of politicians.   
 
We are the most over-governed country in the world per capita.  The federal system, which gives 
overlapping powers and responsibilities to national, state and local governments, is imposing 
significant costs on the community.  If we streamlined the many layers of government (eg. abolish 
state governments and all the resulting inaction), Australia would save $3.5 billion a year, 
according to a doctoral candidate at the University of Canberra.  That's a lot of money that could 
be channelled into much-needed infrastructure health, schools, police and education.  The private 
sector has drastically cut middle management over the past 20 years, so why can't the public 
sector?  Or is it because it would only happen if the politicians voted themselves out of a job, in 
accordance with the Constitution? And pigs may fly. 
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Canberra 
Times 

15 Apr 2006 
p. 19 

'Republicans 
keep the pot 
boiling, both 
near and far', 
by Andrew 

Fraser 

IT WAS only we basket-weavers and cafe loungers in this government- subsidised sheltered 
workshop of a city that actually voted for a republic when given the chance 6 years ago, right? No 
one actually working for a living in the regions gives a flying continental, yeah? Peter Consandine 
comes from Castle Hill in Sydney's north-west and begs to differ - and he is nothing if not an 
enthusiast. He set up a stall in Garema Place this week, selling the wares, spiritual and 
commercial, of the Republican Party of Australia. It was the 553rd time he has taken his show on 
the road. As a driver also of the Abolish State Governments Party, Consandine has a simultaneous 
commitment to both republicanism and regionalism. 
 
At the looming NSW election, he and his colleagues had not been able to get the 750 members at 
the appropriate time for party registration ''but we're still running a ticket of independent 
government-system reformers where we're going to champion a Bill of Rights for the state of 
NSW, among other things''. ''Our Constitution is about having a regionalised republic ...'' he said. 
''We wouldn't want to go back to the 19th century for our government-system arrangements when 
we become a republic. ''In other words, we're maximal republicans.'' The Republican Party has had 
conventions, starting in 1987 in Albury, followed by Canberra in 1990 (including a guest speech 
by historian Manning Clark). This year's ''Republican of the Year'' dinner will be held in Orange, 
to be addressed by journalist Phillip Adams. The party platform provides for 30 regional 
''presidiums'', with the heads having the powers of both the ''superfluous'' state governments and 
the local governments which were ''a creature of the state governments''. ''We think it's possible for 
regional governments to be established on the premise that we are over-governed ... we could 
amalgamate all six states, the two territories, the 54 land councils and the 700 local governments,'' 
he said. His stall had books and plans on ''land rights for all'' and ''manifestos'' on leasehold 
systems and affordable housing. Hang on. Presidiums? Manifestos? What are you, a communist, or 
what? ''This is not socialism,'' he said. ''This helps the capitalist system work better.'' OK, so 
Consandine's party goes OK on the ground, but what about relations with the Australian 
Republican Movement, the peak body the nation looks to on the big issue? ''It's as perfect as a 
working understanding can be.'' ''Nothing can happen till John Howard departs the scene. He will 
not give us a second referendum. ''Everything we do on the streets is essentially to keep the issue 
alive.'' And the more engaged and engaging canvassers like Consandine, the better. 

The 
Australian 

27 Apr 2006 
p. 10 

'Unwanted, 
but state 

governments 
are here to 

stay', 
by Mike 
Steketee 

Two surveys show voters would prefer federal and regional administrations over the present 
system. 
 
STATE governments -- who needs them? Not the voters, apparently. A survey conducted last year 
by Griffith and Charles Sturt universities asked NSW voters how much faith they had in different 
levels of government.  The winner was the federal Government, with 41 per cent, followed by 
local government on 34 per cent and the states bringing up the rear with 25 per cent. The contrast 
was even stronger when people were asked to rate the performance of governments, with the 
federal Government scoring 28 per cent, local government 26 per cent and state governments a 
distant 13 per cent.  The results could be influenced by the relatively high standing of the Howard 
Government compared to that of the Iemma Government when the poll was taken in August and 
September. But only to a degree: 46 per cent said they would have exactly the same or much the 
same view if another political party was in power. There are other qualifications: the sample was 
small -- 502 voters -- leaving some doubt about the exact figures. But they were weighted to make 
them representative of the population at large and they were broadly similar to a survey of 301 
Queensland voters conducted in 2001.  Moreover, almost three-quarters of NSW voters believe 
there should be changes to the structure of government. Presented with five options, including the 
status quo, for how the system should look in 50 to 100 years, 47 per cent plumped for "a two-
tiered system, with a national government and new regional governments replacing the current 
state governments".  That was way ahead of the 12.5 per cent preference for the present system, 
the 10 per cent who chose a four-tiered structure, with new regional governments added on, or the 
5 per cent who wanted the present system but with the creation of more states. The two-tiered 
option also came out ahead in the Queensland survey, though less strongly, with 31 per cent 
support.  Believe it or not, the closer voters' association with state governments, the stronger their 
support for abolition of the states as part of the two-tier option. Though the sub-sample is too small 
to put great weight on the actual figures, those most strongly in favour of all happened to be state 
government employees. They must know something.      
 
Queensland University professor of public administration Ken Wiltshire is not surprised by the 
findings. "The Labor states have proven to be quite incompetent at running their basic 
responsibilities," he says, citing "dumbed down" school education, chronic mismanagement of 
hospitals, insufficient police and failing infrastructure. "Faced with the image of overlap and 
duplication and constant squabbling between commonwealth and states, the average citizen 
quickly jumps to the conclusion that abolition of one tier is the answer and will save money and 
acrimony." 
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Talk about micro-economic reform: just imagine the savings from doing away with the whole 
panoply of state parliaments and bureaucracies and building local councils into much more 
efficient regional organisations.  There is just one problem: it won't happen, at least not formally. 
Abolition of the states requires a referendum to change the constitution. To be carried, a 
referendum has to gain a majority of the national vote as well as a majority in four of the six states. 
It is hard to see many state politicians supporting moves to rub themselves out, and the history of 
referendums is that they are a lost cause unless they receive close to universal support from the 
political players.  But the voters' instinctive preference may be realised, more or less, by stealth. In 
1995, then Queensland premier Wayne Goss argued that unless there was a vigorous national 
debate on reallocating responsibilities between governments, "what we will witness within a 
generation is the de facto, if not, de jure, abolition of the states". Goss is looking prescient.    
 
The debate on federalism sputters into life every now and then without ever coming to grips with 
the big issues of the states relying on the commonwealth for most of their funding and the illogical 
divisions of responsibilities. As the leader of the study of NSW voters, Griffith University's A.J. 
Brown, puts it: "We are already on the road to dismantling the old system."    
 
John Howard's interpretation of the national mood, together with his own instincts, have turned 
him into a bigger centralist than Gough Whitlam ever dreamed of becoming. The traffic is all one 
way, with the federal Government funding more and more programs directly rather than through 
the states. The High Court is about to hear the states' challenge to Canberra's use of the 
corporations power in the constitution to take over the states' industrial relations systems. If it rules 
in favour of the commonwealth, Attorney-General Philip Ruddock has already signalled there is 
more to come.    
 
The GST has given the states a growing source of revenue but it has also centralised power even 
further in Canberra. Peter Costello collects the tax and is using it as a stick to beat the states into 
submission on abolishing some of their own taxes. Bob Hawke and Paul Keating engaged in 
successful bouts of co-operative federalism in the 1980s and early '90s, but Howard has been a 
reluctant starter.  It was not until February this year, almost 10 years after coming to power, that he 
and the premiers reached agreement on a series of reforms and rationalisations of commonwealth 
and state powers, and many of those still have to be translated into concrete changes.    
 
In the long term, Wiltshire sees regions gradually replacing states but he believes this will occur 
through the creation of new states rather than the abolition of old ones. He predicts the Northern 
Territory soon will become a state and that it will be joined eventually by the ACT, New England 
in northern NSW, north Queensland and northwest Western Australia. "Of course, the current 
boundaries of the states make very little modern sense," he adds. 
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'Australians 
want two-tier 
govt: study' 

Researchers say a new study confirms most people are unhappy with Australia's three-tier system 
of government.  The study by Queensland's Griffith University found up to three-quarters of the 
people surveyed in Queensland and New South Wales wanted the system changed.  Dr AJ Brown 
says the most popular option is the abolition of the state system to create a two-tier government.  
"The Federal Government would take over stronger policy responsibilities or key services, like 
health, but when it came to delivery for the management of hospitals and the running of services at 
a community level, that would be done on a more local and regional basis," he said.  "It would see 
the end of large state bureaucracies in those big service-delivery areas and bring those sorts of 
services closer to the people." 
 
Queensland Opposition Leader Lawrence Springborg says state governments perform an important 
function.  "I can understand people feeling that they believe we might be over-governed but if you 
look at Australia, it's an extremely decentralised nation," he said.  "In many ways, it is a very 
diverse nation and the states are very good because what they do is to allow people to have their 
say at a regional level in a significant way." 

Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

10 May 2006 
p. 15 

'A tragic tale 
of a nation 

that drowned 
in greed and 
neglect', by 
Elizabeth 
Farrelly 

THERE was a time, or so we'll tell our great-grandchildren, as seawater laps the steps of the town 
hall, when being Australian was a point of pride. When Australianness stood for honesty, 
optimism and a fair go; for sand between the toes, a twinkle in the eye and one up authority. Two-
up, even. For a lean, larrikin ingenuity in solving problems, and in getting going when the going 
got tough.  When things did get tough, in the early 21st century, there was a fleeting chance for us 
to signify, to show leadership, imagination and courage. There we sat, at the far, balmy end of the 
world, with vast resources, limitless space, a glorious climate and relatively few mouths to feed. 
We were educated, healthy and remarkably rich. All of this we could have used as a force for 
good. A force for survival.  Instead, we chose to get richer, fatter and smugger. We had resources 
to burn and, my, we burnt them. What a fire it was. We let our fauna drift into extinction and our 
indigenes into indigence. Instead of harvesting wind, wave, hot-rock or sun energy, which we had 
in sparkling abundance, we sold our forests for toilet tissue, our rivers for cotton-farming, our 
space for radioactive waste, our military for oil.  And yet, as the icecaps started to melt and the 
earth to drown, we sank ever deeper into denial. While old Europe poured her energies into 
sustaining big, dense populations on the few renewables she could muster, we, stuck in neutral, let 
the mining lobby draft our energy policy and the developers draft our urban plans. So, while the 
old world leapt forward we new worlders went on filling our air with fossil fuels and covering our 
remaining farmlands with fat, eaveless houses.    
… 
Of course, it had its funny side. We were rich, sure, but within 50 years most of Sydney's treasured 
waterfront, including the central business district, was sea bottom. The Property Council of 
Australia sued for negligence and, overnight, the state ceased to exist. So now we have just two 
tiers of government; federal and regional. And everyone wonders what took us so long. 
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Sydney 
Morning 
Herald 

13 May 2006 
p. 9 

'Reformers 
push for tiny 
states in two-
tiered nation', 

by Daniel 
Lewis 

CHANGING GOVERNMENT 
 
THE philosophy is older than the nation, and after several dormant decades the new states 
movement has new life.  People who live in Armidale and Tamworth would one day live in the 
state of New England rather than NSW, it was confidently predicted this week at the National 
Symposium on Federalism and Regionalism at Parliament House in Macquarie Street.  Speakers 
said the nation's overly centralised three-tiered system of governance needed radical change. A 
survey suggests plenty of people in NSW agree. 
 
The new states movement has often been seen as a rural whinge. But a recent survey by Griffith 
and Charles Sturt universities, with help from the NSW Farmers Association, found strong support 
for change in urban areas too.  Three-quarters of those surveyed thought Australia's system should 
change, with older people more passionate than the young.  Nearly half of the 502 people surveyed 
preferred the most radical option - a two-tiered system with federal and regional governments. Few 
support the creation of new states under the existing system. The "most striking" result was from 
75 state public servants in the survey - 90 per cent wanted change while two-thirds advocated the 
two-tier system that would abolish their employer. 
 
Dr A. J. Brown, a senior lecturer at Griffith University law school, said it was clear political 
reform was no longer a case of "rural fascists versus urban communists". And Associate Professor 
Ian Gray, the head of Charles Sturt University's school of sociology, said the public mood 
suggested "fairly drastic change just might be politically viable". Kenneth Wiltshire, the professor 
of public administration at the University of Queensland, said Australia could be divided into 40 to 
65 regions. New states were constitutionally much easier than abolishing existing states.  He was 
astounded at how centralist the Federal Government had become and believed new states such as 
New England, Central Queensland and Far North Queensland were likely.  At the symposium, the 
former president of the NSW Farmers Association Mal Peters presented a discussion paper 
identifying the costs and benefits of reforming Australia's federal system. 
 
Two years ago the association began investigating creating new states in NSW. The paper's 
options include dividing NSW into a coastal and an inland state, the four-state traditional position 
of the new states movement and seven states based on the idea of the historian Geoffrey Blainey of 
every major region becoming a state.  In 1967 nearly half the people of northern NSW voted at a 
local referendum in favour of creating the new state of New England. 
 
Mr Peters said his years lobbying politicians in Macquarie Street had convinced him country 
people could never get a fair hearing from "city-centric" state governments.  Government was in 
crisis, he said, because public disempowerment had bred "cynicism and disgust". Mr Peters said 
the father of federation, Sir Henry Parkes, had acknowledged the need for an evolving federal 
system, and "we are desperately in need of leaders who can see past the next election with a vision 
similar". 
 
The head of the Western Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils, Alex Gooding, said capital 
cities could not be treated as homogenous regional government areas. The western suburbs were 
also distinctive, he said.  Mr Peters said he wanted groups like Mr Gooding's to be part of the 
reform debate because "without the support of metropolitan people nothing will change". 
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'Modern 
problems 
demand a 
modern 

constitution', 
letter by 
Robert S. 
Buick of 
Mountain 

Creek (Qld) 

The collapse of the privatisation of the Snowy water scheme is great news, and Australians must 
use this event as the catalyst to reassess the governance of this nation. We are today a divided 
nation due to a constitution drafted for Federation more than a century ago. The time has come for 
today's Australian to develop governance for the coming century or two.   
 
Water, and the control of this and other national heritage and environmental assets, can no longer 
be owned by the states. Other portfolios, such as transport, communications, health care and 
education, which are no less important than customs, quarantine or defence, should be centralised 
under one government. 
 
Opponents of centralisation will raise their arms in disgust but if this centralisation of 
portfolios is achieved and developed through a new constitution encompassing regional 
governments, it will keep in check runaway federal governments or rogue political parties.   
 
We need political bipartisanship to create an all-party constitutional committee, with judicial and 
academic membership, to develop alternatives for the governance of this nation by, say, 2020.  
Stages in this process could include a 2010 plebiscite for the selection of two or three alternatives 
to replace state and local governments. These could be based on geographical regionalism, a 
combination of a number of federal electorates, or both.  Then a plebiscite of two alternative 
constitutions during 2015, followed in 2017 by a referendum on a national constitution for 
adoption in 2020.  Australians need to participate in public discussions and planning to leave a 
legacy for their families and the future of this nation.   
 
What has served us well for 100 years is now in the eyes of many hindering us all. If private 
enterprise needs to implement best practices to meet the future, what removes that same ethos 
from governments? 

The 
Australian 
6 Jun 2006 

p. 15 

Letter by Jim 
Millett of 

Kippa-Ring, 
Qld 

If state governments squander billions in windfall taxes on higher wages for public servants, 
then we need to ask if we really need state goverments at all? 

The 
Australian 
4 Jul 2006 

p. 13 

Letters: 
'Costello 

doesn't go far 
enough in 
federalism 

reform' 

I FULLY support Treasurer Peter Costello's call for the states to give up their authority over 
Australia's ports (States blast Costello's shake-up", 3/7). As trade and industry policy is set in 
Canberra, it makes sense for the administration of port facilities to come under the jurisdiction of 
the commonwealth.  However, I would argue that Mr Costello does not go far enough with his 
proposed reforms of federalism. The commonwealth should also seek to manage all vital trade 
infrastructure such as interstate highways and railways. In addition to trade infrastructure, the 
commonwealth would ideally become responsible for all matters of national importance including 
education, health and the law.  In time, such reform may enable Australia to achieve a measure of 
true nationhood in which a two-tiered model of government could eliminate the need for the states. 
Benjamin Smith of Glenmore Park, NSW    
 
PETER Costello is correct in what he is proposing; yet he is only scratching the surface of a major 
problem. Our Constitution is obsolete. The states are irrelevant and obstructive. It's ridiculous to 
run a country with two levels of executive authority.  We have a federal government making plans 
and state governments making different plans. The individuals running these governments appear 
to despise each other and whatever they do serves only to obstruct the other. This results in very 
slow progress in development of the country and no resolution to its ongoing problems. There are 
many examples.  Using Britain as an example of a better system, we should have a central 
government making executive decisions for the country as a whole, with the states acting as 
administrators only. Then problems can be resolved quickly and we can progress more rapidly as a 
nation. 
Ray Wilson of Brisbane, Qld 
 
PETER Costello has it right about stripping the states of economic affairs. Better still would be the 
total abolition of these fiefdoms, whose impost on the population has reached absurd proportions.   
Jim Millett of Kippa-Ring, Qld    
 
PETER Costello is a devotee of a republic and one wonders if he would consider, as part of the 
republican debate, a new constitution that provided for only two tiers of government for Australia -
- national and regional.  The removal of state boundaries and governments would enable this 
nation to shake off the shackles of colonialism and become a modern, progressive nation able to 
meet all future challenges.    
Robert S. Buick of Mountain Creek, Qld 
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(almost 
identical 

article in The 
Age, also on 
4 Jul 2006 
on p. 14) 

'Costello has 
his eye on 

state purses', 
by Steve 
Burrell 

THE BIG PICTURE    
 
LET'S cut to the chase: Peter Costello wants to abolish the states. 
 
Taken to its logical conclusion, that's what the Federal Treasurer is really suggesting when he says 
the national government should control taxation and that the states are turning inevitably into 
"service deliverers" for Canberra.  In one sense, it's a recognition of reality. That's the way things 
are headed anyway under the flawed system of Australian federalism.  Broadly, there are two ways 
these flawed foundations can be rebuilt.  One is to shift more taxing and spending responsibilities 
"upwards" to the Federal Government, making the states less and less relevant, with all the issues 
of democratic responsiveness, regional winners and losers, and constitutional propriety that 
implies.  The alternative is to push some taxing powers back "downwards", along with a much 
more defined carve-up of major spending responsibilities and a thorough revamp of how 
remaining Commonwealth funding is distributed among the states.  This would require 
governments to get serious about allowing the states something like their own income tax 
surcharge - which they shied away from when they rejected Malcolm Fraser's "New Federalism" - 
and assigning control over some large slabs of expenditure, like health, solely to the 
Commonwealth.  While Costello says he would like the states to take more responsibility for areas 
like health and education, it is the first "upshift" model that he is really arguing for - albeit without 
any real detail of how it would work or the constitutional changes it would require.  It is also the 
logical extension of how the federal relationship has been evolving, particularly under this 
Government. 
 
Compared with the rest of the world, the Australian federal system is already an unusual, and 
ungainly, beast.  First, there is the extreme gap between the taxing powers of the Commonwealth 
and the states relative to their spending responsibilities - the so-called vertical fiscal imbalance - 
which leaves the states increasingly reliant on the Commonwealth to raise the funds they are 
supposed to spend.  Second, there is the extreme extent to which the funds collected by this 
unbalanced structure are equalised "horizontally" across the states.  Then there is the extreme 
degree of functional overlap between the levels of government, which has been pushed further and 
further to the limits to the point where there is now scarcely a single significant function of state 
governments that does not receive specific purpose grants, with conditions attached, from the 
Commonwealth.  What Costello is now suggesting would take all of these trends to further 
extremes.  His grand experiment in recasting federal financial relations by giving the states the 
proceeds of the GST has already made the vertical fiscal imbalance worse.  It gave the states a 
more broadly based and growing source of revenue, and allowed some inefficient business taxes to 
be abolished. But it also increased the states' heavy reliance on the Feds to collect taxes.    
 
In all cases, Commonwealth grants are now bigger than taxation revenue raised in the states. In 
NSW, the ratio is just over half and half. In Victoria it is almost 60:40.    
 
Meanwhile, spending responsibility for big ticket items such as health and education are shared 
evenly between the states and Commonwealth, unlike other federations where one level of 
government or another holds almost exclusive sway.  The result is literally the world's biggest 
mismatch of taxing and spending powers between different levels of government.  The Federal 
Government taking even greater responsibility for taxation - either by supplanting more state taxes 
with GST revenue or somehow taking over state tax bases itself - would widen this gap even 
further.  Whether this could also mean a higher GST rate (which, under the existing arrangements, 
the states would have to approve collectively) has not been made clear, although it is a logical 
consequence if the GST has to replace state taxes instead of the feds taking national control of 
existing imposts such as payroll tax, which Costello appears to reject.  An even bigger pool of 
federal money to hand out would worsen the existing problems with the way funds are 
redistributed between the states, including the fairness and efficiency of cross-subsidisation from 
the "donor" states, NSW and Victoria, to the rest under the current Commonwealth Grants 
Commission process.  More fundamentally, without other changes, it implies an even greater 
disconnect between the political responsibilities (and pain) of who taxes voters and who spends 
their money.  It is that political imbalance which would push the Federal Government inexorably 
toward taking greater control of spending as well.    
 
There is already a considerable overlap of functions and increasing use by the Commonwealth of 
specific purpose grants to prescribe how the states spend its funding in areas such as health, 
education, housing and transport. These grants will make up 38 per cent of Commonwealth 
payments to NSW and 41 per cent to Victoria in 2006-07.  Shifting more of the tax collection tasks 
to the central government is likely to mean a further expansion of this system.  Significantly, it 
could also mean much greater direction from Canberra of how GST funds, which are now untied, 
are spent by the states. If that was the case, their transformation into branch offices of the central 
government would be virtually complete - especially if, as the Treasurer suggests, the 
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Commonwealth takes regulatory control of key areas of infrastructure, energy markets and legal 
frameworks as well.    
 
When the point is reached where Canberra collects the taxes, tells the states how to spend them 
and regulates all the commanding heights of the economic system, the states' whole reason for 
existing comes into question.  In the most extreme case, they would be left with vestigial powers 
not much greater than glorified local councils. It would require a total rethink of Australia's three-
tiered system of governance.  Despite its scant detail and slightly "thought bubble" quality, the 
challenge Costello is issuing is as fundamental as that.  And the debate over its rights and wrongs 
is one that Australia needs to have.    
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'Why we 
should abolish 

the states', 
by Barry Duff

Treasurer Peter Costello's suggestions for redrawing federalism brings this contribution from 
philosopher and educator Barry Duff, who argues in favour of abolishing the states and allowing the 
Federal Government to take over.  ... 
 
Australia has highly populous cities with severe problems created by their growing populations and 
with plans for even greater populations. The Victorian Government's current Melbourne 2030 plan 
envisions an extra million people in Melbourne a 28 per cent increase. The bitter controversies 
surrounding Melbourne's current transport and developmental problems (including water supply) 
suggest Melbourne cannot absorb another million people without very expensive and very divisive 
schemes to cope but - as will be shown below - this is to put the issue on a very narrow basis. 
 
At the same time rural Australia has severe, growing and apparently insoluble problems due to lack of 
population. Without dramatic increases in our rural population there will need to be increasingly 
artificial and increasingly highly subsidised schemes to get adequate medical services and other skilled 
labour into rural Australia. 
 
The Premier of NSW, Bob Carr has persistently expressed his anxiety about the growth of Sydney and 
the number of migrants flooding into it. But the Federal and State Governments responses have always 
been the creation of artificial incentives such as those for migrants to settle in rural areas. 
 
The solution is obvious! Rural areas have to be made attractive to people. There is a model readily 
available: the U.K. is highly decentralised relative to Australia. London is one of the world's largest 
cities (population over 12,000,000) but the second largest city in the U.K. is Birmingham with a 
population of about one million. Birmingham is a major manufacturing, engineering, commercial, and 
service centre. The city's concert halls, theatres, and three universities also make it an important cultural 
and educational centre. Its chief products are motor vehicles, vehicle components and accessories, 
machine tools, aerospace control systems, weapons, electrical equipment, plastics, chemicals, food, 
chocolate, jewellery, and glass. The U.K. has many such cities. This decentralisation of population 
makes intercity rail and road networks viable and efficient and increases the flexibility of the economy. 
Over the past decade there have been substantial reforms in governance to clarify the two tiered (central 
government/county council) structure in the UK (which does not have a written constitution). The 
central changes have seen larger county councils using their powers more extensively. This is a model 
for Australia with only 20 million people. It is a model that shows the economic and social benefits of 
decentralisation and shows also that substantial changes are achievable over a very short time-span. 
 
Australia would benefit immeasurably from the abolition of the States - from a reduction to two tiers of 
Government with the powers and functions of the States divided between new large county councils 
and the Federal Government. The county councils would be based on natural divisions such as Mallee/ 
Riverland centred on Mildura and Upper Murray centred on Albury/Wodonga. With many of the 
powers and resources of the State Governments transferred to them, the counties would vigorously 
develop their local economies building on their local strengths and character. This would attract 
population naturally and it would be permanent. The natural advantages of different areas of Australia 
are not being exploited as they would if there were political power arising from the Constitution and 
substantial local populations. It is noteworthy that the Prime Minister, John Howard, recently (The Age 
19/5/2004) supported the desirability of two tiers of government. 
 
Australia also has national soil and water problems the solution of which is inhibited by the 
constitutional power of the States and which would be more easily tackled by a central government if 
the States were abolished. Similarly Australia with roughly the population of California is a reasonable 
education market, but having different books and software for the different States is a disastrous 
inefficiency (for both private and public schools) is mathematics different in Darwin and Melbourne? In 
so many areas we are suffering the railway gauge problem bequeathed by the accidental colonial States.
 
Australia's States are an accident of history of the development of Australia as a penal settlement. It is 
time to develop and adopt a more natural and suitable structure. This historical accident has been a 
disaster: the multiple railway gauges that inhibited interstate trade and development until recently are 
merely the iconic examples. In addition to draining of the population to the fringes, the States are 
artificial and enervating divisions that have stunted the growth of the regions. Albury/Wodonga is the 
salient example. The twin cities are divided by the Murray River but this is not a problem: many of the 
great cities of the world straddle rivers and inlets. The problem for Albury and Wodonga is that they are 
part of two different States. Recently the NSW and Victorian Governments met to support an 
amalgamation of the two Councils, but like all post-war attempts to boost the twin cities it can be only 
of limited success while the joint enterprise lacks real political power. 
 
Melbourne 2030 has a vision that mentions only Melbourne although it claims to emphasise the city s 
interdependence with regional Victoria, to provide maximum benefit to the whole State where then is 
the Victoria 2030 document? In this policy the whole state is in fact the corridors to the regional centres 
closest to Melbourne (Geelong 125,000 people; Bendigo 60,000; Ballarat 70,000 and Traralgon 
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19,000). Wodonga (26,000) is mentioned: it is to be bypassed by the Hume Highway as is it by 
Melbourne 2030. 
 
But Wodonga and its sister city across the Murray River, Albury, have a combined population of 
68,000 - which would make it the second largest rural city in Victoria if Albury were in Victoria! This 
is a dramatic demonstration of the negative effects of our accidental States which in reality are Capital 
Cities that function in their own interests and deny real power to the rest of Australia. Albury/Wodonga 
clearly should be one entity, and indeed many have had visions for its development, but it has not 
achieved its potential because of the competing and artificially divided local governments and their lack 
of power to influence and develop their region. 
 
Rural Australia and Australia suffer still; as A. D. Hope wrote:  
her five cities like five teeming sores, 
Each drains her; a vast parasite robber-state  
Where second-hand Europeans pullulate  
Timidly on the edge of alien shores. 
 
A Federally established and funded Australia 2030 commission should formulate plans for the division 
of Australia into counties with the powers of the States to be divided between them and the 
Commonwealth Government. The Senate would become the counties house instead of the States House 
and with similar functions. The Victorian and N.S.W. Governments should not wait for this 
development but legislate immediately to create an Albury/Wodonga County Council and fund and 
support it as a vanguard scheme to test and demonstrate the benefits of the transmutation of the States 
into counties. 
 
The county councils might have a core of paid elected representatives and a number of elected honorary 
representatives. The County Councils would initially buy services from the States but these would be 
transferred to them as the new counties develop. 
 
The vision for Australia should include radically increased equality of services, opportunities and 
uniform prices for essential services Federally mandated and controlled initially. 
 
Concentrations of people in cities has always engendered creativity. But information and 
communication technology means that smaller cities can now be equally creative and the full range of 
knowledge and culture is available in them as is evident in the UK. Proximity to desirable 
environmental and recreational possibilities will increasingly determine where people choose to live 
provided the population is sufficient to sustain educational and medical services. 
 
...increased population produces increased demand for transport which in turn leads to increased 
population. 
 
Melbourne 2030 proposes improved transport and communication with the regions close to Melbourne 
for its own purposes. There has been pressure on improved transport from Melbourne to Sydney since 
the southern colony was formed. This development is inevitable but an Albury/Wodonga with a 
population of 500,000 in the year 2030 would produce a synergy in the Melbourne-Albury/Wodonga- 
Canberra-Sydney corridor: increased population produces increased demand for transport which in turn 
leads to increased population. 
 
The brief for the Australia 2030 commission would include development of a vision for Telstra as a 
Research and Development organisation with a brief to ensure that the counties of Australia have the 
Communications and Information Technology expertise and infrastructure necessary to enable it to 
compete in the world economy. The brief would include a vision for the CSIRO and coordination of its 
relevant sections with Telstra and their relationship with the universities and private research and 
development. Telstra is the only entity that can hope to be truly Australian and truly guarantee that we 
will have the communications and computer expertise to survive as a modern and  
competitive nation. 
 
This is a proposal that should be whole-heartedly supported by the National Party if it really believes in 
an invigorated future for rural Australia! 
 
Melbourne 2030 has brought little fundamental criticism: the critics have asked for better public 
transport for the extra million people or have lamented the rapidly developing destruction of historical 
neighbourhoods and houses as it overrides local planning schemes. This is merely to continue the 
process that both major parties have inflicted on Melbourne since WWII. European cities have an old 
quarter - Melbourne did have an old quarter until the 50s but it was destroyed. A little more sensitivity 
would have developed the south bank of the Yarra or what is now known as Docklands and left the East 
end of the city in its Victorian splendour. Similarly, St Kilda Road was one of the world's great 
boulevards. It was destroyed in the name of the dollar. Australia 2030 is needed as much for a belated 
attempt to preserve what we can of the graciousness of our cities and to ensure their liveability: with 
Australia 2030 a new Melbourne 2030 could concentrate unashamedly and honestly on Melbourne. 
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The 
Australian 
5 Jul 2006 

p. 15 

'Why are 
states left 

responsible for 
infrastructure 

projects?', 
letters 

MOST TALKED ABOUT:  REFORM OF FEDERALISM 
… 
THE debate instigated by Peter Costello does not go far enough. Let's at least consider shaking off the 
burden of excess government by limiting our administration to the commonwealth government and 
local municipalities. Otherwise, people should not complain about how many politicians we have or the 
taxes we pay to support them and their administrations.    
James Theologidis of Hendra, Qld    
… 
THE practical problem for those wishing to rewrite the Constitution to abolish the states is that the 
letter writers supporting this never seem to come from Western Australia, South Australia or Tasmania.
David Markham of Latham, ACT [or do they, noting this comiplation in Table 3D-1 here?]    
 
ONLY total abolition of the states will liberate Australia from being the most over-governed country in 
the world and dispose of the paradox of having the ultimately inevitable republic consist of five 
constitutional monarchies. 
Karl Bahr of Nelson Bay, NSW 

The Age 
6 Jul 2006 

p. 20 

'Who needs 
the states, 
anyway?', 

letter by Ken 
Barnes of 
Glen Iris 

PETER Costello's proposal to garner more power for Canberra (The Age, 3/7) should be seen as merely 
the first step towards a thorough review of our system of government. It has been recognised for 
decades that Australia is over-governed and generally accepted that the states are but an anachronistic 
reminder of our colonial past.  Now is the time to not only transfer to the Federal Government all those 
responsibilities concerning the national economy and taxation, but to abolish the states altogether in 
favour of a new second tier of government that would combine the remaining powers of the states 
(police, local judicial systems, schools and so on) with the functions of the shires and municipalities.  
This second level of government would be akin to the European model and the administrative unit 
might be called a "super-shire" or "county". The present states might be subdivided into two or more 
counties, each with a capital city that would become an engine of growth and a focus for local 
economic development. Such focal points already exist in, for example, Albury-Wodonga, far north 
Queensland, Darwin, Geraldton, the Kimberley and northern NSW.  Whether we like it or not, 
Australia is now part of the global economy and is experiencing one of its most dramatic periods of 
growth in its history. Difficult and painful as it might be, now is the time to tune our administrative 
arrangements to the new reality. 
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Sunday 
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p. 19 

'Turn 
Tasmania into 
a council', by 

Dr Bruce 
Felmingham 

THERE were disturbing signs this week about a turbulent state of affairs at federal, state and local 
government level.  Peter Costello's federal power grab, Bryan Green's errors of judgment and the arrival 
in letter boxes of the annual local government rates demand are those signs.  Those three separate 
events collectively considered provide a gloomy picture of the efficiency and accountability of 
Australian government. 
 
The Costello power grab is undoubtedly driven as much by frustration with the performance of the state 
governments as it is by the Treasurer's political ambitions.  At the heart of federal frustrations is the 
apparent incapacity of the states to provide quality uniform delivery of health, education and police 
services.  In response, the state governments are crying poor and shift the blame for these failings back 
to the miserable attitudes of the Feds.  However, these days the states' complaints about the paucity of 
federal funding have a hollow ring about them.  In bygone days, federal-state financial relations were 
debilitated by a curious disease, namely, vertical fiscal imbalance. In the pre-GST era, the state and 
territory governments were responsible for delivering most of Australia's public services but could 
access only a minor proportion of Australia's taxation base.  Then, in 1998, along came the GST, 
collected by the Federal Government and handed on to the states through the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission. 
 
Costello's frustration with the current federal-state financial relationship is that he feels the states have 
abandoned ship on reform of their own tax systems.  Why do we still need such heavy payroll tax, 
stamp duty, land tax and a myriad of smaller inefficient forms of revenue-raising when the states 
benefit from a GST stream that amounts to $30 billion-plus annually?  Costello's gesture may be 
nothing more than political posturing but if it does nothing more than expose the glaring weaknesses of 
the current federal-state financial relationship then it serves a useful purpose.    
 
The Bryan Green affair, the retreat from ELs and the demise of Spirit III are three local events that will 
sharpen the image of maladministration at state level, which led luminaries such as Mercury columnist 
Greg Barns to suggest that Tasmania would be better run as part of Victoria. LOCAL government is 
rarely mentioned when federal-state financial relationships are debated.    
 
Local government is the perennial poor relation, dependent on the benevolence of state administrations.  
Now this is also changing as the new rate notices arrive and households find their annual rates bill 
careering upwards to $3,000 plus per annum.  Consequently, all the old questions about local 
government arise once more:  What bang do we get for our three thousand bucks?  Why do we need 29 
individual councils when some of these council areas are only as big as rabbit warrens?  And why, in 
this GST era, don't our councils get a share of the GST largesse? 
 
Costello's takeover bid may be driven by political ambition; Bryan Green by remorse and local 
government by a hand-out mentality, but one thing is certain: the financial relationship between the 
three tiers of government is a mess.  We should start again with the structure of Australian government.  
For starters, how about two and not three tiers? That would save Australian taxpayers $100 billion per 
annum as the duplication of functions and of cost is curtailed.    
 
Costello's vision is one in which the states take complete responsibility for key public services such as 
education, health and police while the federal government manages the economy, armed services and 
taxation systems.  The only characteristic not included in the Costello vision is the amalgamation of 
state and local government.  This will give us a set of healthy regional governments running roads, 
bridges, ports, hospitals, schools and police.  This two-tier model is not dissimilar to the long-standing 
British system, which has served its electors well for centuries. 
 
Incidentally, Tasmania can only be a single region in this model, which should strengthen our 
independence and integrity. That cannot happen if Tasmania is simply absorbed by Victoria. 

 
 
 


