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All the matters in this reference to the Committee by the Senate, have all been considered in detail, and rejected several times previously.

So far, the republicans in Australia have not been able to accept this fact, or come up with a constitution for a republic that they can all agree on, or one that they can put to the People for a referendum.

The matters for consideration were first put to the Delegates attending the early Constitutional Meetings in the late 1800s, when Sir Richard Butler circulated them with a Paper on the benefits of a republic for Australia, which, as a senior Lawyer he had carefully researched.   He became the first President of the Senate.

All the proposals for a republican constitution for Australia, when compared with the Constitutional Monarchy actually proposed for Australia, were rejected energetically and with derisive laughter.   As always, the republicans have never accepted the verdict of referenda of all eligible voters in the six original colonies, that Constitutional Monarchy was a far better form of Government than any form of republic.   Today, the republicans persist in spite of all the modern evidence before their eyes, with the appearance of republic after republic entering the United Nations, as far inferior forms of government when compared to Constitutional Monarchy.   There are no refugees from any of the Constitutional Monarchies!

The republicans seem happy to accept having Australia kow-tow to the undemocratic rules of the failed United Nations and its Agencies , while objecting to the control they imagine England exerts over Australia.   Even some of our High Court Judges, who are supposed to interpret the Constitution, subscribe to the theory that the Queen of England has a controlling say in the administration of Australia.

Sir Samuel Griffith, who wrote the bulk of our Constitution, said in a speech to the Queensland Parliament when he was Attorney-General, and he made it clear that we must not consider an Englishman to be superior, in any way, to an Australian.   He was an eminent jurist and made exquisite use of his words, and the most imaginative use of Crowns ever, when he constructed the Constitution.   

Sir Samuel realised that the Constitution, to become effective, required acceptance by the People of each Original State (previously Colonies), and then it must pass the House of Commons, the House of Lords and finally gain Royal Assent.   Actually none of this was strictly necessary, but it was far better to have an amicable separation from the Motherland than descend to anything like the War of American Independence.   The Constitution passed all these tests in a feat that can never be repeated.

Sir Samuel's deft drafting was acceptable to the People of Australia, the Commons and the Lords and Queen Victoria.   By keeping the Queen as Sovereign of Australia, the Crown of Great Britain did not feel it had lost a Colony, and the People of Australia did not feel they had lost England.   The new Constitution divided the Government into State and Commonwealth areas of responsibility, with each State making its own Crown Laws in State areas of responsibility, and the independent Commonwealth Government making Commonwealth Crown Laws in the areas of Commonwealth responsibility.   The People of the Commonwealth did not feel that they had lost their Queen, who was immensely popular, and they also felt safer with the protection of the Royal Navy, which was the strongest in the world, because the Pacific at that time was a hotbed of foreign ambition.     

Strictly speaking, after Federation there was no Constitutional requirement for England to be doing anything for Australia.   But our close relationship continued, and nobody seemed to mind, and no objection was raised.   For example, the Monarch went blithely on appointing some of her most illustrious sons of Empire as our Gs-G.   Australians owe these gentlemen a great debt, for they showed us how government should be run until we found our feet - not to mention that they kept an oversight on Australia's economy because the only foreign investment in the country, and it was massive, came from England.

It was not until the Imperial Conference of 1926 that the Labor Prime Minister of Australia, Mr Scullin, requested that the Monarch no longer select our Governor-General, and that the selection be made in Australia.   This request was granted, and Mr Scullin had no trouble accepting that he alone would be accorded the right to select who the next Governor-General would be.   At this Imperial Conference the job of choosing the next G-G was therefore separated from the job of appointing him.   The appointment was made by the Monarch, in his role as Sovereign of Australia, not as the King of Great Britain.   Also, this method kept the G-G's appointment with the Crown of Australia, so that the G-G was responsible to the Australian Crown, the PM and the People of Australia, and not the Politicians.   This is another sticking point with republicans who see these procedures as 'foreign interference'. 

Similarly, at the same Imperial Conference the standing of our G-G was clarified.   It was pointed out that the G-G of Australia stands in the same relationship to the Australian Parliament as the King stands in relationship to the British Parliament.

In 1953 the Queen proposed a Royal Visit to Australia, and it was realised that she did not possess any of the Executive Powers necessary to perform any of the Formal Functions we requested of her.   Two Bills were passed, without dissent, through the Parliament, but with alacrity - the Royal Powers Act 1954, and the Royal Styles and Titles Act 1954, returning some Australian Crown Powers to the Monarch for whenever she is personally in Australia.   This was strictly outside the Constitution, but nobody seemed to mind this either, and the situation has never been abused and successive Monarchs have given Australia nothing but respect and support.

Importantly, with all these adjustments there was no necessity to alter the words of the Constitution - demonstrating the masterpiece of Constitutional drafting by Sir Samuel Griffith.

Thus the Queen remains Australia's Sovereign, and her sole functions are the appointment and removal of our Heads of State, the Governors-General and the State Governors, and the selection of these officers is the prerogative of either the Prime Minister or the State Premiers respectively.

The meaning of having Australian Crown Laws is that all the Executive Power of the Governments is vested in the Commonwealth and State Crowns, and that while the Crowns have the Power, nobody else can have it.   This is the rub for the republicans.   They want all the Power in their hands.   Fortunately, the People now realise this, many having read my "Companion to the Australian Constitution on Understanding the Constitution".   If Hon Senators had read it they could not have passed the resolution that created this Committee.

It is a brazen affront for the republicans to have constituted this Committee to enquire into a republic for Australia, in the hope of having all their research done for them at taxpayers' expense, when the subject has been fully considered and rejected many times.   The proposition was rejected at Federation and as late as the referendum in 1999.   The republicans brought ten 'models' for a republic to the Constitutional Convention, which is indicative of their indecision.   By a gargantuan effort they reduced this to three, and finally in a mammoth demonstration of confusion and tears, the Prime Minister had to settle on a model that had 'significant support', and this resolution went to the People at referendum.   It was defeated in all States and did not achieve an overall majority.

The republicans have since made several desultory efforts to rekindle the debate on a republic for Australia, but every one has been an abject failure.   As none of their ideas have found the slightest traction, they have now resorted to this abuse of the Senate, to try their luck there, at somebody else's expense.

This enquiry into the Constitutional changes necessary to bring about a republic in Australia is enquiring into an impossibility.   Australia has a Constitution and the way to alter it is stated in the Constitution.   It is not possible to change the Constitution to a republican constitution without first throwing out the whole Constitution.   This highlights the absurdity of this enquiry and the stupidity of the republicans who asked for it  .

PAGE  
1

