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TRANSCRIPT OF INTERVIEW BETWEEN PRIME MINISTER AND JOHN LAWS,
RADIO 2GB

[ ——

LAUS:
On the teclephone the Prime Minister of Australia ~ Goed Morming,

PRIME MINISTER:
Good lorning, Joln.

LAVS:
Row are you?

PRIVE IMINISTEH
i m very well than' you.

LAVS:
Good. Ecw do you think it went?

PRIME MINZSTER:
The launch of ;t?

~LAUS: | d
Yes.

PRIME HINISTER:

Vell I wasn't able to tume into Paul but I understand we've got
off to a rersonable start. There's & loug job in front of us
now apd up until the summit and including the scmmit, Jobn.

I think the importitsnt thing that 211 your listeners and all
Austrelioro nocd to understend is that we a8s a finvernment have
discharced ouy obligation - first step, that is to try and
cutline how the presen¢ system has broken down, to set out ways
in whic¢h we thionk we can produce & fairer system for all
Austrzolicus, How we wart to discuss it in every possible wsy
with our Australian electorate -~ with all Australian men and
women having & chance to think about it. WVe'll po into the
summit not with & closed mind. I7 it can be showan that there
are better weys than we've rugpested of doing it then v trant
to hear them, Ve're about trying to produce oy Australia a
system which is simpler and fairer and more ecounocaically
efficient,

LAYS;

Yes I think 12's very imoortant that the general public realicec -~
add I thiak the Opposition is not allowing them Zimz (o realise -
thet ¢nde ig & pawver that is to be discusseg, thnt this iza't

the vwltiuatun, io 1t?
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" PRINE MINISTER:

No definitely not, Jobhn. %e have done what we think is the
obligation upon us bezccuse we know thet Australiuns umderstand
thet the present system is not good. Ve know that they don‘t

like having to pay so much of the iuceme they eavn streight ou*

in income taxx. Ve've got the positicn vhere about 40%, Jabhn,

of ‘full-time eavners are payiug 46¢ out of every dollar as

a margio as tax., Now we think that thz 18 not what they want,

Ve know they think it's pot fair - it's not efficient in cconomic
terms. So if we're going to be able, John, to get a substantial -
and we're looking at about a 30% reduct Qn for the average wage
and sslapy oarner - a 30% reduction in the direct income tax he
pays - then we've got to work out what we think are the best

ways of getting alternative revenue so that we've going to be

able to provide the sexrvices that the people still wani. Now as
you rightly say, John, this is an oufl*ne of the ways in which

we think we can get there But we're not saying to the Australian
pecople there it is, tak it or leave it. We want you to talk with
us about it. Paul Keating and I and others will be available

in the period up lo Llhe suwmlil lo expluln = bul wol jusl us Lu be
talking but also to listen to what peoo;e have got to say,

LAVS ;

Yes, 1 think chat's very important and it does worry me a bit
that, the Opposition is rather giving the impression that this is
it and this is what they re going to have to cop, and that is
not the case.

PRIME MINISTER: ’

It is not the uv2se but it is consisient with the attitude of

the Cpposition. When they were in Government they knew that
certain basic things had to be domne, John, to get this economy
wnto better.shspa. Just very quickly ycu can list them -

I1'11 come +o the question of tax at the moment - but in thc area
of the financial system they did the work, they krew that the
financial system should be dereﬁulated They didn't have the
suts ¢o wmake the decisioen, MThey kacw that the doller ohould do
floated. They did the work but didn't have the guts to make the
decision., They knew that more banks should come in here so

that ordinary Australians could have a more competitive banking
system - did the work, didn't have the pguts to make the decision,
In tax Howard knew that the sort of changes that we're talking
about should be brought in - did the work = didrn't have ihe guts
even to bring it right up to the Australian peopie. Now in
Opposition tuey are just as bsd., They are scaremongers. They
are trying to misvepresent - now if they think that that's the
sort of tning that the Australian electorate appreciates I think
that they are malking a bad political judgement.

LAVS:

Yes but the point isg this: I don't like paying tex and neither
doco anybody elee and thoro might be many people who are gning
to find parts of the suggestion that has been made by your
government most unpalatable, But if in the washupd the majeority
of Australians are going to be ketter off surely if we're proper
human beings, that chould be cur prime concern shoulda't it?

PRIME MINISTER:

Well John I aporeciate that and there are two points to be made
in regard to what you said., You very rightly ma%c the point
that it's & package and obviocusly in any total puchkage thet a
government puts forward which has to deal with & whcle range of
taxes there will be parts in it which are unpalatnble to sope
and parts which other pzople like, 'So if you leok at the whole
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comnunity of Australia there'll be points here, there and
evervwberc people will say I don't lilke that. ﬁut you're quite
right John is saying well let's look al the packsge as a whole,
Uhich leuads me to the second thing: that the overvhelming

majority of Ausxralians will be bLtt&r off{. No government in its

right mind - and we're certarnly in our right mind « is
going to bring in changes which is going to he worse for the
majority of Austiralians.

LAUS:
Of course not. "

PRILIE MINISTER: '

It's politically stupid and economically disastrous. Now we're
not about either of those courses, Now one can ask then why
will the wajority of Australians be able to be better off

when you have tax changes and the reasons, basically, are
simple. Firstly, there are - as know unfortunately = very many
of our fellow Ausxtralians who don't pay any tax at all., They
don't do that bescause they are able to avoid the obligations

in respect of their income by getting into & whole lot of tax
evasion and avoldance. HNcw part of our proposal is to broaden
the direct tax base so that we will pick up a lot of tax from
those people who are currently avoiding and evading. And

the seccnd thing under our preferved option is that with a
broad bascd consump»aon tax these people with thear huddreds

ol Lhousands, in some cases millions of dollurs, who are pot
paying any dLY@CL tax and are not paylng any tax om a large
area of their consumption will now be "aling a contrivution

to the general revenue through & consumption tax, So when you
bring these elements together John -~ gettirr them in the direct
tax areo by the broadening of the base and bringing in a
consumption tex so that they are making a contribution to the
general revenue that way - that'z bringing in to the general
revenue pool avallable to help all Australians some millions

of doliars which are able then to distribute to the mass of
Australiers to make them better off.

LAYS:

Now when you and your men sat around and discussed this you
must have all said God we'yre going to be in trouble there,

or thoy'll bo ﬂfter us, or ve're gning tn have a nrohlem in
this area. WVhere do you beileve the biggest problem is going

“to come froun?

PRIME MINISTFR:

Vell John you're right. Now let me just make one preliminary
point and them go to direcily . answer your quesgtion:
we knew when we approzched this job of trying to reform the
tax system we knew thal we were iteking = risk. Ve know still
that we're taking a risk and you very astutely put your finger
on part of it becavse there are cempaigns of misrepresentation.

Ve have an ultimate belief that if you are honest with people,

talk to them, listen to them, that between us as a2 government
and as a commurltv vorling to*efner wve ought to be able to get
a better system. Ve know thor@ are rieks, Okay, wheve are the
particular areas of rigk? I guess, John, the thinss that we'll
ueed to explain wost are these: £ivrstly, in the avea of

fringe benfits, Now this bas fired up in a way which is
explicding how and if someihing is not dorne about it now will

mean that more and more burdens will Le placed upon those in the

commuuity who don't get any frinpge benefits - and they are
still the mujority X guess.




LAUS:
Yes.

PRYME MTNISTER:

Now vhat we've go® tc do iy to explain that the way we're going
about (his means that the employers will have to face up to the
implications of this. 1In mapy ceses they will be prepored to
carry that additional burden, in others they may not. But I
believe that there is a 1ot of explanatios to do in that area
but I am sure that we can do it. Sccondly, there has been
concern about the area of capital gain. We'll have some
explaining to do there, but I'm more than happy to do tha t
because it has been somewhat misrepresented., Let me make these
points about the capital gains tax, John: firstlv and most
importantly there would not be, if we go ahead with a capital
gains tax, there would not be any capital gains upon the persoanl
home - op private homes - none under any circumctanses -
ahsnlutely free of that. Secondly John it would noi bs & tox
upon nomninal gains - only upon real geins. So that inflation

ie not taxed - it's only real gains. Thirdly, it's only
prospective, I mean any gain that's accumulated prior to the
dete of the introduction of it isnot taxed., Fourthly. losses are
offset. In other words, when you take those things into account
it 1 a very modest capital gain. But the fifth and very
important point to make about it is this, that we are not looking
at a capital gains tax simply in terms of roevenue. The reveaue
that we'll get from it will be in the schems of things very small,
You're talking about the order of $100 million which shows that
it's not very neavy in its impost, but *¢'s importance is as

ap instrument, John, in helping to beat tay avoidance aund evasion.
And I believe thai witen these things are explained thev will be
ol gerely understuood bul T thlek Lroudily accepled by Lhe
Australien community,

LAVIS:

Yes, the cost of policing capital gains is going to be pretiv
high I would imagine., Obviously the revenue is going to offset
the cost? '

PRIME MINISTER:

Ch no I don't think the mechanics and the administration of it
.are epormously difficult Johin. But as I make the point, we are
not deluding ourselves and nor should the people fcel that this
is going to be a massive source of revewue, It's not going to be.
But what Austiralians have got to ask themselves { think is this
simple question: why is it the overwhelming majority of
countries in the western world have a capital gains tax? It's
been there in the United States for a long time. Most countries
havo it. And they have it because it is fair that you shouldn't
have the discrimination against the ordinary mass of:people who
Just get their income Zron their exertions. Some people are
able to get very substantial income fyrom appreciation of assets
in which they've involved no effort. But importantly, in doing
this, you do close off or help to close off very, very
substantial arecs of ovoidance and evasion.

LAVS:

Yes, 1 think that area - and I mentiomed it to be Paul Keating
and I think that you'd be interested in 1t too - the fact

that you say that the family howe will not be includcd and that's
enminently recsonable and will never be included and I think

that that's feir.




PRINE IINEZSTER
It would never bo here, it’'s mpot.normally included elsewhere
and it would mot be here.

LAUS:

Ckay, but the question I asked Paul Keating, and 1 ask the some
question of you: why can’'t there be - and I'm not suggesting
there bz 5 oy 6 - but why can't there be two family homas., I

a man finds bimsel? in a position vihere he has paid exceptionally
high tax in order to orgenise his 1ife so, that he can have =
house in town and be lucky enough to have a beach house - and
oniy Tne rich people can do it s§0 the rich people have pald

high taxes in ovder to enjoy that luxury. Why can't there be
two family homes?

PRIME MINISTER: )

YVell I thirk, John, you start to break down the principle of the
tax there and, of course, I'm not saying it would bz the case

in your case because I konow you pay all your taxee but.

LAVS:
(laughs) I sure do.

PRINE MINISTER: ~

Yes, and good luck to you, but you get a lot of siluations vhere
there could be rorts, I think, in this sort of thing. I'm not
saying that that's so in every case but all I csn say, John,

is where this has been congidered in other ccuniries that sort
of distinction is not made ané I think it is not m~de becsause
it would lead to couceptual difficulties aud, of course,

the other thing is you could have cconomic distorticns ag weill
John, Ycu could have an incentive to put money into second
houses as & way of avoiding tax anc that would not be, in terns
of economic peolicy and in trying to get rational allocation of
resources, a sensible thirng to do,

LAWS:

Yes, it's Jjust that I feel that as I think things being fair

and equitahle to everybody is the way that thesz systems should
vwork and if a man has organised his life by hard work and by
paying excessively high taxes up until this time into a position
.where he can afford the luxury of a seccand house I don't really
think he should be discriminsted against and I can't see anything
wrong with encouraging pcople to invest in property either,.

PRIME MINISTER:

Let me make this point: you vealise John that if you have a second
house you aon'‘t pay tax on the fact of having a second house, I
mean you cano have it ther2 and you don't pay any tax on it. It
vould be only if you dicposed of that second house and made and
derived a capital gain from it. I mean the way you‘ve been putting
your point it is almost &s though having a second house attracts

a tax., It Qoes not. You would oniy attract a capital gains tax

i? in regard to that second house nt some stage you disposed of it
ot a proiit.~ and wt a proifit beyond inliation, 1in. other woxds

1f John Laws buys a second house ~ Jet's say $100,C00 <« now

you don't through buying it have any tux to that house, and say
over a peyxiod of time = you held it for - let's say just for

a simple case, un arithmetical example, you kept it for ten years.
Now you pay no tax in that period on i¢. YXf at the end of ten
yeare let'o opy. - oand 2°m not ucing compounding here - hnt Iet'aA
say there was 10% inflation in 10 years gud it was worth

$200,000 - 2nd I know with comnound intérest it's different -

but in siwple avithmatic terma and vou scld it at (200.009 iu




in ten years time you wouldn't pay any itox, becavse that would be
nearly the inflatiom thet had occurred in the period erd you
wouldn't pay any tax,

LAUS:

Yes, well ¥ can see merit for both arguments and I em aware that
you don't pay any tax simply by owning it, only wher it's passed
on, but it ig also taxed at the time of death, isn't it?

PRIME MINISTER:

Yes but it's pot a death duty. The whole point about a caopital
gaing ig thne very fact that your propexrty is increasing in
value - you deca't simply pay tax on that - it's only at the time
of realisation of the capital gein and for the purpose of the
implementation of a capital gains tex the transfervance at the
time of death is regarded as accrual for the purposzs of
cepital - a realigation foxr the purposes of capital gain.

LAVS:

Yes, and I understand that, and again I think 1t is something
that should be made very clear o the public because it'c

ene of thosc faceto of your propecal that can bo disterted ang
I'm quite sure that plenty of p2ople will be prepared to uistort
it. It isn*t in facti .a death cuty even though il 1s payable at
time of death, but where it's not payable at the time of death
then you could simply pass pyroperty on from genervotion to
generation to generation, )

PRIME MINISTER:

Exactly, and John let me make the point too to Auctvalian

men and women ~ this goverpment has shown in its period 1n offine
that what it is about is trying to promote growth and efficiency
ip our econoxry. The last thing that this goveramaatl would co
would be to change the tax laws in a way which is goirg to
reduce growth, reduce the efficient operation of our economy.
And I just ask Australian men and women to ask themselves the
question: why is it that governments in the rest of the world
have this tax? Tbe United States could hardly be regarded as

a country which is against frees enterprise and the opportunity
for the individual to expand their acquisition of income and
wealth., It is simply the case that goveranments all sround the
‘worla have understood that it's necessary to have this sort of
tax pot simply as & revenue source but also, John, as an
instrument to fight tax avoidarce and evasion,

LAYS:
Yes. The ACTU is obviously not happy about what has been
proposed in the form of o consumpition tax,

PRYME MINISTER:

Well there's two or three things to say about that, Joha,
Firetly, I kpow thet you know because you've said on a number
of occesions, this goverement is not here to do just what the
ACTU or the f{rade unions want,

LAVS:

o, ¥ hupe aol,
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PRIME LIINISTER:

Ve ceriainly are not, we regard it as economically and politically
senoible to telk with the irade uuion movement, o we ¢alk with
business, becsuse that's iavelvcd in our whole appronch to
government. Ve don't regard “he ovganised worliing w2n and vomen
ul Austlralie ws Lhe ¢ucmies of Auiiralia, Ve vepavd working

man and women cf this countiry as an important ccistituvont of

our wvhole society and their organications ag important unitis

with which governmenis ought to talk, in the same wvay as we regarvd
business. HNow during the last election, John, when I initiated
this process of tax reform. I sald as a‘'seventh principle then-
you see we're not changing anything = I said 1if any taxx reform
which were to include a consumption tax is to work then it must
have the support of those who would be directly involved - the
‘trade unions ~ Lecause let me make this quite c¢clear Joha =-from
the outspelf of these community debates this must bz auite clear,
IY we do ac a community decide that it makes sense for all the
reasons we've put ¢o move as part of tax reform To include a
broad baoecd consumptionc tox c£o that from that wo can give macsive
tax cuts = 30% tax cuts to the average wage earner - you can't
then bhaviuag got that great benefit in dircetd tax cuts from

the ilatrcductlon of a broad based consumption tax then have your
second dip and say I'm going to have my wages iacreased to covor
the price ipcrecase associated with the introduztion of the tax,
There must be discouanting for that. Now in the discussions that
Pau) Keotipg has had with the ACTU and that I have had we have
made it ouite cliear that discounting is essential. Now I think
they undersgtand that. They are goling to the tax summit with an
open ming, I believe, 0 listen to all ths options. Ard it's

my view, John, that they will come to see that what their members
do really want is a very, very substantial cut in direct taxes,

I meau 2t is e8illy to nave a situaition, John, where the ordéinary
bloke is asking himself a question - lock shall I work a bitl wore
overtime because virtueally half of each extra dollar is going to
the governmeut. It's economically imefficient and if we are
going to ke able therefore to cut that 46¢ rate cdown to something
iike 35 and give what's really a 30% reduction then it can only
worik in the way I've put, Now I think that ordimary workers and
their unions will come to sec the sense of that. Let me make the
the point John: if you take the average weekly earner, in annual
terms he gets about $22% thousand dollars. The incomz taa cut

for the average worker will b2 831 a weck, That is5 we as a
.gsovernment will be taking $31 a week less out or his pay packet in
direct tas; cuts. The calculated cost of the increase iu the
consumption tax is esbout $16,80 a week. In other words that
worker in net terms woula be $i4.20 a week bellesr off, R-11 thLen
be in a position to spend that money = ne'll have that net increase
in his or her hand to make a decision as to how to best
satisfy his wants and these of his kids.,

LAVS: .

Yee, I wonder why sowe sections of the media choose to take a
negative approach - not what you're going to gain but whet you're
going to lose with:headlines tbat indicate that you're not really
goine to be better ofi by it -« "Tox changes to please nobody"

is one headline. '
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Yell John I suppose there's two points about that: you're an

0id m=dia man, I suppoce it i always t(he case. that bod newgs
tends to be more salegblie thau geod neve ond so 1f they think they
can flnd sowe bad news in oomOthxﬂ” they'11l erpﬁa wmse that

The second thing John is that we've got to understand, as I saild
earlier ip cur discussion, this is a package, it Las whole lots
of elements and At is true that a lot of grouvps willl be able to
point to one element and say well gee I dom't like that and they'll
tend f.o cancentrate on that, and some newspapers might, rather
than looking at the whole package. Just to go back to the
example I gave: you take this person - the average weekly
earnex figure who's on sbout $22)% thousand, pbow it is true that
with the introduction of a broad based consumption tax which is
12%% then pr»ovu will gc up, there wilil be an incrcase iam "<
the index {or a while and it wall cost another $16.80 a week,
Now if you want to run a headline $16.80 a week increase in
your outgoings it's a big story, but ¥ suppese you know the
truthful exposition would require you to say oh yeo but he'll
also have $321 a week more in his pocket and in net terms he'll be
$14.20 a wecl: better off, So if you want to write your headlines
$16.80 increase prices that you pay - sure headlines = but as I
say a more bulisnced one $31 a week extra in your pay packet ac
wellf $14 a week better off,
LAYS: . :
A question that is go;ng to be asked, and it's being asked
£1livpantly already and people arve going to start to get a2 bit
serious abouit it is the tax om fringe venafits, ‘The questiion
beins asked of course is are the politicians ooinf to pay the
sare scrt of tax on theisr fringe benefit?

PRIME MIMNISTER:

Vell what the paper points ouvt is that in reg erd Lo - whether
it's politicians or anyone else - wherc you bave arbitrated
decisions tkey are not covered. Vhat I want to say is this:

in politiecal terms we would not be dcing enything which wouid
b2 stupid enovgh to say look here is a differentiation, you're
trying to 1look after politicians favourably as against everyone
else iz the community. That wouldn't make sence, and we're not
going to be doing it.

I.JAWS .

You see the point is that people are going to say - people

that are 2 bit stupid but there are plenty of those in the

world - are going to -suy well.look at the fringe benefits ithat
the Prime MHinister gets. They simply neglect that as

Prime Minister of one of the grecatest countries in the world -
or to my way of thing tne greatast country in the world - you're
entitled to a few but people are going to say well what about
all the fringe benefits bhe gets — the cars, ant {ie overseas
trips, and the other thiugs.

PRIIME HMINISTER:

{laughs) Jusct let me tnoke the overseas trips one ~ if we had
room to £it in over 2nd sbove all the demanding JjourpaliGts

who want to cover everything that happens I wouldn't mird taking
your ordinary Australisns with us just to see how these overseas
vizi¢ whdieh ave suspoescd to be ocwch gront fun = lot me mako the
point that one of the frusirating things about these trins is
that at the end of the day ueople will spay - the Journalists
will sey we hed & great time g2eing The Louvre teday or ve

went dowe to the Vest End. You don't cce them, 4t's the most
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frustrating thing in the world. You‘re there in coniercnce

or vnrking aver hriefs = hit that's a pevipheral point.

Let me get to the guts of it: 1 can tell the people of Australia
&8s Prime [inister Y am not about ¢y veform to benefit Bob Hawhke.
At the end of the day the same soxrt of rules will have applied

to the Prime Minilster as to anyone else. I1've made it quite
clear thet 4if at the end, in termg ¢f the ocutcome, that I were

to be scen as being signiliceontly better off 1've made it quite
clear that from my own point of view I would be disposing of that,
I'm not &n this position for personal benefit and I won't be
doing 1it. '

LAYS: :

Yes, you made a point earlier that I think requires re-making
and that is that - and I've said it on many occasions concerning
the NSU governwent as well - whether we like what ycu do or

" whether wve disitke what vou do is totally immaterial. Ve should
at leasgt have enough faith in oursclves pg members of the

public cf Australia for electing you that you're intelligent and
the peonlc arocund you are intelligent., Now 2o intelligent person
is deliberately going to do something that's going to get him
out of office. It mightn't be right what you're doing - but if
it is wrong ycu're not doing it deliberately are you?

PRIME MINISTER: :

Certainly rot doing 4t deliberately but the other side of that
coin is this, John, I've tried to make the poini in the last
week or so: thlz country - as you rightly say this great

country - has pay¢ for too long the very heavy price of having
goveraments here ip Canberra which knew what needed to be done
for the welfare of this country and didn't have the guts to do

it vecaurze they thought what they did could be misrepresented.

I repeal whiel 1 sald Lbefoure = fur=igu bawnbs, Zloating the

dollar, deregulsting the financial system, all of thosc things
crucial to having a betier, more efficient functionipg Austrealian
ceconom which would produce benefits for the ordinary Australian
men and woman. WNow they wouldn't make the decisions bocause they
thought they could be wmisrepresented or they might get some
political flak. Ve've faced up to each ope of those and we've
made the decisions, WNow it's the same with the tax system. IT
is quite . lear, John, that this tax system is disinteygrating

and it's disintegrating ipn a way which is increasingly with each
passing vear imposing a grzater - burden on ordinary lir., and

lrs. Australiz »ud the kids dependent upon them. They are the
ones which are increasingly paying the burden, Ncw if we are
prepared ¢o face up to that and gay to Mr, and Mro, Auctralia
here's how we think we can create a fairer and more ccopomic
efficient tax system. UHerc's our thinking, respond to it and
together we can improve it. I said just receantly John 1t

would be easy enough to walk away from it because I can assuire
Fou Bob Hawke, Faul Keeting, all thc people around me, we could
get by under this present tax system, Ve wou't be hurt. Ve'd
do all right arnd the peopie out there - the relatively well to do
in the commupity - they can get by under this system, In fact
many of them azrc dolns very, very vell indeed urder it, But

next year, the yeer after, & decdde aftexr, the generation after,
‘the kids of todey will pay an iporainately high price - a
devastating price - if politicians end government today haven't
got the guts to face up to it. Now we have got the puts to face
up to it. Ve konow without cuestzon that cnange has to be made Lu
produce g better fustralia for the future end we will notl walk
away frcm that vesponsibility.

v




LEVS

How are you going to protcc» the very low inco m° earnerr? FThat
about people on fined iuncoaes? They are going to got hurt,
eren't they?

PRINE MINIGTOR:

Vell no, tnere are & nunbder of ways ia which they will be helipad,
First of ail Johmn there will be an inereose ir the tax-iree
ihireshhold so that people cran have income rising rirom

$838 now to $120 a weel: absolutely tax free, There'll be nc tan
upon tuem at 211, That's part of tlue move. Now secondly

in yregards to pensiowns and ben2fits and allowances the price
impact of the suggested broad basced consumpiion ta 16 about

8%%. Thet 6’@ increose in the CPI would need just to cover that
& rise of §5 a week in the pension. What we are proposing is

en increase of $9 a week in the single peasion -~ so 80% more
than is sugeested by the rise in the CPI and $14 a week for
marricd couple pensioners. In regard to families the dependegnt
spouse revatc and fawmily allowances would both be increased by
i4% - not 6%% but by 14%. Depsudant spouse rebates Zor thoze
with c¢hildren nould increase $2 75 a week, family allowances
would increace by $35.20 2 month for one chlld 67.75 a montn

for 2 children and $13.20 2 month for 3 chlldrem and the fomily
incope supplenent which is there Jor.wvery low income familics
with a lot of children - thet family inccme supplument will also
b2 iﬂcrea ed. So altogether John in the compensation packages
that ve're talking about there is Just on $2 bililion cowpzncsetion
packﬂccs which will wmore than compensate for the incireased prices
vhich will affoct those lover level incume people,

LAUS; .

The asseis test I'm quite sure you would b2 prepered to edmit
coct you pretty dearly at the last clection. Do you thinl that
this is even a bigger achievement in your politicel caxeer and
do you think IL's as blpg o v a Ligger »15k?

PRIMNE MINISTER:

Viell it's a risk, Johp, as.I said earlicr ip this program we
4o understand 1it's a risk., But in politicz there are as well
as risks there are obligations and duty. Ve belleve we have
an obligation and a duty to reform the tax system. I'm not
going to walk away from that obligation. I'm going to try and
talk with the Australisn paople - try and get a gcneral
uwncgeystanding abour what needs to be done, 1 have sufficient
trust in the Australian people that if vou talk with them -
rot to them and at them but with them - to try and shere their
experience and thoughts that we can get a way through this
which is going to mzke for a better Australia in the future
#nd I'm not going to shirk that responsibility John,

LAVS:

Ukay Prime Miolsler Lthauk you fos your ¢imz, ¥ wos gsed (o
talk to you and I appreciate yougiving us so much of your time
ard I hope I gee you soon.

PRINME MINJSTEDR:
John can I zay two things: firetly thank you = cbviously. But
inog Sense even more importantly then that 1s to say to you

~bow very much 1 appreciate the way in waich you apvroached this,

I know that you won't necessarily agree with every elemeanti 1in the
pechage bLut at lesst one can nocw that with you xcday end in ti
rechs ahend there is going to be ¢ vational and profitable
discussion asbout this iscue ond I appreciste thet very much.




o LAUS:
. Okoy, take care of yoursell,

PRIISE ISINISTER:
Thank ycu.

LAUS:
Cur Prima NMiniecter, Bob Hawke,




