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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayvers.

QUESTION—EDUCATION,
TORS DUTIES AND HOLIDAYS.

Myr. JOHNSON (for Mr. Price) asked
the Minister for Edueation: 1. How
many sehools has the Chief Inspector in-
spected during the past year (not mervely
casually visited) ? 2, How many holidays
has Inspeeior MeCollum had at Christ-
mas vacation during the last four years?
3, Has he been on full pay during such
holidays? 4, How many holidavs is he
entitled to under the Publie Service Re-
gulations? 5, How many schools did In-
spector Robertson visit during the four
weeks ending 24th November last? 6,
What time did he spend at each school
during that period?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION
repiied: 1, None, except the orphanage
and industrial schools, numbering seven.
2, Six months’ long service leave has been
taken in addition to the annual leave.
He has been permitted to take the long
service leave in delached seetions, as it
has suited the convenienee of the De-
partment. 3, Yes. 4, A fortnight's an-
nnal leave and the long serviee leave
precribed by the Publie Serviee Aet.
5, Four. One of the weeks consisted of
school holidays, and was spent by M.
Robertson in  correcting examination
papers and office work. For four davs
of another week he was ennduneting an
examination. 6, Three days (about 1514
hours plus 9 hours travelting). Two days
(10712 hours plus 4 hours travelling).
Two days (9/10 hours plus 91,"2 hours tra-
velling); and one day (1.2 hours plus 3
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hours travelling) respeetively. On the
day of visiting the last school, Mr. Rob-
ertson was unwell.

QUESTION—POLICE FORCE, CHAR-
GES AGAINST (ONSTABLES,

Me, JOHXSON asked the Premicr: 1,.
Was a charge inade by a Mr. Mathea, of
Burtville, against certain constables? 2,
If so, did the hon. Colonial Secretary ov
Commissioner of Police promise an in-
quiry? 3, Was the inguiry held? 4, If
s0, what was the nature of the inquiry?
5, If not, why was the inquiry not held?

The PREMIER replied: 1. Yes, 2,
3. and 4, A preliminavy innuiry was held,
as a vesult of which the charges were
eonsidered to  be groundless, and Mr.
Matiiea was so informed. 35, He has
ginge repeated the charges, which will
now be made the subject of a board of
inquiry under the Police Aet.

w

QUESTION—LIQUOR  LAW,. 1909,
APPLICATIONS FOR SUSPENSIOXN,
Mr. HUDSON asked e Attorney

Gencral: 1. Tave applicatious bren made
for the suspension of ‘*Tlhe Wines, Beer,
and Spirit Sale Act, 1909,*" in any places
in WA ? 2, If so (a) what are ihe
names of these places and their respec-
tive distances from lieensed premises?
{(b) Have any such applications been re-
fuscd. and for what reasons? 3, Has the
operation of the Aet been suspended at
Northampton? 4, Ave theve any lieensed
premises within 15 miles or npwards of
Northampton?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL vreplied:
1, Yes. 2, (a) Grass Patch, 19 miles;
Watheroo, 24 miles; Three Springs, 35
miles (1); Three Springs, 34 miles (2);
Dumbleyung, 253 wiles: Gnowangerup, 30
miles; Naleain, 25 miles (1}; Denning-
up. 30 miles; Bronzewing, 40 miles; Nal-
cain, 23 miles (2); Linden, 40 miles;
Business Area 82M, 21 miles: Murray
Loe. 163, 19 miles: Junetion, 110 miles;
Bolgart, 23 miles; Boyup Brook, 20-
miles: Limestone Well, 15 miles, {b) All
bave been refused in the exereise of the-
diseretion vested in the Governor in
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Council. 3, Yes, as from 1st January,
1911, 4, There are no licensed premises
within 15 miles of Northampton, but at
Northamptou itself there are three prem-
ises holding wayside house licenses, all
of whieh, by reason of tle population of
the township now cxceeding itbe limit
preseribed by Beetion 20 of 57 Vietoria,
No. 23, expire on 31st December, hence
the necessity for snspending the opera-
tion of the .\et at that place.

QURSTION—LAND SELECTION, G.
DOUST’S APPLICATIONS.

Mr. HCDSOX asked the Minister for

Lands: 1, Referring to the answers given
by the Minister on the 7th September
last to questions regarding the applica-
tions of George Doust for land at Dal-
yup, were not the applications of Doust
lodged at the Land Office, Esperance, on
the 21st Auvgust, 1909, two days before
the application of Dempster was lodged
in Perth? 2,If so, how does the Minis-
ter reconcile these facts with his answer
No. 3 to questions mentioned? 3, Does
the Minister give preference to applica-
tions made in Perth over those made at
country offices? 4, If so, why? 5, Will
the Minister reconsider Doust’s applica-
tion?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS re
plied: 1. The applications were lodged
:at the Resident Magistrate’s office at Es-
perance. 2, Esperance not being an office
at wiich applications take priority under
Section 17, the applications must be
dated from the time they are received
in Perth. 3, Yes, where Perth is the
office for receiving applications, the Act
prescribes that they shall have priority
aceording to the date of reeceipt at such
office. 4, See reply to No. 3. 3, No,
as the land has already been granied to
Mr. F. G. Dempster.

‘QUESTION—AGRICULTURAL BAXNK,
APPLICATION FOR LOAN.

Mr. HORAX asked the Minister for
Lands: 1, Will he make himself acquain-
ted with the details of the application of
H. G. Toll for a lvan from the Agricul-
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tural Bank in respect of cerfain lands
held by Toll in the Broome Hill distriet?
2, Is bhe in a position to say that the
statemenis conlained on departmental
files are consistent with fact?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS ye-
plied: 1, I am aequainted with the case
of Mr. H. (.. Toll. 2, I am of the opinion
that the depaitmental stateraents are
consistent with faet.

QUESTION—LANDS DEPARTMENT.
SEARCHING FILES.

My, JOHNSON (for Mr. Price) asked
the Minister for Lands: 1, Has his atten-
tion been drawn to the followine ex-
tract of evidence given by a repurescata-
tive of the Sumday Times before the
Royval Commission on alleged corrup-
tion: *‘The Lands Department had adop-
ted the practice of allowing acces to the
files, saving in reply to inquiries. ‘Here
are the tiles. Search for yourself.” The
Minister gave his sametion to this ar-
rangement 12 months ago.’’ 2. Is such
evidence correet? 3, If so, will the
Minister allow members of Parliament
and all representatives of newspapers
similar privileges when conduecting in-
quiries at the Lands Department?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS re-
plied: 1, Yes. 2, It is the practice 1o

show files to vepresentatives of news-
papers who make inguiry as the result
of some complaint that has been made to
their offices in connection with the work
of the T.ands Department when the news-
papevs are good enough to make inguiry
before publishing the complaint. As this
information must in eommon fairness to
the newspaper correspondents be of the
fullest possible nature, it is necessary
that the files be produeed. The files are
not, however, produced without diserim-
ination. 3, Certainly, when it is thought
advisable in the public interest.

QUESTION—SCHOOL ATTENDANCE.
METROFPOLIS.

Mr. HEITMANN asked the Minister

for Education: 1, How many ex-seventh

scholars were attending the metropolitan
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:sehools prior to the establishment of cen-
tral schools? 2, How many are there at
preaent ?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION
replied: 1, 139 in December, 1008, 2,
"203 in July, 1910,

PERSONAL EXPLANATION,

Mr, Heitmann and the Minister for
Mines.

Mr. HEITMANN (Cue): On a matter
-of privilege I would like the opportunity
of saying a few words in reference to
something that took place in this Cham-
ber some iime ago. My attention has
been called to page 222 of Hansard of
this session. Duaring the speech of the
Minister Tor Mines I interjeeted in a
very nncomplimentary way, T must now
adinit. T was under the impression that
T bad been called upon to withdraw that
remark, and had withdrawn it. But my
-attention bas been drawn to the faet
that it exists in Hansard, and that I
had not wilhdrawn it, and I wish to say
in ealmer momenis I regret having made
the remark, and also regret that things
had becn said towards me which made
me Jose my self-control. I ragret the
the whole affair had happencd. I would
like to say that at that time the debate
-on the Address-in-Reply was in progress.
and the Minister for Mines was replying
‘to some remarks of mine in reference to
the repori of My, Montgomery. the Stale
Mining Engineer, on the eoniition of
-the miners ai Day Dawn. The Minister
:3aid, 1f T may be allowed to quote from
Hansard—

Asg far us the report whiel is being
oitained is eoneerned. hen. members
will, no doubt, on reading the papers.
bave uoticed that Dr. Campston has
tnade a very exhaustive examinarion in
most of the mining centres, It would
not be right for me to make any re-
marks wilh regawd to what that re-
port might be, bot there is one thing
that I was pleased to see, and which
goes {o show the difference between the
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various people who are endeavouring
to witigate the disease. 1 recently
noticed that Dr. Cumpston sent a let-
ter of thanks to Mr. Dodd aud Mr.
(Glance, and other members of the
union at Boulder for the assistance
they gave bim; but T saw no reference
from the doctor to the assistance given
him by the member for Cue when he
visiled the Cue distriet,
When I heard those rvemarks I thought,
and I siill think, that they were most
unfair towards me. Jor many vears T
have fought the cause of the miners, al-
together disinterested. I have fought
for them even againsi some of the miners
themnselves. After the Commission bhad
been appointed, and when Dr. Cump-
slon visited Cue. T was working on a
mine some miles in the bush with machi-
pery that requirved a lot of attention. bhut
I made it my business to be in attend-
ance on the Commissioner abt night fime,
and 1o offer him every possible assist-
ance in the obtaining of witnesses and
in other ways. Consequently, when those
remarks were made I felt that they were
most unfair; bot, as I have said. the
cause of the sick and diseased miners
can be fought without one losing his
temper. T again say that I regret having
made thnse vemarks, and I trust that
there will be 1o cause for making such
statements in the future. I. at all events,
will refrain from making similar onex.

The MINTSTER FOR MINES (Hon.
H. Gregory)y: T beg to thank the hon.
member for the very honourable state-
ment he has just made to the House. It
is very probable that when discussing that
matter T may not have been aware of the
work put in by the hon. member, but I do
kunw that so Tar as endeavouring to have
inquiry made in reference to this matter
of miners’ phthisis is eoneerned the mem-
ber undoubtedly has heen very prominent.
I thank him very much indeed for his
kind withdrawal: it often takes more
eourage to make =uch a retraction afier
the matter has appeared in Hansard. 1
thank him very much indeed, and T only
hope that the words complained of will
he excised from Hansard.
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BILL — PERMANENT RESERVES-
REDEDICATION.
Second Reeeding.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon.
J. Mitehell) in moving the second reading
said: Some time ago Buobury town lot
127, containing a quarter acre of land,
was allotted tn the Goldfields Fresh Air
League in order that they might erect a
buoilding to accommaodate the children who
were sent to the coast during the summer
months. It was found that it was alto-
zether unsunitable and far too small. The
Bunbury Town Conneil were approached,
and they agreed to allow the Fresh Air
League one and three-quarfer acres on
the Western coast. This will be a much
more convenient place for the children
than the original block. They will have
their buildings on portion of the 28-acre
reserve, and they will be right on the sea-
beach. The land we now desire to grant
to the league is known as part of Class A
reserve 4991. The Muncipal Council have
been eonsulted, and as the goldfields peo-
ple are anxious to erect a building on the
land, their desire is that the land shonld
be granted and this ¢an only he done with
the assistance of Parliament; and it will
not be until this measure becomes law
that they ecan set abont spending money
in connection with the building. I dare
say hon. members know ihe objeets of the
Goldfields Fresh Air Teapgue. I believe
the leagne do very good work for the chil-
dren in the way of bringing them down to
the eoast and providing them with recrea-
tion during the hot swmmer months. T
hope the House will agree to this Bill. I
am assured by the Municipal Couneil that
this preposal will not interfere with the
public park, and that it will be beneficial
to the children who come from the gold-
fields. I move—

That the Bill be now read a second
time.,

On motion by Mr. Seaddan debate ad-
journed.

BILL—LAND AND INCOME TAX.
Second Reading.
The PREMIER (Hon. Frank Wilson):
in muving lhe seeond reading said: The
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reason for bringing this measure forward
at the present time is that it may be
passed as early as possible so that the
Taxation Department may get to work
sending out notices of assessments, and
begin collecting the taxes for the present
financial year.

Mr, Walker: Are you going to bring
down the Machinery Bill?

The PREMIER": No, certainly not.

Mr. Walker: We may require to make
amendments.

The PREMIER: The hont. member can
move an amendment if he wishes to do
so, or he can table a motion instructing
the Government in conneetion with it,
There arve many ways of proceeding. Any-
how, this measure is only the ordinary
tazation measure in order to raise rev-
enue. It is an exactly similar Bill to that
which has been passed in this Fouse dor-
ing the last three years. This is the fourth
Rill of its kind to impose land and in-
come taxes. It provides for the same
rates, namely one penny for every pound
sterling on the unimproved value of land
as assessed under the Machinery Bill, and
a tax of fourpence in the pound on in-
eomes subjeet of course to the exemp-
tions which are provided. With vegard
to this measure it is not necessary for me
to delay the House very long. During the
year 1909-10 the estimate of revenue from
income tax was £37,000, and the actual
receipts amounted to £43,965. This year
hon. members will see by turning to my
estimates that T hope to obtain £44,000,
almost the same amount as we received
last year, It is true that we expect to get
some increases with regard to income tax,
but this will be more especially from set-
tlers on land, those who are cultivaking
the land, but hon, members wil] remember
this is counteracted to a more or less ex-
tent by the reduction which is allowed.
Last year from land tax the Treasurer
estimated the receipts to be £33,000, and
he actually received £34,344. During the
present financial year T have estimated
that the land tax will vield £40.000, an
increase of some £6.000, which I think
will be obtained owing to the faect that
the official values of land made by the
department will to some exstent be put into
effect. We expect that the inerease of
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values of our lands will be retarded,
slightly at any rate, by the imposition of
the Federal land tax. The adminisiration
of the department bas during the past
year been carefully bandled, and not-
withstanding the fact that there is still a
large amount of eapital work to be ear-
ried out, and notwithstanding that we
have still a very large area of estates to
value officially, T wish to point out that
the work las been carried out as
cheaply as in the other States of the
Commonwealth, The expenditure of
the department, which includes also the
collection of dividends and totalisator
taxes the same as is done in the other
Btates. equals only six per cent. of the
total revenue collected. 1f we eliminate
those two taxes, then the cost is slightly
over i1 per ecent. Taking the whole of
the work of the department into eonsidera-
tion, it has been carried out as cheaply as
in the Fastern States, notwithstanding the
faet that our taxes are considerably
lower. This reflects eredit T think upon
those in charge of the department. The
matter of appeals is one I think that the
department should receive some credit for,
With regard to the land tax they have had
150 appeals lodged agminst assessments
made, and 22 of these have been disposed
of. Every appeal on being lodged is care-
fully gone through hy the chief land tax
assessor, and his assistants, and also the
appraiser of the valne of the land. Of
course hy having this supervision over
these appeals it is very often found that
a number of errors have been committed
with respect to values and aveas and
loealities, and after having heen referred

back and gone into carefully. the matter

in dispute has been adjusted, Of course
the investigation of these appeals takes
up a lot of time. and there is a
delay in disposing of the claims, Never-
theless it is satisfactorv to know that a
number of appeals have heen settled by
the staff. and that the people wvoncerned
have not heen snhjected to the annoyanee
and inconvenience of appearing before the
oourt. The same thing applies with re-
gard to the inecome tax appeals. There
bave not been so many of these appeals
lodged, but two of these which invelve
qnestions of law will he settled by the

2
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‘review, or the Supgeme Court.

khe appenls-‘lheﬁl’f:zia.ls have
been able to deteriiine by the very ne-
cessary powers they have under the As-
sessment Act which compels taxpayers to
produce their books. In these instances
when the books of aecount are produced
the result is that the appeals are with-
drawn, Tn that respeet T am glad also to
be able to congratulate the department on
having not only saved the department
considerable trouble and expense, but also
saved the taxpayers ineonvenience and
expense, The amount of arrears out-
standing at the end of the last financial
vear was as far as income tax is eon-
cerned £3,000. With regard to the land
tax, the amount was £6,485; the two to-
gether malking a total of £10,500 in round
figures. This is much less than previous
arrears, and I hope as time goes on and
the department gets into better working
order the amount will get smaller. It is
absolutely impossible to conduet the af-
fairs of the department without some er-
rors, and perhaps the late passage of the
Taxation Bill is to be blamed to some ex-
tent for these errors. The department in
the earlier portion of the financial year
has been working on the arrears. and
every step is being taken to colleet the
amount. There is only one other matter
that T think I need refer to on this nc-
casion. and that is the incidence of the
income tax as far as we have the in-
formation available, Hon. members will
realise that this information eannot be com-
plete until some vears have ¢lapsed be-
cause we alwavs have arrears coming in.
T have, however, a return showing the in-
ridence of the income tax for the year
1008-0 which is practieally complete with
the exception of some small arrears out-
standing for that vear. T do not think
this table has vet heen puhlished; at any
rate it will appear in the next report.
Thiz shows that in that year there
were 4,632 taxpavers with incomes
between £200 and €300 per annum,
Of these, owing to the rebates, 996 were
relieved altogether from payment of in-
come tax, and the number who were taxed
amnunted to 3,636. The total amount of
income for these 3.636 individnals was
in ronnd  fizures  €1.213.000, the total
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amonnt of exemption was slightly over a
million, and the total amount of taxable
balance £121,989. We received £2,044 by
way of taxation from these individuals,
equalling an average assessment of 1ls.
3d. per head. Between £300 and £500 in-
comes we had 2,736 taxpayers. Of these
11 were relieved who did not pay any
tax at all. The number who paid income
tax was 2,725 and they paid on £376,284,
producing £6,159 as income tax, or an
average assessment of £2 5s5. 2d. On
ineomes between £300 and £700 there
were 833 individuals; 3 did not pay any
ineome tax and 830 were so taxed. They
were taxed on £239,000, in round figures,
and they paid £4,355, or an average as-
sessment of £5 4s. 11d.  Between £700
and £1,000, which was the next step in
ineomes, there were 564 persons. Of
these two did not pay ineome tax, and
the 562 did. The total amount on which
they paid was £284,000, and the amount
received from that was £4.778, equal to
an average assessment of £8 10s. With
incomes of from £1,000 to £1,500 there
were 362 persons, only one of whom was
exempt from paying income tax. The 361
paid it, and they paid on £296,000, a
total of £4,992 or an average assessment
of £13 6s. 7d. On ineomes of from £1,500
to €3.000 we had 335 tax payers. They
all were taxed, They paid on £602,000,
producing £10,138, or an average assess-
ment of £30 3s. 3d. With incomes of
£5.000 and over were 52 tax payers. They
were all taxed. They paid on £339,000
an amount of £5.803, or an average assess-
ment of £113 75. 4d, The total was 9,514
tax payers, of whom 1,013 were exempt,
while 3,501 paid income tax. They paid
on £2,271.100 a tofal amount of £38,361,
the average assessment being €4 10s. 3d.
per tax paver. T think if will be readily
seen that no matter what fears we had
at the time we introduced this taxation
it has worked out, so far as we have gone,
fairly equitably. and has fallen on the
richt shoulders. We find that the great
majority of the tax pavers, the small men,
pay very much helow the average, the
average being £4 10s. 3d., whilst those
who are earning salaries or incomes under
£300 have paid only 11s. 3d. on an aver-
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age, while those having incomes between:
£300 and £500 have paid £2 5s, 2d. as
against £4 10s, 3d. All the others have,
of eourse, paid over the average in order
to eounterbalance the lower pavments I
have referred to. This is as it should be.
It is placing the burden on those who are-
able 1o afford it, and T am glad 10 be able
to wive these figures in order to show that
the taxation, although at present it does
not provide anything near as much re-
venue as I, as Treasurer, wonld like to-
see, is fairly doing its work, and as time
zoes on I have no doubt we shall be able
to make it a very much larger source of
revenue,

Mr. Seaddan: 1t is getfing a bit late.
The Federal authorities are hooking on to-
some of it.

The PREMIER: Not in respect to in-
come tax, They have got on to the land
tax, and pretty heavily. However, I hope-
the leader of the Opposition will agree to-
pass this measure throngh Committee to-
day.

Mr, Seaddan: Nu, I desire to secure-
the adjournment of the second reading.
There are a few anowalies I propose to:
toueh upon.

The PREMIER: Not in this?

Mr. Walker: Yes, in this.

Mr. Scaddan: We tried to amend it
last vear.

The PREMIER: Youn wanted the As-
sessment Bill brought forward last year,.
but you know the Assessment Bill cannot
be broughi forward this year. I wonld
like to point out to those hon, members
who fought to have the taxation measure
coupled with that dealing with assess-
ment. that even our friends in the Federal
Parliament have followed our example
and kept the two measures apart.

Mr. Walker: See what you do by bad
example.

The PREMIER : However, I have much
pleasnre in moving the seeond reading..
Mr. SCADDAXN: I bez to move—
That the debate be adjourned.
Motion passed, dehate adjourned.



AXNUAL ESTIMATES, 1810-1911.
In Committee of Supply.

Resumed from the 29th November; Mr.
Taylor in the Chair.

Vote—Exzecutive Council, £75—agreed
to.

Vote—Legislative Council, £1,811:

Mr. WALKER: In view of the turmoil
going on at Home and the movement to
abolish the House of Lords, it would be
well it the Premier would explicitly tell
the Committee what he proposed to do
iu regard fo the abolition of another
place. Members would be told we must
have something in the nature of a House
of review, but it seemed to him that ano-
ther place was just as hasty in the passing
of its measures as was the Legislative As-
sembly. An instanee of this had heen
shown in the passing of the Southern
Cross-Bullfineh Railway Bill. The ery of
the country was for the abolition of this
fifth wheel of the legislative coach, and
the best way sympathy eonld be shown
with that ery was to refuse this vote,
which would be a signal of the elosing
of the doors of that institution, He
would remind the Premier that earlier
in the session the Governmeni had pro-
mised, if not the extinetion of the Legis-
lative Council, at least some alteration of
the franchise on which the institution was
based. That promise had never been
kept, and it was only right that the Pre-
mier shonld give some statement as to
the intention of the Government in re-
gard to this question,

The PREMIER: The question of the
usefulness of another place was far too
wide to be confined within the diseussion
of the vote under ecoosideration. The
member for Kanowna knew that we eonld
not possibly in a Committee of Supply
get an expression of opinion in regard
to so important a guestion.

Mr. Walker: You had certain refer-
ences to it in the Governor’s Speech.

The PREMIER : The question touched
upon in the Glovernor's Speech was that
of reducing the franchise. That would
come along, but if hon. members were go-
ing to hasten with the business of the
country in the same degree that they had
done during the lasgt five or six weeks
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considerable time would
elapse before the question conld be
serionsly entered upon. It was to he
hoped members would not retard the pas-
sage of the HEstimates by raising this dis-
cussion on a question which would be
better handled when a Bill of the sort
was before the House, and which could be
handled at any iime by a direct motion,
moved by any hon. member. At any rate
he could not go into the question of the
abolition of the Legislative Council on
this occasion.

Mr. HEITMANN: It was a very broad
question, perhaps too broad to be dis-
cussed now, nevertheless it should not be
necessary for a member to bring on a
motion to have it disenssed. Sir Newton
Moore in bis first presessional speech at
Bunbury said his Government wonld fav-
our the reduction of the franchise for the
Legislative Counecil, and the same prom-
ise had been given each year in suceession.
There were two members in the Govern-
ment, the Attorney (General and the Minis-
ter for Works, who pledged themselves
in the past to the abolition of the Legisla-
tive Conneil. It was due that the Pre-
mier should make some effort to fulfil the
promise made.

The Premier: I intend to do so if you
will let me go on with the business.

Mr, HEITMANN : There were 37 Bills
now on the Notice Paper.

The Premier: Why not pass them?

Mr. HEITMANN : They would be
passed in accordanee with their import-
ance, but we shonld first of all he given
an important measure asked for for many
years by the vast majority of the people
of the ecountry, and promised by nearly
every member of the Government, and
supported by nearly every member on
the Government side. Such a measnre
should have been introduced in the early
part of the session so that members, and
even members of the Legislative Couneil,
eonld have the opportunity of diseussing
it, The time was not far distant when
some change must take place in the con-
stitotion of the Legislative Couneil. The
writing was on the wall. Even the Daily
News said the Legislative Council mwust
go. Another important phase of the

certainly some
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guestion was the effect the present fran-
chise of the Legislative Council was hav-
ing on the people of the country in rela-
tion to the Federal Parliament. The idea
prevailed ihat the people could get from
the Federal Parliament what was refused
in this State and would be refused here
while the Legislative Council was consti-
toted as at present. In order to save
themselves the members of the Legislative
Couneil should broaden their franchise.
At any rate it was ime we had a definite
statement from the Premier as to whether
a Bill was to be brought down or not.

Mr. WALKER: The Premier had mis-
understood the point raised. There was
1o other part of the session wheu we could
reasonably ask the Premier to make a
statement as to the attitude of the Gov-
ernment on this subject. The statement
in the Governor’s Speech in July last was
the statement of Sir Newton Moore, and
that was a distinet promise that a Rill for
the liberalisation of the franchise for the
Upper House wowuld be brought down this
session ; but although in general terms the
present Premier had informed us that he
and bhis colleagues were running in the
groove set out for them by the Moore
Government, yet in detail there was no ex-
pression of the opinion of fthe present
Premier npon the point. One eould not
but think there was some spirit of avoid-
ance of the fulfilment of the programme,
because there was no intimation as to the
intention of the present Government to
earry oul that policy. Now we had
reached the close of the session, when the
business sheet was full of Bills, which we
eould not possibly consider and do jus-
tice to in the time allotted, yet in the most
nonchalant way the Premier told us he
wonld consider it at some time, or. if he
did not, members conld bring forward a
motion to deal with the question.

The Premier: T said only with regard
bo the abolition of the Legislative Conn-
cil; please quote me rightly.

Mr. WALKER: The hon. member was
not quoted, except as to what was said in
the direction of giving members a chanee
to discuss it. The sense of what the Prem-
ler said was that if members wanted
to dircuss the whole question relating to
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the Upper House, it could be done by
means of a motion. But there was no
ehance of the Government giving preced-
ence to a motion of that kind over the
Bills which were tabled for the consider-
ation of members. Bo there was no
chance of dealing with the matler exeept
the present. In England the people
were in the Lthroes of excitement and nas-
eent revoluiion on this subjeect, yet it was
too small a quesiion fo devote a few min-
utes to in this Chamber. However, it
would need to he faced at no remote
date, because it was the one question
stirting up the pablie wind thronghont
the length and breadth of Australasia.
1t was oue of those questions in which the
whole destiny of the land was wrapped
up as regards the future. It was the one
ery of the people, that if the Upper
House question was not dealt with we
wonld have Unifieation, and our State
Parliaments would be wiped out of ex-
istence; so it was a most urgent point,
and one fhat would have to be decided in
the future, as to whether we would deal
with the Upper House or whether the elec-
tors upon the Federal roll should deal
with State Houses in their entirety, either
wipe them out or wipe out the Upper
Houses only. This point had assumed
actual shape. vet we were to have no
stafement upon it from the Premier. Ti
was econceivable the Government might
not approve of the liberalisation of the
franchise in the way foreshadowed by
Sir Newton Moore at the last general
elections, The (Government mwight wish
to change the entire constitution of the
Legislative Couneil. He {(Mr. Walker)
would prefer a nominee House to a
Chamber constituted as the present
T egislative Council, though he would pre-
fer still more that the constitution of the
Assembly should be altered and the Coun-
eil entirely abolished.  These were not
faneiful questions sprung on the Govern-
ment. but were questions that should have
heen considered hefore this, and which
should be answered from the Government
standpoint before any step was taken in
passing the vote on the Estimates for the
Legislative Counecil.  The point
whether members were to submit to pass-

was
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ing the vote in silence or be accused of
blocking public business. What would the
people say if mewbers allowed a questien
of this importance to pass entirely with-
out notice at the only possible time the
matter eould be discussed? We were sent
liere by electors who had made it a plank
in their poliey to abolish the Upper House.
We had received no statement from the
present Government, constituted as it was,
as to their attitude on this question. Were
we not strietly within our rights in asking
a number of formal questions of the Gov-
ernment. Did the Government intend to
liberalise the franchise of the Upper
House, and if so to what extent; or did
the Government contemplate any reduc-
tien of members in that Honse? Did the
Government contemplate the abolition of
that Chamber, and the alteration of this
Chamber as a consequence? He was en-
titled to have answers to these questions.
Again he was voieing the opinions of the
people: he was sent here to try and carry
ont their wishes in that direction. His
voice was their voice. When he asked
these (uestions, therefore, it was the duty
of the Government to give some definite
answer to them, and again he submitted
the proper time to ask was now when the
vote for the Legislative Couneil was un-
der eonsideration.

Mr, SCADDAN: The member for
Kanowna had adopted the right atti-
tude in asking the Premier fo make a
statement at this stage as to his intention
regarding another place. He wished to
draw the attention of the Premier to the
faet that we had discussed this matter on
a former oceasion when the Premier made
his ministerial statement on taking office,
The Premier on that occasion omitted to
make any reference in his remarks on the
Constitution Aet Amendment as to a re-
duction of the franchise for another
place. The Premier said that he would
introduce a Bill, but he did not state that
it would contain any clause that would
make the reduetion of the franchise of
another place possible. Here was the
Premier's statement—

We also intend to submit to .he

House a Constitution Aet Amendment
Bill,

1977

The Premier: Whose statement is that?

Mr. SCADDAN: The Premier’s staie-
ment,

The Premier: Is that statement not all
right?

Mr. SCADDAN: No. He would show
it was not all right. The Premier went
on to say—

a Bill whieh has been promised for

some time, and we are going to endeav-

our to pass it.

It looked very like that, Here we were
getting towards the end of the session,
and the Bill had not been introduced in
this Chamber. He was not in the con-
fidenee of the Premier, but he would be
able to tell members why the Bill had
not been introduced. The Premier weant
on to say—

Amongst other things it will increase

the life of Parliament from three years

to four years, and it will also abolish
the necessity for a member of ihe

House, on aeccepting a portfolio, hav-

ing to seek re-election. That, of course,

will be acecepted by members of ihe

Opposition.

That was all the Prewmier stated was
going o be contained in a measure of
vast importance to the community at
large.

The Attorney General: “Amongst other
things.”

Mr. SCADDAN: Yes, but when dis-
cussing the vote of no-confidence against
the Government, be (Mr. Scaddan) took
the Minister to task for his omission in
that direetion, and he asked then why the
Premier had not made provision in the
Constitution Aet Amendment Bill for a
reduction of the franchise of another
place, or whether the Premier would re-
introduce the Bill as previonsly rejected
by aunother place, and the Premier replicd,
asking, “Did I not hear him make thal
admission?”. He (Mr. Scaddan) had
looked up Hunsard and the reports in Lhe
Press, and he found they did not eontain
any admission by the Premier. The Pre-
mier had carefully avoided making any
reference as to his intention regarding the
introduction of this Bill. What econelu-
sions were we to draw from the attitude
taken ap by the Premier on that ocea-
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sion? If attention had not been drawn
to the omisston, one could accept the Pre-
mier’s assarance that it was his infen-
tion to make the reduction. Woulid the
Premier state now that he intended to do
s0?

‘The Premier: A reduction of the fran-
chise?

Mr. SCADDAN: Yes.

The Premier: Certainly.

Mr. SCADDAX: Then he accepted -he
Premier’s assurance. He would tell the
member for Kanowna the reason the Bill
had not been introduced yet, because ihe
Premier wanled the assistance of another
plaee to pass his Redistribntion of Seats
Bill. The Premier had no desire to rile
another place until they had assisted him
to pass the Redistribution of Seats Bill;
therefore the Constitution Aet Amend-
ment Bill which had previously passel
this Chamber, and could he passed again
in a couple of sitlings, had not been -
troduced, and we were approaching the
close of the session. It must be remem-
bered that the other (hamber was cou-
tinually warning the Government against
filling their Nofice ’aper with important
measures towards the elose of the sessiun,
and that if the Government did so they
would decline to pass those measnres.
Did the Premier not know that that warn-
ing had been made again, and that the
gentlemen of another place were deter-
mined to earry out that threat; probably
he did know, and that he was anxious
they should do it. Probably that was why
the Premier wished to put the Constitu-
tion Act Amendment Bill so late on ihe
Notice Paper. One did not desire to im-
pute motives to anybody, but, judging Ly
the actions of the Government, and when
speaking of the Government he meant ‘he
Rason, the Moore, and the Wilsen Guv-
ernments, they had dilly-dallied with this
measure on constitutional reform for !ie
past five years, and now we were getting
towards {he close of another Parliament,
the Bill bad not reached the Assembly,
and there was the threat of another place
hangxing over our heads, One must think
that there was no desire on the part of
the Government to have this Bill enacced,
When the Premier sought re-eleetion for
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Sussex in 1905 he promised his electors
that this would be one of the first mea-
sures introduced in the Assembly. The
Premier had repeated that promise on
two neeasions when he had stood for ve-

dlection. So did Sir Newton Moore when
Premier. The Premier had now stated

that it was still his intention, but it was
nothing more nor less than flying kites to
assist the Government in the election
which wonld take place next year. The
(iovernment had no more desire to pass
this measare than had the Government o
pass the Licensing Bill last session. The
action of the Government in connection
with  the Constitution Aet Ameudment
Bill vight throngh the piece showed that
those in charge of the Ministeriai hench
were not in earnest in this matter, Their
lieart was not in the right place in cou-
nection with this measure. Mr. Rason
told the electors that it requirved a strong
man to introduee this Bill, and that ke
intended to do it. The present Premier
had made use of such words as these, that
the Government would stand or fall on
a policy of a reduetion of the franclise
of another place. He (Mr. Seaddan)
would probably receive a reply that the
Constifation Act Amendment Bill was
passed in another place, but that the
majority was not that required to amend
the Constitution. That too might be one
of the strings which the Government had
to their bow, but if the Government de-
sired to have that Bill passed into law
last session they could have obtained the
votes. on that oceaston, of certain sup-
porters. The Premier must recognise that
the people of the different States desired
to make some progress in legislation; they
were not prepared to stand still, and if
the Legislative Councils did not permit
the legislation to pass which would Le
of benefit to the community, then the
people would look in other directions for
it, and the people were doing that to-day.
Tt did not matter to the mass of the
people where they obtained their benefits,
etther from the Federal Parliament or
the State Parliaments, but the people
were determined to get them. So long as
the Legislative Conncils remained the
people recognised that they could not cet
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those democratic measures which
desired, and they would therefore go lo
the Federal Parliament to get them. He
trusted the Premier would make a definile
announcement not only to this Chamber,
but to the other Chamber, and to the
country at large. We desired the people
to recognise that the Assembly would in-
sist that the people should get such mea-
sures on the statute-book as they desired
jrrespective of whether the people of
another place wished it or not, and if the
_{ouncil acted as they had done in ile
past they would have to go, or we would
have to go. That was, the State Parlia-
ment would have to go holus bolus, and
he for one would not object to the whole
State Parliament going if another place
stood in the way of democratic progress
_in the State. As a matter of fact he
would nrge that the people shounld look in
the direction where they conld get their
reforms eastest, whether throngh the
.Federal Parliament or the State Parlia-
ment, notwithstanding that he might he
told by members opposite that he was
against State interests. It was no use the
Premier stumping the country in April
next against the referendums which would
be submitted to the people unless he took
some sirong action in regard to another
.place. The democratic people of the coni-
munity would not listen to the Premier
for one moment so long as he did »ot
insist that some reform shounld take place
in another place. The piecemeal reform
proposed by the Government would not
give satisfaction. The Legislative Coun-
¢il could not stand in the way of the
progress of the Staie, and the sooner the
Government recognised that for the pro-
tection of the State interests, the better
it wonld be for them, for the Parliament,
and for the commnnity as a whole.
The PREMIER : All members who
“had spoken were out of order im
discussing a question of that deserip-
tion, for it bad nething whatever to do
with the Estimates before the Commit-
tee. But as so much license had been
permitied to the leader of the Opposition
and other members, perhaps he might be
pardoned for taking up a very few min-
utes in responding. At the outset he

they-
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wanted to say that ke was not prepared
at that moment to debate the big ques-
tion as to the existence or non-exisience
of another place, but be dJdid repudiate
the suggestion of the leader of the Op-
position—and it eame from that hon.
member with very bad grace—thar the
Government were not sincere in the mat-
ter of reducing the Legislative Couneil
franchize. .

My, Swan: How can we think deffer-
ently?

The PREMIER : The hon. member was
s0 dense that he could not think at all.
As the leader of the Opposition knew
well, he had been a member of other ad-
ministratious ever since the Labour Gov-
ermment left office, and he had been
Acting Premier during Sir XNewton
Moore’s absence in London. Immediate-
ly on Sir Newton’s return the Gover-
nor’s speech was framed, discussed in
Cabinet, and adopted, and he (the Pre-
mier) was a party to the adoption of
it and to the endorsement of the pro-
gramme mentioned therein. Tt was well
known to the leader of the Opposition
that he (the Premier} was prepared to
carry out the promises of the previous
Administratioy, and that the policy of
the Government was to bring down a
measnre to reduce the franchise of the
Legislative Couneil to £15, as had been
announced on more than one oceasion by
his predecessor.

Mr. Seaddan: At the Subiaco meet-
ing when I was present vou omitied to
make any mention whatever of this sub-
jeet when allading to the Bills vou in-
tended to introduce.

The PREMIER: A speaker was not
supposed to mention every item of a
policy that was in print. Te did not
go about with a paek of notes, and he
did nof require to touch on every item
on every occaston, nor would time per-
mit him to do so. e wanied only to
tonch on the important matters, or the
matters that specially interested the aud-
ience he was addressing. In doing that
he was only taking a leaf from the book
of his friends opposite, He hoped that
he had made it clear that if the session
was undoly extended into the warm
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montits of the summer, and that if meas-
ures of imporlance were not passed dur-
ing the session. it would not be his fault.
Those measures would be intreduced,
and if members oppusite would help him
to put them through and to get through
the Estimares——

Mr. Walker: Withont debate?

The PREMIER: Without the debate
experienced in the Chamber recently,
whet members had spoken for 2% hours
and 11% hours on one subject in attack-
ing the Government instead of applying
themselves to Lhe business of the House.
On every subject there was a diseussion
of the Government.

Mr. Scaddan: But these Estimates are
your poliey.

The PREMIER: The discussion was
absolutely out of order. The question
was whether a som of £1,800 should be
spent on the Legislative Couneil. If
members wanted to strike out the item
they must do so, but they could not
go all round the alleged miseondnet of
the Premier or the Government in dis-
cusging the matter.

Mr. Walker: When we have a griev-
anve now is our time to state if.

The PREMIER: Now was nol the
time to diseuss whether the Legislative
Couneil shonld be abolished, or whether
support should be given to certain gen-
tlemen in their propesals for Unifica-
tion, or whether the Premier was going
te get a hearing when he went to the
goldfields.

Myr. SCADDAN: Ever sinee the Pre-
mier had taken charge of the Govern-
ment members had looked for a state-
ment from him in conneetion with that
most important measure, the Legislative
Council Franchise Bill, one that had been
promised for five vears by each of the
Governments who had sneceeded the
Lahour Government.

The Premier: I told the hon. member
that the measure is zoing to be brought
down this session, and introdueed in this
House. I can go no further than that.
This discussion is foreign to the Esti-
mates.

Mr. SCADDAN: Surely the Premier’s
poliey was shown in rhe Estimates. which
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included provision for the carrying on
of all departments., The Committee were
diseussing a provision for carrying on
the Lepislative Council, and now was the
time for diseus¢ing the Government's in-
tentions in regard to that Chamber.

My. Osburn: If (hey did not intend to
earry it on they would not have the item
there.

Mr. SCADDAN: After that statement
from one of the prineipal supporters of
the Govermnent would the Premier still
adhere to his statement? The Premier,
not once, but on several vceasions, had
refrained from making any mention of
a Constitution Ael Amendment Bill
which would econtain provision for the
reduction of the franchise of another
place. When he announced at Subiaco
the Ciovernment’s intention for the ses-
sion he mentioned the Licensing Bill, the
Health Bill, and the Roads Bill. and said
that other important measures would in-
clude the Redistribution of Seats Bill;
those were the four important measures
which the Government intended to place
before Parliament. Survely that was pro-
nouneed enongh. Either the reduection
of the Legzislative Council franchise was
on unimportant matter or else the Gov-
ernment did not intend to bring it for-
ward this session. That was the only
eonclusion people counld draw from the
Preinter’s remarks. The Bill should be
before the Honse at the present time,
and the faet that the Premier now stated
that he intended to introduce the Bill
led one to helieve that he wanted teo
pass the Redistribution of Seats Bill
through another place before bringing
forward the franchise Bill.

Mr. WALKER : There was no breach
of procedure in discussing that matter
on the Estimates. It was the duty of
members to correct abuses before grant-
ing supplies. That was the dearest priv-
ilege of Parliament, and the objeect for
which Parliament existed. No battles
had been more fiercely fought than upon
the guestion of not granting supplies
until grievanees had heen redressed.
Members were now asking for the redrrss
of a very serious grievance. The
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consideration of Bills in the Federal
Legislature dealing indirectly with that
very question made it necessary for mem-
bers to know what attitude the Govern-
went wonld take in regard thereto. Not
only in the Federal House, but in every
State Legislature at the present moment
the question was one of the liveliest ehar-
acter, and that it was not a trivial matter
he ventured to draw the attention of the
Premier 1o a report given in the Adelaide
Observer of the 26th November, headed
“An ex parte statement.”  This report
reads—

The Attorney General in moving the
second veading of the Bill to provide
methods for the settlement of dead-
locks between the two Houses, made a
violent abttack upon the Legislative
Couneil. In South Australia, he said,
they had an Upper House withont a
soul to he damped or a body to he
ldcked. It arrogated to itself the right
to deliberately thwart the expressed
views of the constituents. It was never
intended that there shounld be a bhody
50 lost to its sense of popular respon-
sibility as to take an obstructive atti-
tude upon almost every case. It would
have heen better to have had a nominee
House, to which the Government could
have appointed some venerable old gen-
tlemen wha had done something in the
eity, who would be willing to while
away their time in the Upper House
during their less somnolent moments.
The Upper House had served no useful
purpose during the whole of its eareer,
becanse no Bill which onght to have
bheen stopped had been stopped by it,
but many measures which ought to have
heen passed had not become law as the
result of the obstructive taeties. (Mr.
Young:—*“That is an ex parte state-
ment.’’) He challenged the hon. mem-
ber to point to a Bill that had been
stopped that should have been stopped.
{Mr. Young:—*‘T could contradiet vou
but I do not suggest that any Bill I
name would suit you. What would have
suited vou five years ago might not suit
vou now.”’} (Mr, Denny:—*‘Bills have
heen blocked that should not have been
blocked.’’} {Mr. Young:— ‘I ean give
you an instance of a Bill that should
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be blocked—the Taxation Bill.’’) M.
Denny:—The hon. member is changing
his ground. The duminating factor
against that Bill is not its werits but
selfish interests. A gentle confidence
trick is being worked on the electors
by the Upper House. Continuing, he
said the Register had a leading article
on “Save the Constitution,” but they
had no Constitution in South Australia
that was worth saving. It was as bad
and unworkable as any Constitution
could be. The Labour party was not
going to allow the Upper House to
dominate it, and then expect the Gov-
ernment to say, “We must save State
rights.” It was beiter to depend upon
the Federal House, and let those who
stood in the way of reform pay the
penalty. He had advised the Labour
party not to bother abont the State
Legislature, but to get all its powers
from the National Parliament. (M,

Young:— You must aphold the Con-

stitution””) It was not worth uphold-

ing. (Mr. Young:—“You have taken

an oath to uphold it.”) That was a

little joke of the hon. member’s. (JMr.

Yonng:—*“That is the easiest way to

turn it off.”) It was a dereliet Consti-

tution, which was not set upon grounds
of reason, but was an intolerant ag-
eression against the wish of the people.

Mr. Gordon: On a point of order. Was
it permissible for the hon. member. if
he could not make a speech off his own
bat to read the speeches of others?

Mr., WALKER: An interrnption of
that kind was to be expected from the
hon. member. When he contributed any-
thing original or of value to the House
we should hoist a flag on every turret of
this building.

The Labour party would strongly sup-

port the referendnms, In the other place

the Faectories Bill had been hung up so
that Mr. Moulden could catch a train.

{Mr. Homburg:— *You know that is

wrong.”) It was in Hansard. (Mr.

Young :—“The same reason that we will

adjourn on December 2nd.”) The hon.

members would have an opportunity
of coming back after the Murray trip.

The CHAIRMAN: Would the hon.
member say how the statement he was
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reading affected the item under disecus-
ston 7

AMr. WALKER : Everything in the re-
port had been read so that he could not
be aceused of reading inaccurately, Tt
was to show that a Minister of the Crown
had drawn attention to the faet that the
Labour pariy in South Australia would
be advised to vote for the referendums?
Why? Because of the existence of that
Chamber which had everlastingly blocked
lesislation for the people. That was the
conneetion between the extraet and the
item under discussion.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
was hardly in order in discussing the al-
teration of the Constitution on this item.
While every latitude had heen given to
hon. members to express their views hon.
members would rvealise that under the
item one could hardly disenss the whole of
the Constitution or the alteration of it.

Mr. WALKER: What was under dis-
cussion was that which was comprised in
and covered by the item on this vote. This
was the only opportunity the Committee
had of ever discussing this question.

Mr. Scaddan: We can refuse Supply.

Me. WALKER: We could do that, and
onr solid reason would be because the
Government, in its promise of

legislation, had broken faith with
the Chamber  and the  people,
and had not ecarried out the pro-

mises they had piven and apparently had
no intention of ecarrying out those pro-
mises. What time could we have but now
tn deal with this question unless we were
to be false to our duties. It was the only
chanee we wounld have to bring the mat-
ter hefore the Government, and to do so
in no kid-glove manner and in no honeyed
speech, but in sueh a form that it wounld
be recognised. so that what was meant
would be understood. There was more
in this than appeared on the surface; we
were standing on the edge of a precipice.

Mr. Gordon: I wish you would fall in.

Mr, WALKER: The murderous senti-
ments of the hon. member were recipro-
cated. and if that hon. member fell in
first he (Mr. Walker) would do himself
the honour of jamping on him. These
nnseewly interruptions showed the hon.
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member’s unfitness and ineapacity to take
part in any way in a debate of this kind.
In the consideration of this vote the very
existence of the Chamber in which we sat
was involved, and if we nezlected to bring
the Government to its duty upon this
point now we should have wo other op-
portunity hefore the referenda were taken
at the beginning of next vear, and blindly,
without a statewent from the Government
the people of the State might be expected
to vote, and how would they be likely to
vote? They would be likely to vote for
inereasing the powers of the Federal Leg-
islature, because ihey would say, “You
have a Chamber there which the Govern-
ment declined to reform in a substantial
manner, and whilst ihat Chamber is there
the liberties and privileges and the high
ideals of democracy ave impossible.” Thak
was the position, therefore we were in
perfect order in disenssing it. He was not
satisfied with the reply the Premier had
given. The Premier had told the Com-
mittee in effent that there was an inten-
tion to bring down a Bill, but when the
Premier had the opportunity of classify-
ing the Bills, the important Bills, he gave
place to only four. and in that list of
four this measure of reform was not
given. Could we infer anything else but
that it was to be kept dangling as a stock-
in-trade, hanging it up for exhibition and
not for sale or use, or to be put into prae-
tise? We had the  right to
say  to Government, ‘‘You
are usinz this as an  adver-
fisement for polilical purposes and
no more”” Were we not right in saying
that the Government were not in sober
earnest upon this great question, and that
there was no intention on their part to
alter the Canstitution of the Upper House ¥
The Government would go to the country
and say that the Opposition were blocking
the measure. He was tired of hearing the
exenses whieh were given by the Premier
again and again, There had never heen
in the history of Western Australia an
oceasion where there was less obstruction
to a Government than the present Gov-
ernment had .received during the course
of its career. Could we be aceused of ob-
strueting now in devoting a few minutes
to the diseunssion of this momentons ques-

the
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tion affecting the destiny of the whole of
Australia

Sitting susp-uded from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. WALKER: Before concluding he
dtesired to make clear the object he had in
endeavouring to foree on the Government
the necessity for dealing with the ques-
fion of ihe Upper House reform. His
object was to draw attention to the one
stern fact which we were now encounter-
ing, namely that unless we dealt with the
«question the rights of all electors of the
State would be taken from them, and we
should be governed from one centre of the
Commonwealth. In the interests of local
government, indeed of this very Parlia-
ment, he was drawing the Government’s
.attention to the necessity for dealing with
‘the matter trenchantly and strongly. He
had always been in favour of local gov-
ernment, but the whole of the Common-
wealth was deelaring that if loeal govern-
ment meant government by a elass in the
community, by the TUpper Houses,
if the will of the people was
to be frustrated, then these
Upper Houses must go. That was
‘the writing on the wall. Henee it was
no trivial thing, but a matter for speedy
and earnest attention, We should have
.a pronouncement clear and certain before
the debate was closed. He had®drawn
:attention to the subject as a duty to the
people and to the Hounse of which he was
:a member,

Mr. HOLMAN: The vote was of such
‘importance that it should not be passed
without a pretty full debate. The Legis-
lative Council was popularly believed to
be a House of review, placing a check on
hasty legislation. During the past few
weeks, however, we have seen most import-
ant measures sent to that place and passed
through without any consideration what-
ever. He was quite sure thal measnres
had no review whatever in another place,
for no matter how important the question,
it was there dealt with and disposed of
in a very brief time, nnless, indeed, it
was something affecting the position of
members in another place, when it was
.either held over or thrown out. In his
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opinivn the Legislative Council should be
wiped out altogether. If we were to have
the control of our own affairs the sponer
another place nvas done away with the
better for the State. So long as the -
Legislative Couneil eontinued in the paths
it bad trodden in the pasi, so long would
the people clamour for more power being
placed in the hamds of the Federal Parlia-
ment. We should either do away with
the Legislative Council altogether, or so *
liberalise its franebise that the people of
the State might have a greater voice in its
election. Under existing conditions the
work done by the Legislative Assembly,
representing some 140,000 electors, could
be brushed on eone side by the Couneil
representing only 30,000 property owners.

Mr. Brown: It is a pity the electors
could not be here to see the way we cater
for them.

Mr. HOLMAN: If we were all like the
hon. member those electors would be
catered for very poorly indeed, because
there was ne more ineapable member in
the House than the member for Perth,
‘who, however,. was not altogether respon-
sible for his inability. The question of
the day was whether or not the people
were to be allowed to govern the country.
No matter what democratic legislation
was passed by the Legislative Assembly,
when it veached another place the inter-
ests of the people were sacrificed for the
purpose of bolstering up the property
owners,  Surely if the people of the
State as a whole were capable of electing
the members of the Legislaiive Assembly
and of both Hounses of the Federal Par-
liament, they were equally capable of
electing the members of the Legislative
Counecil. In another place, which sat on
an average only gne-tenth of the time we
sat here——

Mr. Brown: They do all the work we
do, anyhow.

Mr. HOLMAN: The work done by the
Legislative Assemdy was undone in a
very short time after reaching another
place.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
was hardly in order in following that
line of disenssion,
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AMr. HOLMAN: The object of his re-
marks was to show that the Council could
undo the whole of the work done by the
Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN: The vote was not
dealing with the Council in any respect
other than the paying of the officers
necessary to the carrying on of the busi-
ness of that Chamber, It had nothing to
do with the franchise of the Legislative
Couneil, or with amending the constitu-
tion,

Mr. HOLMAN: What opportunity
had we had or would we have of disecus-
sing the Legislative Couneil?

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
would have been more in order on the
general discussion on the Budget. Now
that the items were under disecussion hon.
members ought not to think they were
sfill on the Budget. While on the Bud-
get, debate bad been allowed the great-
est freedom, but now we had reached the
items it was to be hoped members would
confine themselves to those items.

Mr. HOLMAN: In view of the ruling
given he would deal with item No. 1,
The Prestdent. That gentleman was the
head of a body having power to veto
every measure sent along from the Legis-
lative Assembly.

Mr, SCADDAN: Ou a point of order.
Before we proceeded further he desired
to know whether the Chairman proposed
to alter the usual practice of discussing
each division generally before taking the
items. We had always diseussed a divis-
ion generally, and then subsequently pro-
ceeded to discuss the items.

Mr. Holman: I would like the Clerk
to keep his mouth shut wher we-are deal-
ing with the Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
would be required to withdraw that re-
mark; it was a refleetion on an officer of
the House.

Mr. Holman: The remark would be
withdrawn, but he hoped the point men-
tioned would be observed in the futnre
and that the Clerk would be asked to with-
draw if the Clerk did it again.

Mr. Scaddan: Was it to be the practice
1o huve 4 yeneral debate on eaeh division?
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The CHAIRMAN: There was a mis-
understanding because the item bhad been
called by him instead of the vote. Hon.
nmembers could deal with the items in dis-
eussing the vote. The vote was the “Leg-
islative Couneil.” Liberal discussion had
been allowed, and he asked hon. members
to eonfine themselves to the vote as nearly
as possible.

Mr, Gordon: The member for Murchi-
son cited item Neo. 1.

The CHAIRMAN: If the hon. mem-
ber called item No. 1 then the hon. mem-
ber must deal with that item, but it was
to be presumed that the member for Mur-
chison took his cue from the mistake
made in mentioning the item instead of
the vote. What was intended was to state
the question as the vote instead of the
item.

Mr. HOLMAN: In referring to item I
his impression was that the whole of the
Counail vote could be dealt with. e
was «ealing with the work of the Legis-
lative Council when called to order. This
work eould not be conducted if the vote
was struek out. He was anxious {0 kmow
what the position would be if the vote
were strack out. In drawing attention to
the manner in which the Legislative Coun-
c¢il had done their business in the past, it
was to show how the sympathy of the
people had been alienated from that
House; and that this was bringing about
Unification. In dealing with this subjeet
Le was confining himself strietly to the
vote. If we allowed business to be con-
ducted as now, where all the work of the
Assembly could be vetoed by the Couneil,
we should be in danger of the people ris-
ing up against present conditions and
asking for Unification to be brought
about. This he did not desire to see. If
we c¢ould not discuss the business methods
of the Legislative Council under this
vote—-—

The CHATRMAN: The hon. member
was not in order in discussing that under
this vote.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: If the
hon. member was allowed to discuss the
constitution of the Legislative Couneil he
would be at liberty to disenss every matter:
under the sun.
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The CHATRMAN: The member for
Murchison was not in order in discussing
the Constitution under this vote. Con-
siderable freedom had been allowed in the
diseussion of the vote, and it was to be
hoped that members would now confine
themselves to the items. Tt was distinetly
ont of order to attempt to diseuss the con-
stitution or the franchise of the Legisla-
tive Council under this vote.

Mr. HOLMAN: It was intended to
move an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon, menther
would be in order in doing so.

Disgent from Chairmaw’s Ruling.

Mr. Walker: Before that is done I
venture to dissent from the Chairman’s
ruling. We are discussing a vote under
Supply which deals with the Legislative
Couneil, and I svbmit that everything
affecting the work and character of that
instituiion, all grievances, complaints and
expenses conneeted therewith, can be dis-
cussed under this vote. It is absolutely
necessary that members’ right to diseuss
so important a matter shonld nof in any
way be curtailed, and therefore I venture
to dissent from ithe Chairman’s ruling.

Mr. Hudson: What is the ruling?

Mr. Walker: That we should confine
ourselves to the items ineluded in the vote.

The Chairman: I ruled that the honm.
member for Murchison was not in order
in discussing the constitution of the Leg-
islative Council under this vote, nor in
discussing the franchise of the Couneil,
+which is covered by the constitution.

Mr. Hudson: Do I understand

The Chairman: My ruling has been ob-
Jected to, and the member for Kanowna is
submitting it in writing. There can be no
further diseussion.

Mr. Walker: My dissent is, “That the
ruling of the Chairman of Committees
that the member for Murchison is not in
onder in disenssing the constitution and
the franchise of the Legislative Counecil
under the vote ‘Legislative Couneil’ be dis-
sented from."”

The Speaker resnmed the Chair.

The Chairman reported to Mr. Speaker
that dissent had been taken in writing to
the ruling that the member for Murchison
was out of order in disenssing the fran-
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chise of the Legislative Couneil under the
vote for the Legislative Couneil.

Mr. Walker: I-am sorry to have to ap-
peal to you, Mr. Speaker, but the roling
of the Chairman was a clear restriction
of the right of debate on the Estimates,
It is a elear rule of logic in debate that
whatever is relative or can be rendered
relative by analogy is permissive in the
course of debate. When we come to a
division dealing with any specific subjeet,
such as the Legislative Couneil, all mat-
ters pertaining to the management, regu-
lation, course of conduct, business, ex-
pense or whafsoever ean reasonably be
connected with the snbject or issues out of
it, are relevant and therefore premissive,
The Chairman bkas said that we eannot
deal with the constitution of the Legis-
lative Counecil.  The very items of the
vote are part of the constitution of the
Council. The items President, Chairman
of Committees, Clerk of Council, messen-
gers, are all part of the elements or con-
stitution of that body. We are to vote
money for the maintenance of these offices
that constitute that Chamber, and the
question can naturally arise—is it worth
while paying that money? If that ques-
tion at all be pul, and you must admit
that such a question would be rela-
tive to the vote, then come the ques-
tions—What is the money paid for?
Can we do withont it? Cannot we dis-
pense with that Chamber altogether?
Cannot we save the country the money
that we are asked to vote? All that is
relevant, and if you put a question like
that you are justiied in putting your
reasons why we should dispense with
this annual payment of money. On going
into that you can go into the wisdom or
not of retaining another assembly. So
far as it deals with the Constitution,
yon cannot deal with the office without
dealing with the constitution of that
Chamber. Then as to the franchise, that
is a question of Government policy. The
policy of the Government with regard
to the Legislative Couneil is legitimately
no part of the Estimates, but under this
vote it is the only time we can deal
with the Government’s policy as affect-
ing the franchise of the TUpper House,
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If that is so, an hon. member in dis-
cussing the attitude of the Government
towards the franchise cannot but be in
order. There is no other place in the
world where he can discuss it. What is
the object of discussing this question at
all, but to have abuses reformed if pos-
sible; to have the Government keep faith
in regard to their promises. It surely
is not contended that we must take the
vote without discussion. My point is
that whatsoever naturally arises from the
discussion of the payment to the main-
tenance of this branch of the Legisla-
turc is eognate to the matter.

The Premier: On a point of order. I
submit there is no motion before the
House, and at present the member is
out of order in addressing you. The
Chairman’s roling has been dissented
from, and under Standing Order 115 no
nmember shall be permitted to speak un-
less he is moving a motion or eoncludes
with & mofion. You have not yet given
your opinion as to the ruling of the
Chairman, and therefore, I maintain the
member for Kanowna is entirely ont of
order in addressing the Chair at present.

My, Walker: T am surprised at the
Premier. 1In faet you are appealed to
by a direct motion.

Mr. Speaker: I did not give any
ruling.

Mr., Walker: Neither would vou be
justified in doing so without the Ilouse
hearing my reasons for the motion.

The Attorney General: Are we to re-
ply? Why, the debate may go on all
night. It is an absolute travesty of Par-
liamentary proceedings.

My, Hudson: Is the hon. member in
order in talking across the Chamber?

Mr. Walker: I ask your proteetion
from the insolence of the Attorney Gen-
eral.

Mr. Speaker: I was looking up a case.
A similar question was raised last year.
I was glad to bear the member say a
few words, but to put the matter in
order I have no hesitation in saying that
I uphold the ruling of the Chairman of
Committees. Exactly the same ruling was
wivan lasl veap, S
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My, Walker: I beg Mr. Speaker’s par-
don. Your ruling no longer ago than last
vear was dissented from; the Flouse re-
versed your roling,

Mr. Speaker: I remember the ecase
exactly.

Mr. Walker: Your ruling, similar to
what you have delivered now, being
overraled by the House, the House takes
precedenes over your ruling; the House
decides its own eonduet and custom. I
am standing by what the House has de-
cided. I refer you to Hansard of the 23rd
November, 1909. T do not know whether
it was I who raised the point, but the
point was raised on the 23rd November;.
the case was preeisely on all fours with
the present one.

Mr. Speaker: I was referring to the
14th Oectober of last year.

Mr. Walker: But this is November, a
month later.

My, Speakew: I do not think you will
find that on all fours with the present
case. The ex-Atiorney General raised
the point contrary to my opinion,

Mr. Walker: The Chairman said——

The houn. member will be quite in:
order in discnssing all the items of the
sub-division, *Water Supply and Sew-
erage, £3,6G8,”" but in discussing, say.
the metropolitan waterworks and sew-
erage, he must deal with that on the
l.oan Estimates, whiech I assume will
be brought before the Committee at a
later date.

And it was Mr. Bath who moved dis--
sent from the Speaker’s ruling, and he
said—

I regret, Mr. Chairman, that I must
dissent from your ruling in this mat-
ter. I do so for the reason that if
hon. members are debarred from dis-
cussing the administration of the:
Works Department there will be no
other opportunity to do so during the:
present session, and therefore the ad-
ministration of the department must
go entirely without discussion.

This case is on all fours. If we cannot
discuss these matiers on the vote for the
Legislative Couneil, we cannot discuss
them at any other period of the session.
Tt - impn::ihlp { Jiconas thece q_up:f"inns:
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anywhere else. The authorities were
quoted on that ocecasion, and various
members spoke. You ruled as you do
now. Mr. Bath dissented from your rul-
ing, and I had the wmortilication of seec-
onding it. The Premier and Minister for
Works spoke and a long discussion en-
sued, and the question was put and
passed.

Mr. Speaker: AMay I point out to the
hon. member that the eases are not par-
allel. As to the case in November, the
hon. member is strictly correct in what
he states happened. In Oectober you will
find that this very vote was before the
House. The Chairman ruled exactly as
the Chairman to-night ruled, and the
matter did not proceed further. If yon
look at the 14th October, 1909, yon will
see that.

My, Walker: Yes, but I want you fo
observe that it is the latest decision that
rules and guides. In October the point
was taken but not upheld. In November,
which is later on, the last decision fhat
is to guide you, the decision of the
House, that was taken in November.

Mr. Speaker: But the words are so
different, as the hon. member must see.

Mr. Walker: That being the latest de-
eision, I want to show you that the two
are exactly on all fours.

The Premier: The lhon. member will
excuse e, I mainfain on a point of
order that you, having given your de-
¢ision, rightly or wrongly, if a member
wishes to proceed further he must now
dissent from your ruling.

Mr. Speaker: That is so.

The Premier: And then he can siate
lis case.

Dissent from Speaker’s ruling.

Mr. Walker: Then you put me in the
position of starting de nove. If Mr.
Speaker happens to forget the decision
given. it is permissible for me to re-
mind him. But if I have to take the
course of moving dissent from your rul-
ing, then {here is nothing else open to
me. I beg io move—

" That the House dissents from Mr.
Speaker’s ruling.
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The Premicr: There was no decision
in November of last year.

Mr. Speaker : If the hon., member
will pardon me for a moment, I wish to
make it more elear so that members may
understand me. I have given a ruling;
it is the same as that given by the Chair-
man of Committees in October, 1909, and
is on all fours with the present ecase.
It is reported on page 1009 of Volume 1
of last year. In the ease in Nevember,
which has heen referred to, the dissent
from the ruling of the Chalrman was as
follows : — .

I dissent from the Chairman’s ruling
on the grounds that if members are not
permitied to discuss the administrative
work of the Minister for Works and
his officers on the general discussion
of the Works Estimates, no other op-
portunity will be afforded te hon, mem-
bers,

It was debated, the House overruled, and
the action of the ex-Attorney General
was upheld. It having been the custom
to disenss the items in general the House
roled, and it has a perfect right to guide
its own business, that the general item
could be diseussed at that stage. There is
no parallel between that case and this
ease. I will say no more but leave it in
the hands of the House.

Mr, Walker: Your simplify my task of
showing there is the striclest parallel.
The vote under discussion was, ‘“Vote,
Public Works and Buildings,” and under
that vote the administration of the Pub-
lie Works Department was entered into
in all its regards, from every aspect. The
Chairman ruled that youn counld not dis-
cuss the general administrative work of
the department, that is the general work,
that is you eould not speak generally to
the subject, but a member must confine
himself o the items. That was the rul-
ing, and the meaning of it. What is the
contention of this motion of ours. The
quesion is, “Legislative Couneil, £1,811.”
and it is now held that the various items
from which the Council ean be considered
are not legitimately in debate; that is te
say, the ruling now is as before, that is,
that a member cannot speak generally
about the Legislative Conncil, he must
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confine himself to the particular items.
They are precisely on all fours in that
respect. If you admit that it is legiti-
mate to diseuss public works administra-
tion, the Public Works Department, its
officers and so forth, under the general
vote, then it is legitimate to diseuss gen-
erally the doings of the Legislative Coun-
eil and it is legitimate to disecuss generally
how that Couneil can be improved and
bettered, how it can be rendered more
serviceable to the State.

Mr, Holman: Even by wiping it out.

Mr. Walker: Even by that method.
All these things generally are cognate to
the subject of the Legislative Couneil,
and so the two meofions are precigely on
all fours. For what is elaimed now is only
the right to generally discuss the Legis-
lative Council; and you cannot touch the
Legislative Cowncil without considering
the Government’s attitude towards it.
And is il not on this very snbjeci that we
have to consider the eonduct of the Gov-
ernment? It is not when dealing with
Estimates that we do this? Let me rve-
mind you as guardian and cusiodian of
the liberties of this House that there is
not a point in history more clearly set-
tled in the course of Parliamentary gov-
ernment than that upon the asking for
the granting of supplies we can discuss
all evils and grievances ineidental to or
eonnected with or arising out of that
eorant. Most of the great battles of Par-
liamentary government have been fought
over this very gquestion I am fighting to-
night,

Mr., Speaker: I desire to point ont
to the hon. member that the point is that
the member for Murchison is mot in
order in diseussing the constitution or
the franchise of the Legislative Council.

Mr. Walker: What are we diseuss-
ing? Let me show you how relevant it
is. The vote is £1,311 for the Legislative
Couneil. Am I not in order in saying
that is too much to be spent on the Legis-
lative Couneil while the franchise for the
Council is what it is, that we bave aot
the best men there to serve the eountry
and duly earn thal money whilst we can
only get representatives in that instit-
tion from a certain elass in the com-
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munity? I may say that in the interests
of this taxpayer this money ought not to
be spent at all; indeed, I may say that
we are spending too much money on that
Couneil, that this vote is wasted mouney.
Am I not then entitled to show why it is
wasted? 1 say it is wasted because we
cannot get the representatives of the
people’s will in the Chamber whilst the
franchise is what it is. And I am
the more justified in discussing the
franchise of that Chamber sinee it is
upon the Government programme. 1t is
a part of the Government poliey to alter
the frauchise of that House, it is part
of the Government programme, and we
stand face to face with them, They, in
the name of the Sovereign, are askiny
for supplies; we say, “We will not give
you supplies unless you fulfil your pro-
mise to the Chamber in regard to another
pace.” That is the method by which
Parliamentary government is condueted.
That promise having been made to deal
with the franchise of the Legislative
Council, we have a right to consider the
promise of the Government in that
respect when we meet with the vote apon
the Estimates. And, just as in the other
instance it was argued that we should
have no other opportunity of discussing
the question, so here, likewise, to make
the parallel absolutely complete, we shall
have no other chance of discussing his
matter exeept upon this vote; and mem-
bers are uot going to lose any of their
privileges in this respeet. I will admil
there are no great and burning questions
beiween the two Houses just now; but a
time may come, as it has come in Eng-
land, when the two Houses will stand
faeing and menacing each other, and
when it will be absolutely necessary to
consider upon Supply the treatment that
the Commons shall mete out to the Lords.
The parallel is complete. Nay, more, 1
need only refer your mind back to your
reading of history. When the time comes,
as in the history of Great Britain, when
the Sovereign npon his throme shall be
faken to task on these Estimates, how
can we stop and say that on this Vote we
muost halt and not do anything in the way

of criticising the character of that insti-
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tution¥ It seems to me it is completely
belittling the Assembly; and it is to pro-
vent that belittlement which we are bring-
ing npon ourselves that 1 am drawing
attention to this question to-night, I sub-
mit, with perhaps a little more heat in
the force ¢f my utterances than need be
for the subject, I submit that the two
cases are paraflel. The House has already
ruled that we can generally diseuss that
voe. We eannot unde that ruling; and,
even if the House votes you right, Sir,
you have acted wrongly in departing
from a precedent. That wrong the House
cannot right by virtue of a majority, and
by this line of proceeding we are render-
ing the Chamber ridienlous and econ-
temptible in the eyes of the public.

Mr. Keenan: I think, Mr. Speaker,
the reference you made to the decision
arrived at in this Assembly last Octoher
is not entirely acenrate. If your Honour
will refer to Hemsard, page 1010 of the
1909 volume, you will find that the then
leader of the Opposition asked whether
the hon. member was not entitled to dis-
enss the question on this identical vote,
and Lhe Chairman did not decide the ques-
tion. What the Chairman did rule on
was that the member for Murchison
was out of order in a motion he submit-
ted that the vote be reduced by a cer-
tain sum of money. By reference to page
1010 your Hononr will see that an in-
terjection was made by the then leader of
the Opposition, and the reply by the Chair-
man was that when the necessity arose a
ruling would be given on the point. No
ruling was given.

Mr. Monger: Were you Attorney Gen-
eral then?

Mr. Keenan: No. 1 would like
Mr. Speaker to take into consideration
the question, is it not within the pro-
vince of every member of the Honse to
say lhat he is opposed to this expendi-
ture for any just cause or reason what-
ever? And if it is within bis provinece to
oppose the expenditure of money is
he not also entitled to give his reasons,
anless on eertain grounds of publie pol-
icy or precedent those reasons be dis-
orderly? I snbmit that to adopt a rnl-
ing of the restricted echaracter MIr.
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Speaker sugpgesis here to-night would be
praeticaily to cortail the freedom of
speech of hon. members. And where is
it to stop? It must eome to this: that on
all {hese large departmental votes simi-
Inr objeetions may be taken and no dis-
cussion on the general guestion of a de-
partmenal vote will be in order. Now
the member for Kanowna is quite right
in stating that at a subsequent stage of
the session then in progress this ques-
tion was given furtber consideration;
that is, the question of the right to dis-
cuss the Hstimates generally, And the
House very reluctanily resolved to dis-
sent from My, Speaker’s ruling, and
thercfore laid down a new rule of con-
duct. But I feel theie is no desire to
chop and change the order of our dehate.
We have proceeded on certain lines, well
demonstrated for many years, and un-
less there be sume grave reason we should
not depart from them. It would require
a reason of an extraordinary character
before we should impose a restrietion
npon our proceedings on free debate in
the House, merely for the purpose of
facililaling the passage of ihe Estimnates.
I am not one to sympathise in any way
with any attempt to debate at nndue
length every item on the Estimates; but
to hold that opinion is a very different
thing from sharing in the views of those
who think the Estimates voting supplies
should be rushed through the House.
There is the widest possible difference
between the two views, and if one has to
make a seleetion between the two, name-
ly, a lengthy discussion and no discus-
sion at all, I would prefer to vote for
the lengthy discussion, If we are to
depart from the right path of full, free
and proper diseussion, let us wander in
the direction of more freedom instead of
greater restriction. But I prineipally
rose to draw Mr. Speaker’s attention
to the fact that there has been no such
deeision as your Honour fancies there
has been by the Chairman of Commit-
tees in Oectober, 1909. The point then
put to the Chairman was not decided by
him, and the House has never on any
oceasion held that if a member oppose a
vote of this eharacter he should not be
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entitled to lay before the House the rea-
son for his opposition. It would be a
most dangerous preeendent to commit
vurselves to a decision of that character.

The Attorney General: In dealing
with  matters pertaining to either
House it is advisable we should keep in
our minds that the Honse exists for the
transaction of publie business, and not
for the pmrpose of blocking publie busi-
ness. There is a very evident danger in the
anxiety which some hon. members op-
posite display for the preservation of
the utmost freedom of speech, that they
may go so far in the opposite direction
as to make the transaction of the business
of the eountry in this House a matter of
virtual impossibility. I also submit that
whatever your ruling may have been last
session, it is perfectly open to you to re-
verse that ruling if it should bave been
given in error, in order to give the House
an opportonity of expressing an opinion
upon it. In regard to your ruling of the
23rd November, I see from the report in
Hansard that that ruling was dissented
from, but that the matter never went to a
division.

Mr. Keenan: May I call the hon, mem-
ber’s attention to page 1522, eolumn 2:
‘Motion (dissent} put and passed.”

The Attorney General: The motion
was put and passed, and it is men-
tioned that there was dissent, Now it is
perfectly clear from this reeord that the
House never voted on the guestion.

My, Scaddan: The hon. member may
not be intentionally misleading the House,
hut he has misread the record, which
means that the motion to dissent was put
and passed.

The Attorney General: It was put
and passed, but there was no division
upon it at all,

Mr. Scaddarn:
mously.

The Attorney General: Nominally,
T admit, it must be taken as bav-
ing been earried withont any effective dis-
sent; but if that guestion were put in the
Chamber to-day, and if you adhere to
your ruling of the 23rd of November, and
the House has an opportunity of again
voting on the matter, I think there is a
very high degree of probability that in-

It was passed unani-
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stead of dissenting from your ruling the
House would be found endorsing it. We
endeavour in these matters to follow as
far as possible the proeedure of the
mother of Parliaments, the House of
Commons, and even that House, on ac-
count of the obstructive tactics pursued
by members, has found it necessary for
its own protection te bring into foree
rules of procedure, with a view to limit-
ing the debale, infinitely more stringent
than any roles we have in this Chamber.
But, if tiberty of speech be threatened
whe are the members who have endan-
wered liberty of speech? Ave thev not the
memhers opposite who on every coneeiv-
able subject speak at inordinate length.
who, though they prate of majority rule.
are not content to go into the div-
ision lobby and allow a question
to be decided once and for all by
a vote, but who use every device.
not to obtain a vote, but to pre-
vent the obtaining of a vote? And it
would be useless for any hon. member to
deny that he is aware of what is the
opinion of the public at large in regard to
that matter. With regard to the question
as to whether the hon. member was in
order in dealing with the matter of the
Legislative Council, its constitution and
its franchise, there is I submit a clear
ruling in May on this point. In May, 11th
Rdition, page 623, it is stated explicitly—
The administrative action of a de-
partment is open to debate, but the
necessity for legislation and matters in-
volving legislation eannot be diseussed
in Committee of Supply.
Now what have hon, members been dis-
cussing all this time but the necessity for
legislation, and matters involving lexis-
lation? T submit, therefore, that in the
rules as laid down by JMay, the recognised
anthority, the Chairman of Commitiees
was fullv in the right in ruling the mem-
ber for Murchison out of order, and that
vou are equally in the right in supporting
the ruling of the Chairman. T submit al-
so that the main guestion decided in Com-
mittee of Supply is relevancy to the ques-
tion before the committee, and if you ask
vonrself also whether the matter beingx
debated by the member for Murchison is
relevant to the issue, and you have that
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ruling that the necessity for legislation
and matters involving legislation eannot
be discussed in committee of supply, there
is no other course, if we are to be gov-
erned by the procedure of the House of
Commons, than to rule the member for
Murchison out of order.

Mr. McDowall: T want to be
clear as to what the opposition to
vour ruling means. I remember very
vividly the Chairman of Committees
last year ruling that we could not discuss
each department generally., At a subse-
quent period that ruling was reversed, as
has been pointed out already. What I am
coneerned about is, snpposing the ruling
of the Speaker is upheld this evening,
does it mean that we cannot disenss the
varions departments generally? I want
to receive a clear statement from the
Speaker on that point, For instance, say
that when we come to the Colonial Trea-
surer's department, if your ruling is up-
held will it be necessary to diseuss the
Fistimates item by item, and not gen-
erally? It must be within the recollection
of every member present last session that
we indulged in a general discussion be-
fore we reached the items, and even last
night the Minister for Mines, when we
were diseussing the Fstimates generally,
interjected, “Yon will all have an oppor-
tunity of discussing. the departments gen-
erally under the various headings.” 1T
maintain thai the right to diseuss mat-
ters generally under each heading is of
greal consequence indeed, and therefore
I contend that anything which will tend
to debar us from discussing these matters
will be inimical to the best interests of
the country.

Mr. Seaddan: The ruling will not affect
that at all.

Mr. MceDowall: I have only risen
to be perfectly clear on that point. The
dissent is from the ruling that we eannot
discuss the question of the Constitution
and franehise of the Legislative Counecil,
and that T am now assured will not affect
the general diseussion under the various
headings.

Mr, Seaddan: I asked the Chairman,
and he told me that.

Mr. MeDowall: Very wel, T am
satisfied on that point. T do not think
{72)
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that we should be debarred from discuss-
ing the whole queslion of the Legislative
Council reform under this elause. A large
proportion of the people of this State are
perfectly satisfied that the Legislative
Couneil wants reforming very consider-
ably. In the circumstances, we deem it ne-
cessary and advisable to take every op-
portunity of drawing attention to the
necessity for reform, and, if we cannot
diseuss it on this item, where on the Es-
timates can we discuss it? 1t has been
pointed out that we might desire to re-
Ject the item absolutely, and that we
might dissent from the eost of Parlia-
ment so far as the Legislative Council is
concerned. In those circumstances, il
would be a very serious blow to us if we
were not to have an opportunity of dis-
cussing this question very fully. Now
the Legislative Couneil may be a splen-
did institution

Mr, Collier: It is.

Mr., McDowall: I think the hon.
member spoke ireonieally.

My, Foulkes: No, he did not.

Mr. MecDowall: The hon. member

for Claremont says he did mot, and that
is sufficient gmarantee to me that there
is a neeessity for reform, We know that
legislation is constantly shirked by
that hody, and that no liberal measure
can be got through the Legislative Coun-
cil. Further, we know that the people
are turning their attention to the Federal
Parliament on account of the conserva-
tism of the State Parliament.

The Attorney General: TIs the hon.
member in order in discussing that ques-
tion?

Mr, Speaker: My ruling is the ques-
tion before the House, The hon. member
is a little wide of the mark.

Mr. McDowall: I am discussing
your ruling, and I am giving reasons, and
very sound reasons, why your ruling
should not be upheld. Those reasons are
the necessity for reform. However, I
have said all I desire to say, and theve-
fore I shall have pleasure in resnming my
seat, and I hope that your ruling will not

be upheld.
Mr. Foulkes: I wounld not have
risen to take part in this discus-

sion had I not before me an aecount of
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the speech 1 made ou the occasion when
your ruling was dissented from in Novem-
ber last in regard to this gmestion. I
remember that there was a strong feeling
on hoth sides of the House at the time
because the Chairman of that day had
ruled that we could not enter into a gene-
ral diseussion with regavd to the various
depariments, I pointed oul that it had
heen the practice for many years for
members to take part in a full diseussion
on fhe administration of the various de-
partwents, and I also pointed out that if
the Chairman’s ruling was eorvect, it would
be impossible for us to disecuss that ad-
wministration. 1 is quite true that yon gave
vour ruling on that occasion in support
of the ruling of the Chatrman; but after-
wards vou stated that there was no other
construction to be placed on the decision
of the House than that your ruling was
disagreed with, and that the old eustom
was adhered to. So I take it there is not
the slightest doubt whatever yonr decision
this evening with regard to this point is
that we have full liberty to discuss all
matters of administration, but it seems
to me, with regard to this partieular mat-
ter, the question of the amendment of
the Constitution cannot be said to be a
diseussion with regard to administration.
Whatever our views may be with regard
to the political views of the Legislative
Couneil, that has nothing whatever to do
with administrabion of any partienlar de-
partment, and for that reason I say the
two cases we have had pnt before uns are
not analagons, So long as we have full
liberty to discuss the administration of the
varions departments, that is not sufficient
to zive us full power to diseuss the politi-
cal views of another place.  Whether
those views are wrong or right it has
nothing te do with ns. The members of
another place are responsible. like our-
selves, to the people who eleet them. We
cannol expeet them to have exactly the
same views as we lhave. They are not
there to represent any one side more than
any other side. T do not think the two
cases are analogous. Therefore, I shall
support the ruling.

Mr. Walker: Tn reply to the Attor-
ney General. who seems to have taken the
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strongest view iu support of your ruling,
may I venture fo retort that the surest
way of losing the liberties of this llouse
is to let loose the Attorney General upon
them. He uses that kind of irritating and
unnecessarily abusive language that is cal-
eulated to eall forth resistance and ob-
struction. It has no bearing ns to the
covrectness or otherwise of your ruling

that in England they have elosure rve-
gulations. We have them here. Other

provisions they have in the old country
for the restrictions of debate or in order
to correct abuse of debate, are within our
powers. It is altogether beside the ques-
tion to make an unjust reflection on this
Assembly such as was wade by the Ai-
torney QGeneral. He has not answered
the member for Kalgoorlie, who points
cut ihat the two cases, that of to-night
and the decision of the 23rd November of
last year, are on all-fours. The question
in November was the diseussion of a de-
partment, whether we should go into the
matter generally and adduce all matters
cogent, or whether we should go into the
itetns; and fthat is the diseussion now, for
it was the point made by the Chairman

«of Committees in his ruling that we could

not diseuss outside the items eomprised
in the vote. When ! first worded my ob-
jection to the Chairman’s ruling it was in
that form ; buf to make it more general in
deference to the Chairinan’s wishes, I put
it in the langnage in which it is now
couched on the paper before Mr. Speaker.
I want to point out the ingenuousness of
the Attorney General in dealing with the
quotation from May. He qunted the fol-
lowing : ~
The administrative aetion of a depart-

nent is open to debate.
And he went on further—

But the necessity for legislation and

matters involving legislation cannot be

liscussed in Committee of Supply.
If he had been, may I say, frank to the
Chamber, he would have told us that this
was only a limitation amongst a number
of limitations to a diseussion either on
general matter or upon ifems. For in-
stanee. May goes on—

Nor can a member disecnss a grant on

which the Committee have resolved, nor
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a grant not yet brought forward. Seo
also when a propoesal has been made to
omit or reduce an item, debate is res-
tricted to that item, and reference is
not permitted to any other item in the
grant. Reply in Committee to state-
ments made in the Honse on the Esti-
mates is not permifted.
And so on. There are a number of these
objections to spontaneons discussion al-
together remote from the subject being
sprung on the Committee, These restrie-
tions are quite clear and commonsense,
and it does not require anybody to point
them out. But there is a statement in
May where it is distinetly declared that
all matters that are relevant to the vote
can be discussed—

Tn accordance with general nsage the
main prineiple which governs debate
in the Committee of Supply is rele-
\'ancy-——-

The Attorney General: I quoted that.

Mr. Walker: The hon. member did not
quote it.

The Attorney General: 1 mentioned it,
anyhow.

Mr. Walker: The hon.
draw attention to it.

The Premier: They are not relevant,
that is the trouble.

Mr. Walker: I have to show that. If
I cannot, my case fails.

In accordance wilh general usage the

main principle which governs debate in

Committee of Supply is relevaney to

the matter which the question proposed

from the Chair submits to the Com-

mittee.

If that be our rule of guidance, then I
submit the position placed by the member
for Kalgoorlie cannot be answered. It
is relevant to give reasons for voling
against that item, and the reasons may
be that the Couneil is not constituted pro-
perly. In faet, whatever reasons are
good, reasons which can be born ration-
ally in man’s brain, that are not altogether
irrelevant to it, that have conneetion with
it are justified, can be used and should be
used. New, it is perfectly relevant to the
subject of the Legislative Council, rele-
vant strietly, to disenss as fo how it is
constituted, whether it is a liberal House

member did not
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or is based npon a liberal or narrow fran-
chise. That is perfectly cogent. We are
voting for the continuance of a House
which we say ought to be demolished, for
which there is no longer necessity; and
it is perfectly rational to say that that
House, constituted as it is, ought not o
have supplies granted to it. That is
cogent. And it is perfectly relevant to
even deal with legislation eonnected with
this matter, because it is in itself a legis-
lative body, and a part of the legislative
machinery. Therefore the restriction ap-
plied in May to general departments does
not apply to a branch of the Legiglature.
We cannot help but deal with legislative
measures in connection with it, as it is a
legislative body; and sinece in the Gov-
ernor’s Speech there is a paragraph di-
rectly beearing upon the matter, and it
has been part of the policy of the Gov-
ernment—I am putting it is strongly as
I can—to bring in legislation affecting
the constitution, character, and franchise
of that House, and the Government have
failed to do it, when we reach the financiat
part of the Budget we ask why they have
not done it. Ts that notb cogent; is it not
relevant? How can it be ruled ount of
order? And if we ask them why they
have not done it and go further and say
it ought to have been done, and that they
ought to go further than even they pro-
pose, how does it become out of order?
All of it is relevant. Whatever naturally
arises out of the subject or by analozy
serves to illustrate the subject, is relevant
to the question and is before the Hounse.
It is only plain, ordinary logic; and to
depart from it would be to turn this
House into a Chamber of irrational men ;
for discussion would be ahsolutely impos-
sible as to the course taken by the Gov-
ernment affecting any department if we
were compelled to confine ourselves to
each individual item as it arises. More than
assisting the Government, more than mere
dissent from your ruling is invelved in
this gnestion. The whole question of our
liberty to eriticise not this Government
but all Governments that may come after
is involved in this. It is too dear a
liberty to sacrifice lightly. It has been
won in the bleod of our ancestors. It has
heen won at the point of the sword, in
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definuce of kings and despile standing
armies.

The Attorney Genperal:
lost by excess of jaw.

My, Walker: I did not catch that.

The Attoerney General: Yon said that
it had been won at the point of the
sword. and [ say it will be lost by exeess
of talking.

Mr. Walker: What wit!  Who de-
grades Pavliamentary iostitutions morve
than the Attorney General? Who sets
himself to overthrow all ithe established
customs of ages morve than the hon, mem-

ber? ixeess of talking!  Exeess of
hypoerisy, exeess of humbuy, excess of in-
sincerity. excess of place-lnnting; thal
i what is likely to kill the instituiions of
this country. Give me straightforward.
hounest vonduet; and even if that conduet
be erroneous, I can sympathise with it.
can give it the hand of friendship; but
the condnet that is shaped for immediate
vietory at the expense of trnth, and to the
abuses of one’s opponents unjustly, that
receives wy scorn whenever it is exercised.

The Attorney General: You ean apply
vour own words very aptly to yourself.

Mr. Walker: If is thns ever. One
is interrnpted and sometimes one is
goaded into saying things one is sorry for
afterwards. I put it to you Mr. Speaker
that the House has already decided this
point, and that was made clear by the
member for Kalgoorlie, The Attorney
General did not give an answer on that
point. The vote of dissent was put and
pas=ed, but no division was taken. How
much more honourably did you act on
that ocension? You recognised the posi-
tion and you manfully expressed it to
this House. You said, “There is no other
construction to be placed on the decision
of the House than that my ruling is dis-
apreed with.” At that we stand. That
was the decision of the House and the de-
eision you recognised. To night you have
departed from if. In that you eommitted
an error dne doubtless to forgetfulness.
But a part of the House to-night is seek-
ing to undo the decision and an hon.
member who voted then for that decision.
and who spoke in favour of it, iz now
twisting and going to the other side.

And will be
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What kiod of a llouse have we got that
seeks by a majority of one, by the muster-
ing up of numbers, te nndo what the
House has done, The majority there to-
night may sav this is right, and the ma-
jorily here to-morrow may say that the
same thing is wrong. Il is unseemly, it
is unbecoming. and it is a degradation of
the (*hamber. and a decision having been
arrived at there should be no reseission
except by a specific motion. You eannot
undo ihat guestion except by speecific mo-
tion. The House has decided vne way
and you are bound by that deecision. If
your deecision were wrong we should bave
this unseemly state of affairs that you
ruled wrongly, but the House to save you
from pain said you ruled correetly, and so
we should he playing the game of little
¢hildren, soothing what are not your
wounded feelings, beeance vou are not
wounded in carryving ont the rules of the
House. Yon need not a vote of the ma-
jority to console you and soothe you when
von have gone a little out of the way. The
facts ave plain and the logic is clear.
These faets cannot be altered and a vote
of the majority will not make the truth
the untruth or the untrath the truth, but
it will show to what depths we have fallen
for political party ends,

Mr. Speaker : Before putting the
question T desire lo say that the ex-At-
torney General was slightly in error in
saying that 1 did not properly quote the
case of Oectober last year. 1If he looks at
page 1009 of Heansard of Jast year he will
find that the Chairman ruled “The
hon. member could not move that the vote
be struek out and the matter he desired to
refer to should have been discussed ear-
lier on the general debate” T am point-
ing ont what the Chairman ruled in the
first instanece. T want to state with all
due respect to hon. members who have ex-

‘pressed their opinions, and to the legal

members also, that I differ from ihem.
The eases are not parallel and T am satis-
fied on that point. Of course I am giving
expression to my own mind and feel-
ings. The qnestion to-night iz as to the
constitution and the franchize of the Le-
oislative Council, matters which are not
relevant to the point at issne. What other
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discussion may fake place has nothing to
do with this subjeet of to-night. The
hon. member’s motion for dissent is
against the member for Murchison having
been ruled out of order, and on that point
I uphold the Chairman’s ruling. T as-
same that the House has control of its
own husiness, and although on a former
oceasion, as pointed out by the member
for Kanowna, my ruling was overruled
by the Hounse, which had a perfeet right
to do so, to-night, following upon the
opinion I hold—and 1 have the authority
of May, and as properly pointed out by
the member for Kanowna, that in the past
if I bave found that T was wrong, I have
been ready to admit it—T consider the
rases are not parallel, and T npbold the
Chairman’s ruling,

Question (dissent) pub and a division
taken with the following result:—

Ayes .. . N T
Noes 2
Majority against .4
AYEB.
Mr. Bolton Mr. O'Loghien
br. Colller Mr. Scaddan
Mr. Glli Mr., Swan
Mr. Gourley Mr. Troy
Mr. Heltmann Mr. Walker
Mr. Holman ~ Mr. Ware
Mr. Horap Mr. A. A. Wilson
Mr. Hudson Mr. Underwood
Mr. McDowall (Teller).
Nogs.
Mr. Brown ! Mr. Mitcheli
Mr. Butcher ; Mr. Monger
Mr. Cowcher v Sir N. J. Moore
Mr. Daglish Mr. 8. F. Moore
Mr. Davies | Mr. Murphy
Mr. Foulkes « Mr. Nansen
Mr. Gregory ) Mr. Osborn
Mr. Hardwick . Mr. Plesre
Mr. Harper + Mr. F. Wilson
Mr. Jacoby Mr. Gordon
Mr. Layman (Teller).

Question thus negatived.

Committee Resumed.

Mr. HOLAMAN : According to the deci-
sion of the House it would not be possible
to discuss the constitution, or guestions
relating to the franchise of the Legislative
Conneil. Members, however, wonld be in
order in referring to the period of time
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the Legislative Couneci! worked, and also
the uselessness of that body to the State,
in order to show that the expenditure of
this large amouut of money on the Legis-
lative Council was not warranted. On
considering the duties performed by the
Legislative Council the Committee would
agree that this expenditure was large in-
deed. We could easily save expense in
regard to that Chamber, and surely that
was  worthy of consideration. I'he
Clerks and messengers of the Conneil had
not one-tenth the amount of work to per-
form whieh was earried out by the officers
of the Assembly. During this session the
legislative Council had adjourned for
weeks at a time. while, when they did sit,
it was only for half an honr. Yet the ex-
penditure was going on all the time, And
the Counecil had a Clerk to look after the
business that was not done. while our
Clerks were over-burdened with work; and
that was the House vested with power to
undo anything we might do, The Council
did not sit during the first five months of
a six months’ sessinn, while the business
which had taken the Legislative Assembly
five or six months to consider was rushed
thraugh the T.egislative Couneil in  the
last few weeks of the session. The Coun-
eil had a faenlty for passing weeks’ of
work in the emuse of an hoar or two.
Sarely as a house of review it should give
mare cansideration to important business.
Mr. Osborn: Members of that place
cannot accuse us of hasty legislation.
Mr. TOLMAN: The members of an-
other place were useless as a check on a
Government assisted by supporters like
the member for Roebourne, who wonld
acquiesce in anyihing the Government did.
In the closing hours of the session the
Government moved the suspension of the
Standing Orders and passed most im-
portant legislation through wholesale
without any considemation. and those mat-
ters were then rushed througch the Teais-
lative Couneil
The CHATRMAN: The hon. member
would nat be in order in pursning that
line of argument.
AMr. HOLMAN: Sarely an hon. mem-
ber would he permitted to reply to an in-
terjection and make himself clear. If
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the question of hasty legistation could not
be deakt with on this vote it was of no
use discussing the vote at all.  All the
proceedings of the Legislative Couneil
consisted either of hasty legislation or of
blocking democratic measures. There
was, under this vote, an amount for select
committees. A seleet committee from the
Legislative Couneil had, ast session, dealt
with the Fire Brigades Bill, a measure of
the ntmost importance. He had gone
throngh the whole of the evidence taken
before the committee, and he would defy
any practieal man to show that the recom-
mendations of the committee were of any
value to the Stiate. No sooner had those
recommendations been passed into law
than pracbically the whole of the bodies
concerned had objected to what had been
done. This went to show that even in the
smallest matters of detail the people were
decidedly against the Legislative Counecil.
The Coundl should be reformed or wiped
ont altogether. ‘

The CHAIRMAN: It was to be hoped
the hon. member would not pursue that
line of argument further.

Mr. HOLMAN: Would the moving for
the reduction of an item prevent disens-
sion?

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
would be in order in moving to reduce any
of the items on the vote.

Mr, HOLMAN: But in regard to the
total, would it be in order to move to
reduce that? If he moved to reduce the
total vote by £1,000 would it be possible,
after the amendment was dealt with, to go
back on the items?

The CHAIRMAN: Decidedly not.

Mr. HOLMAN: It had often been done.
If the whole of the items were passed as
printed would it be possible to move to
decrease the total vote?

Mr. Jacoby: No.

Mr. Scaddan: You are not the Chair-
man.

Mr., HOLMAN: If the items were
dealt with seriatim and passed, wonld it
be in order then io move to reduce the
total ¥

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
would then be in order in moving to re-
duce the total,
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Mr. Jaeoby : But if the items have been
passed, the tota! must stand.

The CHAIRMAN: The items would
not bave been passed; they would have
been discussed, but not passed.

Mr. Jacoby: Would we be in order in
disecussing the items after passing the
whole amount?

The CHAIRMAN: No; once the vote
was passed the items eould not be dis-
cussed.

Mr. Hudson: But if an item was re-
doced we would bhave to deal with the
total as a reduced vote.

The CHAIRMAN: Hon. members who
were asking these questions knew as well
as he did, that if any item in the vote
were reduced the total vote would be
correspondingly reduced.

Mr. HOLMAN: If an amendment to
reduce the first item were carried, would
that item be finished with?

The CHAIRMAN: If no items were
reduced the vote to go to the Committee
would be as printed. Any hon. member
would then be in order in moving to re-
duee the vote. He hoped members would
not discuss this question any longer.

Mr. JACOBY: Supposing there were
five items of £100 apiece, and each item
was passed, sarely it would not then be
open to members to move to reduce the
£5009 The practice had been that after
each and every item was passed it was not
in order to move to reduce the total.

The CHAIRMAN: Items were not
finally passed until the whole vote was
passed. Frequently an item was dis-
cussed and no amendment moved; when
the discussion on that item ceased mem-
bers passed to the next item. If an
amendment was moved it was put, and
then the Committee went on to the next
item, and snbsequently the total vote was
the guestion before the Chair.

Mr. HUDSON: Would it be in order
to move to reduce an item from £600 to
£5001

The CHAIRMAN: Certainly.

Mr. HOLMAN: Having entered his
protest against the vote, he would do no-
thing more. If the people had the op-
portunity to express their opinion in re-
gard to the Legislative Council they
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would do so iu no uncertain veice, and
if the people had the power to alter
the position, as it was now, members
would not need to be diseussing that
item.

Mr. HUDSON: Why was the salary
of ibe President fixed at £600, and why
was bis position exaggerated above that
of ihe Chairman of Committees?

Mur. Jacoby: It is provided by statute.

Mr. HUDSON: If it was a statutory
vote, why were the Committeec dealing
with it at all? Tn his opinion the item
was paid out of general revenue. He
wanted to know what amouni had been
expended on the President during the
last three years. If the Treasurer had
any figures it was to be hoped Le would
be prepared to place them before the
Committee.

The Attorney {General: Under See-
tion 35 of the Constitution Aet the sal-
ary of the President has to be the same
as the salary of the Speaker.

Mr. HUDSON: Supposing the Presi-
dent had been overworked ?

The Attorney Ceneral: It does not
matter, we cannot go beyond the law
by a voie of the House.

My HUDSON: The Altorney General
had gver-ridden the law on many ocen-
stons, and he had failed to administer
the law in regard to betting and many
other matters.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
would be more in order in discussing
that under the Attorney General’s de-
partment.

Mr. HUDSON: Was a salary of £600
sufficient to support the dignity which
the President put on? The item shounld
be reduced by £100.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: See-
tion 35 of the Constitution Aect provided
that the salary of the President shounld
be at least equal to the salary of the
Speaker, and that the salaries and al-
lowanees of officers of the Legislative
Couneil should be the same as the sal-
aries of corresponding offieers of the
Legislative Agsembly, The Chairman
had ruled. and that ruling had been sup-
ported by the Speaker and unpheld by
the House. that the necessity for legis-

only portion of the year.
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lation and matters involving legislativou
conld vot be discussed in Committee of
Bupply. Any alteration of ihe salary
of the President of the Legistative (lonn-
cil was » matter involving legislation.

Mr. HUDSON : Was it to be understood
from the Aftorney Geueral that the Presi-
dent’s salary musi be the same as that
of the Speaker ?

The Attorney teueral: If we reduce
one salary. we wust reduece the other.

Mr, HUDSON: When the question of
the salary of the Speaker was reached
the Committee would have already pas-
sed the item for the President’s salary,
and then it would be impossible to ve-
duce the Speaker’s salary or the Presi-
dent’s salary.

Mr. UNDERWOOD: The President
had been re-elected during the curvent
yvear as a member of the Couneil, and
there must have been some time when he
was not President of the Couneil and
not even a member of the Counecil; yet
the salary of £600 appeared on the Es-
timates just the same, although the sal-
ary of the Chairman of Comuittees was
veduced by £133 owing to it being for
Perhaps the
Aftorney General could explain.

Mr. Jacoby: It is provided for in the
Constitation,

Vote put and passed.

Vote, Legislative Assembly, £3,200:

Item, Chief Messenger and Office
Clerk, £225.

Mr. SCADDAN: Why was it that the
chief messenger was now styled “Chief
Messenger and Office Clerk’’ and the
salary inereased from £200 to £2257 Ie
did not object to the nereased amount,
but desired to know the reason for mak-
ing the chief messenger an office elerk
as well. Were the Clerk and Clerk As-
sistant overworked? If so, why did not
the Sergeant-at-Arms render assistance,
as he had little to do but shift the Mace
on and off the Table. The chief mesren-
ger had quite sufficient to do without at-
tending to office work.

The PREMIER: The office of chief
messenger earried with it a considerable
amount of clerical work, and it was at
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the request of the chief messenger that
the words ‘‘office clerk’’ had been added
to the designation. Thai oiticer had
written asking for an advance in salary,
and suggesting the altevation in the de-
signation uof his position, and thai rve-
guest had been aceeded to.

The CHAIRMAN: Tf hon. mewmbers
desired to deal with preceding items, now
was their opportunity before the dis-
sion on ltem 6 was continued.

Mr. TNDERWOQOD: Items 3 and 4
shonld be discussed. In his opinion all
the elerical work could be done by
the Clerk and Clerk Assistant. In tak-
ing work from those iwo oificers who had
not too mueh to do, and putting it on
avother who had all the work of the
House Lo do, was not a fair division of
labour or of pay. They did not require
iwo brilliant men who were paid salar-
ies nlmost as high as heads of depart-
wients Lo do the little oflice work eonnec-
ted with the Chamber. The chief mes-
serger did practically all the work, and
the ¢hief work of the clerks was to look
up points of crder and instruet ithe chief
messenger to do the work. In faet the
ehief messenger was the drudge of the
House, and was overworked. If the
clerks took it that their position was
only to instruet others to do the work
they should get someone else to instruct,
because the chief messenger had quite
enough work to dv as chief messenger
withont having additional! work. The
work of the library was also done by the
chick messenger withour drawing the sal-
ary provided. In fact the only thing the
chief messenger did not do was to draw
the salarv for the work he did, and all
the other officers in both Houses did
was to draw the money.

Mr. S3CADDAN: One eould not agree
with the member for Filbara in reference
to tive work of the clerks. Persons hold-
ing responsible positions should not be
overworled, otherwise mistakes might
happen that would eost the country a
great deal more than the salaries paid.
Did the fact that we were making the
chief messenger office clerk mean putting
additional work on him?%

The Premier: No.
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Mr. SCADDAN: If additional assist-
ance was required, the services of the
Scrgeant-at-Arms should be availed of

doring the session, because the  chief
messenger lias already suflieient 1o
do, and had all the work of
the library on bhis hands. The

messengers were overworked, absolutely
underpaid and sweated. It was unfair
to keep them working all hours for the
pay they were getting. No doubf the
clerks were busy during the session and
worked long hours, but in the recess they
had very little to do and could get away
when they liked. On the other band the
messengers could not.

Mr. Heitmann: It was understood we
were discussing “Item 3, Clerk of .\ssem-
bly.”

The CHAIRMAN: Item 6 was under
discussion. The Committee were asked if
any member wished to discuss any item
prior to Item 6 before the member for
Pilbara spoke, but no member rose, and
the member for Pilbara was called upon
to resume his remarks.

My, Seaddan: That is correct.

Mr. COLLIER: The member for Pil-
bara observed he preferred to diseuss
the matter on Item 3, and so proceeded
to discuss the maiter, and no other item
had sinee been called for.

The CHAIRMAN: The wmember for
Pilbara said the point could be discussed
on Jiems 3 and 4, but proceeded to diseass
Ttem 6. The member for Boulder was
only in order in discussing Item 6.

Mr. COLLIER: Nearly all the remarks
of the member for Pilbara were directed
to Item 3.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
is only in order in diseussing Item §.

Mr. Collier: It is absolutely wrong.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
must withdraw that remark. [A pause.]
Does the hon. member withdraw?

Mr. Collier: Yes.

Mr. TROY: The Chairman was under
a misapprehension.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member is
not in order in discussing any item other
than Item 6.

Mr. TROY: The member for Pilbara
was distinetly heard to say
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The { HAIRMAN: Order! The hon.
member. § not in order in pursuing that
argumer i

Mr. TE )Y: Being compelled to discuss
Ttem G it would be necessary to inelude
remarks & other items. There was no
desire to d \tuss officers who had no right
of xeply;’ it unfortunately. in diseus-
siug these ! stimates, reference had to be
made to the) \apacity or ability of certain
officers, }

Mr. Heitmy, un: Did the ('hairman rule
that the mem er for Pilbara was discus-
ing Ttem G. | .

The CHA? RMAN: Yes. 1f the hon.
member had jeen in his place when the
question wag faised he would have under-
staod that ¥ fen the leader of the Oppo-
sition spoke that hon. member was asked
if he was d seussing Item G, and the hon.
member saj | that he was only making re-
ference to The discussion was allowed
to proce but in order to remove any
doubt fror | the minds of members, it was
pointed @ it, when the member for Pil-
bara spol 2, that if any member desired to
discuss %ﬁ‘ item between 1 and G it would

r

be neced firy to speak before the member
for Pilbjra spoke, As no hon. member
rose, the member for Pilbara proceeded,
though that hon. member pointed out he
coutd speak on Ttems 3 and 4.

Mr. A, A. Wilson: The hon. member
said he preferved to speak on Ttems 3 and
4, and did so.

The CHATRMAN: The member for
Pilbara discussed Items 3 and 4 in com-
parison with Ttem 6. bat the burden of
his argument was the overwork of the
officer dealt with in Ttem 6. Hon. mem-
bers would not, he hoped, go back on the
items.

Mr. TROY : It was pleasing the chief
messenger was to receive an advance in
salary. It was thoroughly deserved.
The oflicer was most courteous and oblig-
ing, and was always attentive to his
duties. and did work for which he was
not  paid, more particularly in the library.
In tact the officer did the major portion
of the library work. 1t was to be hoperd
any remark made by hon. members would
not he to his detriment. or be made the
occasion of (yranny towards him. If the
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additional title lent more dignity to the
position, by all means let the officer have
it. There were officers in the House,
who, while they would refuse a living
wage to people outside, did work ouiside
the House for which they were paid.
They did this work outside without the
consent of the House, If they did obtain
consent, from whom was it obtained?

Mr. Gordon: Are you referring to the
typist?

Mr, TROY : There was no reference to
the typist. That officer was very useful
indecd and enabled lam (Mr. Troy) to get
thriugh a good deal of work on behalf of
hi< constituents, There should be a gen-
eral undersianding that if officers were
paid for certain work they shonld do that
work.

Vote put and pasesd.
of Parliament,

Vote—Toint  Houses

£TM40:

Ttem. Gardener, £150.

AMr. ANGWIN: Did the Premier antici-
pate thai a gardener at £150 would be
capable of looking after 1ihe howling
ureen?

The PREMIER: As tar as he knew
about a bowling green he would =ay that
one gardener would he quite suflicient,
at any rate, for the first few years of its
existence or until it beeame fit for use.
At the present time there was not mnch
to do on the bowling green. When it
was in first class order the gardener might
requitire assistance,

Mr. ANGWIN: The only eonelusion
that could be arrived at was the Premier
knew very little about the upkeep of
bowling greens. A¢ a matter of faect, it
would take more than one gardener to
look after the gardens without the bowl-
ing greeus. and it would he necessary to
give the latter close atention. He en-
tered his protest against having a bowling
green in  connection with Parliament
House. [f hon. members wanted o play
bowls there were nther howling greens,
and surely {hose should be sufficient. The
Premier should isswe a note of warning
to the Hounse Committee that it was not
intended to waste any money in provid-
ing luxuries of this deseription in con-




2000

neetion with 'avliament louse. 1f hon.
members wished fo play bowls they
should joinn e¢lubs, Members spent suft-
cient time outside the House withont the
Government pruvided an added attvrae-
tion in the shape of a bowling green. Hon,
members were sent to Marliament to carry
out their duties, nol to play howls. This
particular bowling green was one of the
largest in the metrvopolitan area, and to
keep it in order would take double the
amount which was provided on the Esti-
nmates.

Mr. Bolton: Not fur that alone,

Mr. ANGWIN: Yes.

Mr. Bolton: I deny that.

Mr. SCADDAN: The member for East
Fremantle might wge that members
should do away with the upholstering on
their chairs hecause they did not have
similar upholstering in their own homes.
and the billiard room shonld be closed.

Mr. Angwin: [ would sell the billiard
table.

Mr. SCADDAN: We might also do
away with the bar because the member
for East Ifremauntle was a teetotaller.
This showed the narrow groove in which
the hon. member worked. He (Mr. Sead-
dan) did not take intoxicants, but he was
nol narrow evough n his views tu objeet
to others 1ndulgivg in them.  The same
thing applied to bowling. With regard
to the building itself, the exterior was an
absolute disgrace. Certainly the grounds
had been very considerably improved of
late, and the attitude uf the member Ffor
East Fremantle. if adopted, would only
result in the belittling of Parliament. 1€
members touk notice of such  narrow
views as those of {he members for East
Fremantle and (laremont we should cer-
ininly be belitiling Parliament. It was
doubtful whether the member tor East
Fremantle had a proper idea or propor-
tion.  The vcost of the opkeep of the
bowling sreen would be very little, and it
was to he hoped that the Premier and the
House (ommitiee would not take any
noliee of the remarks of the member for
Eust Fremantle and that they would con-

tinue to do the good work which had
already heen done in beautifying the
surroundines of the House, Tt was to he

— S —
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hoped also steps would be taken to im-
prove the appearance of the exterior of
the building, which was absolutely dis.
araceful.

My, ANGWIN: 'The space between
Hay-street and Parliament Honse bad
heen considerably improved, and the cost
ot maintaining it wounld be nothing com-
pared with the cost of maintaining che
howling wreen. The cost of getting the
bowling green into proper order would be
considerable, He contended that ‘the
House Commitiee was going beyoad
necessities in the work they were doing.

Mr. HEITMANXN : Hon. members
would agree that the gardener was doing
really good work; that olticer had brought
the grounds into something like a present-
able appearance, and to be able to do that
it was necessary that the gardener should
have devoled a good many years to lis
trade. In rthese eirenmstances a salary
of €150 was altogether too small for a
head wgardener with two or three men
under his control.  The state of the
srounds at the present time was a credit
to the gardener. It was to be hoped those
in charge of the finances would take into
vonsideration the question of raising the
gardener’s salary. The least that shonld
be paid him was 1345, 4d. a day.

Mr. UNDERWOOD: There could be
e doubt that the gavdener was doiug
zood  work., In s (Mr. Under-
wond’s)  apinion  the gardener was
underpaid. He was convineed that to be
a good gardener a man required as much
traiving, as mueh intelligence, and more
energy than was necessary in a good
Clerk of Parliament; and when we con-
sidered that the Clerk of Parliament re-
ceived £600 a year it would be seen that
£1530 was not an adequate remuneration
tor the zardener. [t had heen decided hy
the Flouse Commiltee that a cottage
zlould he provided for the gardener, rent
free. Bven £150) and house rent was
searcely suftivient for a man of the gar-
dener’s slamp. He did not know why
the propusal {o improve the gardener's
remuneration had not earlier been con-
sidered by the Honse Committee,

Mr. Seaddan: Beeause they are a body
nf’ swenteys
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Mr. UNDERWOOD: 1t was not so
much that; it was rather that they did
not understand men. There was an idea
among superior people that if a man did
not complain about his wages he was not
worth any more. s a matter of fact some
worthless men were continually asking
for more pay, while there were many
good men who did not ask for an increase,
except by way of demand. A\ workman of
the eapacity of the gardener would be
one whe, if he put in a request and that
request was refused, would leave the job.
The faet that the gardener had never
made a request was probably the reason
why his case had been overlocked by the
House Committee. [t was understood the
gardener had made a verhal request, but,
apparently, he had given more attention
lo his work than to the best methods
of securing higher pay.

Mr, ('Loghlen: That does not apply to
onrselves,

Mr. UNDERWOOD: 1 have put in my
application but have not received satis-
faetion,

Mr. A, A, Wilson: But vou will not
leave.
Mr. UNDERWOOD: It was to be

heped ihe question of the gardener and
his wages would receive the attention
of the House Committee, and that when
the [Touse Committee made a recommen-
dation to the effect that the gardener
should reeceive an inerese, the Treasurer
would endorse that recommendation.

Ttem, Cleaners, and kitehen and dining
room wages.

Mr. SCADDAN: Tt was understood the
dining room attendants had applied to the
House (‘ommitiee for increased wages,

and  that those applications had
nol been  favourably  considered.
If  this was 80 the House
Committee were nothing short of

a body of sweaters. This was a matter that
onght to receive attention. The ecaterer,
Mr. Kitchener. received £150 a vear by
way of a subsidy for earrying on the bar
and dining room for the convenience of
members, The caterer had no work to do
bevond that of supervising, and was pro-
vided with a staff. whose wages were paid
out of the item under disenssion. Over
and ahove the £150 subsidy the caterer
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was provided with all necessary utensils,
including linen, finding nothing except
catables and drinkables, for which he
charged at a rate fixed by the House Com-
mittee. Admittedly, duving recess the
position eould not be very remunerative,
and probably, taken all the year round,
the prospeets of the caterer were not such
as would justify him in expeeting to be-
come a millionaire. That did not get away
from the fact that the men employed in
the dining room were underpaid; some
of them worked from 12 to 16 hours in
one shift and were not paid for overtime.
On the days on which the House was not
sitting those attendants were told to stand
ofli. They worked unreasonably long hours
while the House sat, and were told to
stand off when the House did not sit.

Mr, Butcher: Does not their pay go on
all the same?

Mr. SCADDAN: They were paid so
much per week, bot they got no over-
time, no malter how long their hours.
Over and above their pay. which was
little enough, they were provided with
one meal per day, but what was the use
of one meal per day to a man who per-
haps was living at Cottesloe and was told
to stand off on Saturday and Sunday? On
paper it looked as if these men were
being paid fairly liberally, but in fact
they were absolutely sweated, and it was
a disgrace to Parliament that it should
be so. They were kept there early and
late, and surely Parliament and the
country could pay bhem a reasonable rate,

The Premier: YWhat do yon ecall a rea-

_sonable rate?

Mr, SCADDAN : A reasonable rate was
a rate that prevailed anywhere else. It
was only when the Holise was sitting that
the men were in attendance and were able
to get a meal. Now fhat the matter had
been brought before members it was ount
of the hands of the House Committee, and
it devolved upon members to see that the
waiters were given a fair rate of pay.

{Mr. Brown took the Chair.)

Mr. TAYLOR: The member for Ivan-
hoe had accused the House Commitiee of

being nothing more nor less than sweaters,

and in support of that statement had al-
leged-the payment of a low rate of wages
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to the waiters in the dining room. As a
member of the House Committee during
the last three or four years he desired to
exonerate any Government from having
anything to do with the regmlation of the
wages; that was enlirely a matter con-
trolled by the Tlouse Commitiee. When he
first beeame a member of the Committee
the wailers weve receiving Us. per day and
uo overtime was paid. Tn eonsideration
of the long howrs worked by the men
when the House was sitting late, the
House Committee raised the wages to Ts.
per day and the head waiter was ad-
vanced from 7s. to 10s. per day. In ad-
dition the men were given 12 meals per
week. and were placed on the same foot-
ine as regards hours as had heen fixed
by the Arbitration Court for men follow-
ing the same oceupation in the eity. They
worked 56 honrs per week and were paid
for overtime at the rate of 1s, per howr
- Tt was the desire of the House ('ommittee
that these men should not work more
than 56 hoars per week, and when it was
found that they were working very long
hours and had already cot in their time
hefore the end of the week. other men
were faken on.

Mr. Seaddan: Rather than pay 1s. per
hour overtime.

Mr, TAYLOR : Tt had not been a gues-
tion of the 1s. per hour overfime; the
prineiple was nof to overwork people. in
addition to the 7s. and fwo meals per day.
and overtime at the rate of 1s. per hour,
the wailers were paid during recess £1
per week as a vetaining fee; and by vivtue
of their position in Parliament House
their services were in gzreat demand out-
side. To hiz mind they were better paid
to-day than any other men in the State
who were following a similar ealling, and
it was qnestionable whether there weve
any other men better paid than they were.
taking all things into consideration.
If it was desired that these waiters should
be worked eicht hours a day at a shilling
an hour on the principle of no work no
pay and no meals and no pound a week
during recess, it would be absard. It
would wive them worse conditions than
those they now had. True. the waiters
had applied for an increase of wages, but

-the Honse Committee Jdid uat fee! dis-
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posed to grant the request because it was
thought the waiters were given a fair and
veasonable thing. [n justice to repre-
sentatives of the Legislative Counecil on
the House Committee, they were always
anxious to give what was considered fair
when any claims were put before them.
The House Committee dealt with these
men in a fair and liberal manner. In
1909 during Angusl three waiters received
£9 9s. each; in September the wages paid
were £9 9s. Gd., £9 8s, 94d., and €10 25, 6d.;
and in October £9 Zs. in the three eases;
while from the 22nd November to the
18th December of the same year. when
the Honse sat four days a week, the over-
time earned by these waiters was £3 19s,
6d.,, £3 14s, 6d., and £3 3s. 6d. respec-
tively. During November of this vear
each waiter received £10 0s. 9d., €10 3s.
9d., and €10 125, Tt was unfortunate the
House (‘ommittee could noet regulate the
hours better owing to the indefiniteness
of the howrs the House would sit. The
eonunittee desired to avoid employing
these men overtime, and thought it pre-
ferable to bring in other waiters. Mem-
bers should disabuse their minds of the
idea that the House Committee was a
sweating coneern.

Mr. Horan: Tt is very near it aecord-
ing to your own figures,

My, TAYLOR: [n addition to the
wages mentivued each waiter received one
pound a week during recess.

Mre, SCADDAN: These waiters re-
ceived 7s. a day, and two meals a day:
and if they worked long hours and
eut ount their 306 hours they were booked
off, otherwise the House Committee would
have to pay the awful rate of one shilling
an hour overtime.

Mx. Collier: The lowest rate for over-
time in the State.

Mr. SCADDAN: The justification put
tforward by the House Committee was that
the secale was in accordance with an
award of the Arbitration Court, but Par-
liament was higher than the Ayrbitration
Court. Were we to set an example of
keeping men here from 8 o'eloek in the
morning until 8 o’clock the next night, as
had happened, and then to book the men
off to save a miserable shilling an hour?
We were told they got lwo meals a day
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if they liked to tramp from their homes
to the House to get those meals. The
House Commitiee was not generons
-enough to say, “You have worked
Jyour hours, you need not come back
for three davs, and here is your
meal money.” It was an absolute
disgrace that these men, who were married
men, should earn only £9 9s. for the
month. It was astounding that the mem-
ber for Mt. Margaret should leave the
Chair to give the House information of
that kind. When a man had done eight
hours’ work in one day, every hour he
worked over that period he should be paid
for it at overtime rate. The whole ques-
tion boiled itself down to whether the
House Committee was generous in view of
the fact that they gave these men £1 per
week during the reeess as a retainer.
These men should get at least 10s. a day,
and if they worked overtime they should
be paid for ii.

Mr. Horan: Let ’arliament be an ideal
employer of labour.

Mr. SCADDAN: Exactly.

Vote put and passed.

Vote—Premier’s Office, £820—agreed
to.
Progress reported.

House adjourned ot 10.55 p.m.

Teqislative Eissembly,
Friday, 2nd December, 1910.

Popers presented ... Pélo%ﬁ
Annonl Egtimntes, Votes and Items discussed ... 2003

The SPEAKER took the
10.30 a.m., and read prayers.

Chair at

PAPERS PRESENTED.
By the Premier: Report of the Board
of Management of Femantle Public Hos-
pital for the year ended 30th June, 1910.
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ANNUAL BESTIMATES, 1910-1]
In Commitice of Supply
Resumed from the previous day: Mv.
Taylor in the Chair.
Treasury Department and Administra-
tive Branches (Hon, Frank Wilson,
Treasuver).

Vote—Treasury, £8,528:

[tem, Examiner and Public
countant, £450.

Mr, BOLTON : The item showed an in-
crease of £5 on the salary. Was this in,
accordance with the Public Serviee (‘om-
misioner’s classification, or was there any
other speciai reason for it? It seemed
that those officers in receipt of pood sal-
aries were the only ones set down for
increases, while others equally deserving,
but in receipt of lower salaries, had been
passed over,

The PREMIER All the advanees
shown were in accordance with the Pub-
lic Service Commissioner'’s elassificatton.
They had been made on the recommenda-
tion of the heads of the departments aml
the Public Serviee Commissioner, hring-
ing the officers a step nearver to the maxi-
mum of their classifications.  This par-
ticular officer was highly eapable and le
(the Premier} was ouly sorry we could
not give him more.

Vote put and passed.

Vate—. ludit, £7.806—agreed to.

Debt .\e-

Vote — Allowances,
£770:

Mr., ANGWIN: Under this ligading he
desired 1o draw the attention of the Treas-
urer to allowance made when insurance
companies failed to pay compensation in
regard to ecases for which they had re-
ceived premiums. Tn vespeet of their em-
ployees the Government paid insurance
premiums under the Workers’ Compen-
sation Act. With so large a number of
men employed the Government shonld
form an insurance fund of their own.
However, the point was that he had
known instances of insurance companies
eollecting the premiums and subsequently
refusing to pay the compensation to which
the vietim of an aceident was entitled.
wherenpon, under the vote “Compensa-
tion allowances” the Government stepped

(‘ompassionale



