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the House ait its rising do0 adjourn till
Tuesday, the 8th. September.

Question passed.
The House adjourned accordingly at

20 minutes past 5 o'clock, until the 8th
September.

Thursday, 20th August, 1903.
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THs SPEAKER took the Chair at
4-30 o'clock, p.m.

PRAYERS.

PAPER PRESENTED.
By the MINISTER. FOR RAILWAYS:

Return showing locomotives running on
Government railways; moved for by Mr.
Bath.

Ordered, to lie on the table.

QUESTION-HA.RBOUR TRUST,
REPORTS, ETC.

MR. HASTIE asked the Premier:
When he would lay upon the table of the
House (in accordance with the Act passed
last session) -z, The half-yearly report
of the Fremantle Harbour Trust; 2, A
copy of the Trust's recommendations of
proposed alterations in the Harbour; 3,
The report of the late. Engineer (Mr.
Leslie) on the proposed Harbour altera-
tions.

THE PREMIER replied: i, This has
been done; 2, These are being considered
by the Trust in consultation with the
Engineer-in-Chief; 3, This is under con-
sideration, and' is now before the Execu-
tive Council.

AUDIT BILL.
COUNCIL'S SUGGESTED) AMYENDMENT.

Message of the Legislative Council,
suggesting amendment in Clause 48, now
considered.

IN COMMITTEE.

Clause 48-Line 44, strike out the
words "1the Legislative Assembly if Par-
liamnent is," and insert the words " Parla-
ment if."

TiE COLONIA.L TREASURER
moved that the amendment be agreed to.
Clause 48 was an exact. copy of a section
in the New South Wales Act (he thought
Section 54), but the Government saw no
objection to agreeing to the request of
the Council. The clause would then read,
"provided that a statement as to such
exempti on shall be laid before Parliament,
if Parliament is then sitting."

Question passed, and the suggested
amendment maode in the clause.

Reported with an amendment, the
report adopted, and the Bill as amended
returned to the Cduancil.

CONSTITUTION ACT AMENDlMENT BILL.
IN COMMITTEE.

Resumed from the previous Tuesday.
Mit. HARFER in the Chair; the

PRE MrIER in charge of the Bill.
Postponed Clause 51-Provision for

disagreements between Houses as to
Bills

Mu. ILLINGWQRTH:- It was to be
regretted that the Government had seen
fit to put this clause in the Bill. There
was no necessity for it, and he did not
know of any case where such a clause
would be of value. We had gone on
very well without any such deadlock
clause. In the Australian States there
had been only one serious deadlock. fn
Victoria feeling was intensely strong with
regard to the rights of the Council and
the rights of the Legislative Assembly,
but there was a, very general consensus of
opinion when he was there that this kind
of deadlock clause was an irritant and
not a help, and that it had at tendency,
instead of causing the two Houses to
endeavour to 'keep themselves in touch
with each other and puhlic opinion, to
cause them to fall hack upon this sort of
safety valve, and throw the responsibility
on the constituencies. He had no strong
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feeling one way or the other, but he felt
it his duty to express his opinion. His
opinion was that the Bill would be better
without this clause, and that the Govern-
ment would do well to exclude it in this
House. If it were not excluded here,
there would be a very great probability
of its being excluded in another place.
The clause would be calculated to be
an irritant rather than a help.

THE PREMIER: Holding the views
tile hon. member had just expressed, he
naturally looked on the clause as un-
desirable. The jealous manner in which
the hon. member always regarded amend-
mnents of the Constitution inclined 1dm
to look with suspicion on any consti-
tutional innovation. As had been stated

previuly, his clause 'was following in
=pr.-Incie Clause 57 of the Common-

weath Constitution Act , also the prin-
ciple of a clause in the Victorian
Constitution Amendment Act, passed in
the early part of this year; and he (the
Premier) submitted that the clause
should coImend itself to members as
providing a means by which, if deadlocks
did arise, a satisfactory solution could
be obtained. The mere existence of
machinery to mee~t deadlocks would tend
to avoid deadlocks; or if deadlocks did
occur, they would not be likely, with this
machinery in existence, to be carried fax.
At present the Legislative Assembly
might take a stand on aparticutrflhll,and
shirk its responsibility by assuming that
the Assembly might Safely pass the Bill,
because the other Chamber would be sure
to reject it. Under this clause, however,
neither House would be able to take up
that position; because the House which
initiated a particular measure would
have power to carry it to a final con-
clusion, if that House were determined
to do so. Therefore the added respon-

sibility would have a tendency to make
that Rouse which originated legislation
more careful in regard to the obligation
resting on it to carry that legislation to
completion, and would make the mem-
bers of that House more careful in
bringing forward far-reachbing measures
framed perhaps with a desire more to
secure electoral support than to obtain
legislative sanction. There might be
doubts and misgivings in the minds of
members as to the operation of this
clause; but as we had the example in

the Commonwealth Act and in the Vic-
torian Amendment Act, we were not
trying anything new or startling. These
precedents were a good warrant for the
provision in this Bill.

MR. BATH :We might wait till they
tried it in practice.

THE PREMIER: Of course we might
wait; but if we always did that, we should
not make progress. The provisions in the
other Acts were good precedents for
aking the Hou~e to accept this clause.

MR. PIGQTT hoped that this clause
would not be carried. From what the
Premier had just said, this was put in
the Bill to provide a means of settling
deadlocks. But at the present time we
had that means, without going farther.
If this House passed a measure and was
determined that the measure should
become law, it was in the power of this
House to force that Bill through the
other place simply by dissolving this
House, going to the country on the Bill,
anid if the country approved, then passing
the Bill again and sending it to the
other House. If that were done, he felt
certain the other Chamber would be very
chary about throwing out the Bill a
Second time.

THE PREMIER: Was it not somewhat
uaj ust that the whole penalty for reject-
ing a Bill should fall on one House, while
there was no risk of a penalty falling on
the other House?

MR. PIGOTT: That meant that the
whole risk would fall on this House,
which originated most Bills. He asked
members to look at the clause and see on
which House the penalty would fall.
Under the clause if carried, any Bill that
was rejected in the other Chamber and
which this Chamber wished to force
through could not be gone on with till
the dissolution and re-election of the
other House had taken place. That
would place the Upper House in a
potition to say " We do not like the Bill,
and we will not consider it again until
you have had a dissolution of the
Akssembly." Thus it would put the
other House in a position to say that
the Assembly must dissolve and refer
the matter to the country, and if the
country was found to be in favour of the
Bill, the Council might then be disposed
to accept it. There was no danger of the
Upper House being dissolved on this
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clause. On the other hand, if it was the
intention of the Assembly to force a par-
ticular Bill through the other Chamber.
we had that means now.

TnE PREMIER: The TUpper House
would not be influenced by a general
election, unless the election were fought
on a particular Bill and on that Bill only.

MR. ['GOTT agreed with that; but
there was power to dissolve this House
now; and this being so, the Premier
would be in a stronger position without
the clause than with it. If we passed
the clause, the Upper House could say,
"You must go to the country on the Bill

before we will consider it again."
TE PREMIER: Why should they force

the Lower House to go to the country on
every Bill they do not approve ofP

Ma. PIGOTT: The only gain in the
clause was that the Upper House would
be able to say, "1We need not bother our
heads about this Bill, and if the Lower
House wants it, the Lower House must
go to the country."

MR. HASTIE: This clause would not
gain the object the Premier evidently
desired. Last year we had a different
clause before us, and it was a copy, he
thought word for word, of a Federal
section. If one House passed a measure
and the other refused to do so, the
Government were empowered to dissolve
both Houses. If such a provision as that
were before us, we could fairly face the
position; but, as it was, this clause was
very unsatisfactory. For instance, the
present clause said that if a Bill came
before one House, and the other House
did not agree to it, the Assembly could
be dissolved. The clause of last session
provided that if the Council or Assembly
passed any Bill, and the Assembly or
Council objected or refused to pass it, ot
passed it with amendments to which the
other House would not agree, and if
after an interval of three months the
Council or Assembly in the next session
again passed the Bill with or without any
amendment, and the other House would
not agree, the two bodies could be dis-
solved simultaneously. That was at pro-
vision which had already been accepted
by a referendum of all the States of Aus-
tralia as a part and parcel of the Federal
Constitution, and it was an amendment
which had been accepted individually by
the people in every State. The memuber

for Cue strongly protested against this
change in his pet constitution on the
ground that it would cause increased
friction between the Houses. That was
not a, reason which we should consider at
the present moment. Every House, every
Committee, and every association was
jealous of its privileges. We were here
for the purpose of legislating for the
entire State, and was it better for the
State that we should approach this sub-
ject in a business-like way, or that we
should follow some old musty English
precedent? If one House sent a measure
to the other House and it was uncere-
moniously rejected, that caused bad
feeling. But we were not sent to this
place to consider the feelings of the other
House. We were sent here to legislate
for the country. He would move an
amendment to strike out certain words in
order to insert the clause as it appeared
in the measure last year. The leader of
the Opposition a few minutes ago said
that nothing of the kind was required,
because if the Assemably wished ameasure
passed and the Council did not agree to
it. all we had to do was to dissolve. That,
however, would cause a tremendous lot
of trouble and expense. If any strong
measure were passed by the Assembly, and
rejected by the Council, and the Premier
appealed to the country, the Premier
would come back with a big majority.

MR. PIGOTT: Then the Premier would
get his Bill through.

Hit. RASTIE: Experience showed
that he might not get his Bill through.
There was a case in New South Wales
not many years ago in which Mr. Reid
appealed to' the country and returned
with a big majority, but the Council
would have nothing to do with his
measures.

Ms. TAYLOR: It was a nominee
Chamber.

MR. RASTIE: Supposing we were
contemplating an alteration in the Legis-
lative Council, did anyone think that the
Legislative Council would agree to it, if
they felt strongly against ite They cer-
tainily would not. Was it fair that
members of the Assembly and the country
should be put to all the trouble and
expense involved in a general election?
He hoped the Committee would adopt
the principle of doing away with dead-
locks, but not in the roundabout and
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inconvenient way the Premier proposed
in this clause.

Mu. BATH: The clause would only
farther consolidate and strengthen the
position of the Legislative Council. The
Premier had stated that we bad a pre-
cedent for it, in that it had been adopted
in the Amended constitution of Victoria
That provision had not been put into
force, and we did not know how it would
work. The member for Kanowna, spoke
of the clause in the last measure having
been the same as that accepted by the
electors of Australia. We knew, how-
ever, that a Bill containing many
injurious provisions had been accepted
by the people when the measure as a
whole was desirable. If we accepted a
clause providing for a double dissolution
- dissolution of the Legislative Assembly
and the Legislative Council-we should
only be strengthening the position of the
Council. The franchise of the Legisla-
tive Council being restricted, only a
certain proportion of the electors would
vote for members of the Council, and the
Council would come back strengthened,
whereas the Legislative Assembly would
be no farther ahead. If the Premier
desired to try experiments in this matter
there was one which would be infinitely
preferable to the adoption of this
clause, and that was the, principle of
a referendum. We had a precedent for
that in the law of Switzerland, where the
principle had been actually put into
practice and had proved advantageous.
He suggested that the whole clause should
he struck out with a view of inserting
some provision which would provide for
a referendum on the point in dispute
when the Assembly and the Legislative
Council failed to agree. He moved as
anl amendment,

That the clause be struck out.
MR. ILLINGWORTH: Parliament

consisted of two Houses, and Parliament
passed the legislation of the State. The
Legislative Council represented a portion
of the people, and that portion became
very large under the reduced franchise.
If the Legislative Council considered that
a measure was not in harmony with the
will of the people, the Council would be
justified in rejecting the Bill; and if the
Assembly considered that the action of
the Council was not in harmony with the

views of the people, the Assembly had its
remedy under the existing constitution.
whereby it could appeal to the electors
and ask for their mandate. Was it at
all likely that if a House which came
fresh from the country at once passed a
measure which had been rejected by the
Council, the Council, having bad proof of
the will of the people, would reject that
Bill ?

MR. HASTIE: Yes.
MR. ILLING WORTH: Would the

bon. member quote a case where they had
done it?

Mn. HASTIE: A case had been quoted
by him.

MR. ILLING WORTH: The cages were
not equal, for it was one thing to appeal
to a nominee House, and another to
Appeal to a House which was representa-
tive to a large extent of the people; for
the Council was representative, although
its representation did not go as far as
the representation of the Assembly. It
would be no argument to say the Council
did not represent the people; and the
effect of this clause would be not to
increase the power of this Chamber, but
the power of another place. If this
legislation would not increase our power,
the clause was practically worthless as
far as the Assembly was concerned;
because if, after going to the country,
this Chamber passed a particular Bill
a second time, and the Council in its
wisdom or unwisdom rejected it, then Ait
that stage the clause would begin to
operate, and you asked this Chamber to
again go to the country-what for ? If
the members of this Chaumber had just
come from the country, had passed the
Bill a second time, and the Upper House
had rejected it a second time, why should
this House be again sent to the people
on that BillF Why should not the
second Chamber be sent to the people?
There was no necessity for the same
House making a second appeal to the
country on the particular question. At
this stage we were to be called on to
dissolve both Houses, a general election
of both Houses would have to ensue, and
a new Parliament would then be elected.
If the new Parliament still disagreed,
that new Parliament would have come
fresh from the country; the Assembly
would have been elected twice and the
Upper Chamber elected once; and would
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it be right to put a Bill on the statute-
book if the two Houses disagreed on it at
that stage? The mere existence of such
a difference of opinion in the State would
be a sufficient reason why a Bill on which
the two Houses could not agree should
not go on the statute-book at that time.
He did not believe in this coercive system
of compelling the community to accept a
particular Bill when there was a strong
mnority against it. A strong minority in
such circumstances ought certainly to be
respected to the extent of allowing delay;
and that was the effect of our prese nt
system. It would be unknown and
unheard of that the second Chamnber,
after the Lower House had been dis-
solved on a particular Bill, should reject
the same measure a second time. The
House of Lords had deferred to the
will of the people so expressed; it had
done so time after time. The ques-
tion which most disturbed Victoria, in
regard to deadlocks was not the passing
of a particular measure, but it was
whether the popularly-elected Assembly
should have coercive power over the
nominee Council. That was the only
serious deadlock which had occurred in
Australia. This clause as it stood would
not increase the power of the Assembly
except at a. time when the Assembly
became irritated; but that irritation was
not good for the State and was not good
for legislation. If the clause was to
operate, we could make it operate only on
the first dissolution. That would increase
the power of the Assembly; but he con-
tended that the present power of the
Assembly was sufficient on the question
of deadlocks, and that an influential
minority in the State ought to be
respected, because coercive powers were
not good for the State and not good for
legislation. For these reasons he was
against the adoption of the clause.

THE PREMTER: After hearing the
hon. member's arguments, he still re-
mnained. convinced that the principle of
the clause was one that ought to find a
place in any amendment of the Con-
stitution, in order to provide a means by
which we could secure finality in conflicts
between the two Houses. It would beno
credit to us if we could not devise some
means by which such conflicts could be
avoided or could be settled, The bon.
member based his opposition to the

Iclause largely on the contention that
there was no need for it. That might
just as well have been said in oppostion
to the clause in the Commonwealt Act
anld in the amended Constitution Act
of Victoria. He was inclined to think
that the wore democratic the Lower
House was mnade, the more would be the
likelihood of conflicts arising between it
and another Chamber elected on a pro-
perty qualification. In the Comimon-
wealth Parliament it was pointed out that
the Senate stood forth as representing
State interests; that although both
Houses were elected on a manhood or
adult suffrage, they represented distinct
interests, and there would therefore be a
strong tendency for the Senate to stand
by the States as States, in opposi-
tion to the Lower House. Because
members of the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment thought that would be so, they
decided to pass this provision. The
more likelihood there was of conflicts
arising between the two Chambers, the
more need there was for machinery to he
provided as a means of settling disputes
when they arose. Where the electoral
franchise of one Chamber was being con-
stantly widened while the other Chamber
always retained the property qualifica-
tion, there would be wider differences
created; and this in itself would increase
the likelihood of conflicts cropping up.
If both Houses were made alike, no dif-
ferences would arise, because one House
wouldl soon be abolished; but every
reform which liberalised the Assembly
would create a wider difference between
it and the Council, with its property quali-
ficati on, its long term,~ and its continuity oif
lie. Even if there were not a greater ten-
dency to divergencies between the Houses,
why not provide a, means of dealing with
differences when they did arise, knowing
as we did that such opposition had arisen
in other States? This clause would cover
every dispute that was likely to occzur
between the two Houses. The clause
did make an alteration in the existing
law; for if under the existing law the
Assembly passed a Bill which it wanted
the -Upper House to adopt., and that
House refused to adopt it, this Chamber
would have to go to the country on the
Bill, and ou that Bill only, before the
opinion of the country would have any
influence on the other Chamber. It
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would be necessary to dissolve on that
Bill and on that Bill alone. The
Victorian section provided that the
Chamb er which initiated the particular
Bill had to dissolve in the first instance
on the Bill in dispute. That was not so
here, for the question could be raised
on any point before the expiration
of the Assembly by effiuxion of time.
At present we had no provision by
which we could reach finality if disputes
arose. In the case of a dispute between
the two Hourn's and the Assembly being
dissolved, there was a great. tendency to
appeal to the electors not really upon the
actual points in dispute, but upon the
merits of the Bill itself, and we might
have this result, that members of the
Assembly might come back pledged to
the Bill and send it to another Chamber;
the other Chamber might not want to
interfere with the substance of the Bill,
but to make some modifications which, if
placed before the electors, -would be ac-
ceptable, or at -all events would not
arouse so strong a feeling as that occa-
sioned by the impression that the Upper
House wanted to throw out the whole of
the Bill. Provision was made whereby,
if this House came back pledged to the
Bill and asked the other House to deal
with it, there should, in the event of an
agreement not being come to, be a joint
dissolution. That would never crop up
unless the matter was a very serious one,
because the Upper House was not likely
to submit itself to such a great penalty
unless it held extremel 'y Strong convic-
tions. Some system by which a joint
settlement could be ar-rived at was really
necessary, and he believed that what was
proposed would stop the tendency to in-
trod uce legislation which would lead to
deadlocks.

N . ILLINGOOTH : How did the
Premier justify two dissolutions if the
result of the first dissolution would in-
dicate the voice of the people?

THaE PREMIER:- It was not neces-
sarily the voice of the people.

MR. ILLINGWORTH: The hon. gentle-
man said there must be a dissolution on
the question.

THE PREMIER: Not necessarily a.
penal dissolution. Under the Common-
wealth Act there was no need for a
dissolution of the tLower House at all.
That was the same as the clause intro-

duced last year. That question cropped
up in Victoria, and there they had adopted
a more stringent clause than we had in
Clause 51. He came to the conclusion
that it would be hopeless for us to try to

ra s a clause such as Section 57 of the
om~monweadlh Constitution Act. Having

regard to what had taken place in Vic-
toria, we might depend upon it that the
clause passed there would be seized
hold of by another Chamber for the
purpose of objecting to any clause
much more liberal This clause went
StiDl farther in our favour, and he
hoped to that extent it, would be passed;
for we provided that there must be a
dissolution of the Assembly-not neces-
sarily a penal dissolution. He did not
say that the dissolution must take place
a certain time before Parliament expired
by effluxion of time. Under our existing
practice where we used the penal dissolu -
tion and went to the country, the fair
issue would not be put before the
electors in the great majority of eases.
People seized hold of one or two
prominent features, and there would be
waving of the flag and beating of the
drum in regard to trouble with the other
House. In the great number of cases
the merits of the dispute were of ten
forgotten or lost sight of in the enjoy.
went 6f the conflict between one Chamber
and the other. We had a penal power
of dissolution now. Supposing we
exercised the power of having a penal
dissolution we would not he worse off
under this clause, but really much better
off, because having had a dissolution, not
necessarily a penal dissolution, we could
theni start the machinery by which we
could attain the desired end so far as a.
joint meeting would allow it. Was it
not a fact that in the great majority of
cases penal dissolutions were avoided
because there was great doubt in the
minds of members whether, when the
Hou se came back with a maj ority pled ged
to the Bill, another Chamber wou ld
adopt it? He provided for finality in
this Bill, and he would like to see the
principle assented to by the adoption of
the clause.

Mnt. JACOBY: The clause as it stood
would take away some of the power from
this House and give it to the other
Chamber. We might send a Bill to
another place, which maight refuse to pas
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it, and might say, 11If you will go to the
country and see if the country is with
you, and the country is with you, we will
pass it."

Tnn PREMIER: Was not that the
same position as we were in nowP

MR. JACOBY:- That was not our
present position. At present there was
power to dissolve this House, and if,
after a dissolution of the Assembly,
members came back supported by the
constituencies, the Upper House would
be almost certain to pass the Bill. If
what was now proposed were adopted, it
might be that a great majority of mem-
bers of the Assembly would refuse to be
penalised in such a, direction, and would
refuse to insist upon the Bill, and the
Bill would be dropped. We should be
practically placing it in the power of the
Council to coerce the Assembly, if we
passed this clause as it stood. This pro-
nision was inserted at the instance of the
Victorian C'oluncil as some set-off to other
reforms which they agreed to, and it
practically consolidated the power of the
Council. He saw no reason why there
should be a dissolution of this House and
then another dissolution a few months
afterwards. Unless the Premier could
give us some method which would place
the burden equall 'y upon the shoulders
of both Houses, and not entirely upon
this House, the clause should be rejcted.

THE PaRnxuEI: The burden must
always rest upon the House of initiation.

Ma. JACOBY: Whatever the theo-
retiedl perf'ection of the clause as pro-
posed by the Premier might be, its
practical effect would be that the Assem-
bly would have to climb down on every
occasion, because he did not think we
should find a House of Assembly in any
part of the world, except Onl very rare
occasions, which would be inclined to
have dissolutions.

Ma. DAGLISH: It was desirable to
have some machinery to settle the ques-
tion of disagreement between the two
Houses. The onlyv question seemed to
be whether this clause provided that
machinery. Although nothing in the
nature of an absolute deadlock might
exist, we needed to guard against dis-
agreements if they were likely to be long.
There were many subjects upon which
disagreements might arise; and it was
most desirable that some machinery

should be provided to ascertain which
House really represented the people on
the subject. Did this clause provide
machinery that would be workable, aud
which, if workable, would be resorted to?
It was extremely doubtful whether any
Government would be prepared to put
it into operation. Apart from that there
was an element of danger which bad been
pointed out, that if this proposal were
passed it would give paramount power to
the Legislative Council. It would be
possible for a Legislative Council not in
sympathy with13 the Ministry of the day
and with the legislation introduced in the
Assembly to absolutely force the Gov-
ernment at any time to dissolve. this
House, with the object of endeavouriiig
to obtain a change of administration.
The Legislative Council might absolutely
try to control the personnel of the
Assembly, and might reject measures
independently of their merits, for the
purpose of defeating a Ministry to which
they were unfavourable.

TE in n:xim They could do that
now by consistently rejecting every Bill
sent up by the Government.

MR. DAGLISH: They rejected a very
fair proportion. of the important Bills sent
up by the Government last session, when
no such clause existed, and the Govern-
ment sat back in their chairs and smiled.

TaE Pan Siym: That proved that the
Legislative Council could not do what
was suggested.

Mu. DAGIJISH : If this clause were
passed, the Government would be forced.
If the Government would not be forced,
there was no iachinery provided by this
clause. for settling A. disagreement between
the two Houses. Last session three oif
the most important Bills were rejected
by the Council, and had this clause been
in operation the Government would have
been forced to use it aind to dissolve this
Chamber. If we wished to ascertain the
will of the people, we had a very simple
method by referring the question to the
people. At a general election, no matter
how a candidate might try to narrow the
issue, the electors would never let him do
so. Every mnember who had stood on a
public platform knew that at a general
election he was ask-ed to answer ques-
tions not. only within the range of politics
but many outside the range of politics
altogether. One would far sooner have
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a, referendum to the electors of both
Houses on a separate Bill than have a
dissolution of the two Houses. There
might be a fair amount of reason for a
double referendum. He had very little
faith in the result of a joint sitting of
the two Houses, if each House was
strengthened by the feeling that it had
just come from the country. One House
was returned by the public as a whole and
the other by one-fourth; and the House
returned by the whole volume of the
people was more closely in touch with
their will than the other. If the object
of a double dissolution was to get at the
will of the people, then a referendum on
the Assembly roll was the only way of
doing it. If there was a very substantial
minority opposed to any proposal, then
we should know precisely the strength of
that minority and to what extent it would
reeive consideration. At the present
time if the two Houses differed we dlid
not know whether the Council spoke in
accord with the views of the majority of
its own electors. We could find that out
by a referendum.

TnE Psxxrnn: R ow would that solve
the difficulty, if the result of one refer-
endum differed from the result of the
other?

MR. DAGLaTSH: We should have
absolute figures to go on. We should
know that a certain number of electors
had voted in favour of the proposition
and a given number against it. We
should then be able to locate pretty accu-
rately the parties, as well as the numbers,
who were in favour of what was proposed,
and we should be able then to have both
Houses sitting together to discuss the
result of the double referendum.

THB PRnEIR: Would it not be rather
peculiar to have a referendum and directly
afterwards a meeting of the two HousesP

MR. 1)AGLITSH: They would meet
then and be able to discuss the result of
the referendum. He advocated a. refer-
endum in preference to whatwas proposed,
because we wanted to get a proper expres-
sion of public opinion. He suggested to
the Premier that in the event of this
clause being struck out he should, by a,
recommittal of the Bill if necessary,
afford members a chance of introducing
some new clause to take the place of it.

ML. PTJBEISS said. he was inclined
to oppose the clause on the round that

it would be found to be absolutely im-
practicable. Under any circumstances it
could only he brought into operation in
the case of very burning questions indeed.
We knew tha deadlocks were possible,
but in all the dependencies of "Treat
Britain and in the old country itself they
were of very rare occurrence. We looked
upon the Upper Chamber as a preven-
tive to hasty legislation, and both the
old country and the colonies had been
satisfied with this safety valve as afford-
ing ample means against hasty legislation.
A serious difference between the two
Houses arose perhaps once in 25 or 60
years. Recognising that on the thresh-
hold of this twentieth century it was by
straigh t cuts Or sharp curves we proceeded
towards any object, and that for centuries
differences had arisen only on very rare
occasions, he considered thata direct appeal
to the country so far ais the two Houses
were concerned was all that was necessary.
The clause seemed to be most cumber-
some. If an exceptional case should
arise, let beth Rouses go straight to the
country and take the decision of the
elector s as the final settlement of the case.
If we pursued the course indicated by the
clause, it would be so f raught with
friction, with expense and with delay, th at
it would be absolutely inoperative. During
the term of the present Parliament we
had been on the eve of a,:disltio
several times. We were threatened with
a dissolution, and members shrunk from
it because at dissolution led to turmoil,
delay, and expense, and hearthurnings.
If we were to appeal to the country with
all the expense, delay' and friction and
meet again, and then send the Bill to the
Upper Chamber, and if it was then rejected
go to the country again, why the task
was so colossal and appalling that, he
ventured to say, the clause would never
be put in force- it would he a dead letter.
This was an age of straight cuts and
sharp curves. Let us get away from the
old circumlocution. We had gone along
fairly well in the past without any im-
portant differences, but if an exceptional
difference should occur let there be one
appeal to the country. We had been
satisfied for centuries with a second
Chamber as a check; why should there
be two mere checks P~ Let there only be
a third check, that both Houses shiould
go straight to the country.

Congfitution Bill. [20 kr(wsr, 190-3.]
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MR. MORAN: Did the Premier
intend to hold fast by the last paragraphj
in the clause? If so, the whole clause!
would be worthless. The relation of the
two Houses was about the only thing
over which there would be a deadlock.

THE PREMIER said he would not be in
favour of the abolition of the Upper
House being settled by one dissolution or
joint sitting.

Mu. MORAN: If a deadlock was to
come, it was likely to he on the great
question of the relations of the two
Houses and their powers, or it would be
on the abolition of one House; but the
country was not quite ripe for that
battle yet. The Government wished to
establish machinery for deadlocks, but
anything on whi ch deadlocks might
occur was to be removed from the pur-
view of the Bill. In the Assembly there
was an increasing number in favour of
the abolition of the Upper House, and
that party which was growing in West-
ern Australia, the Labour party, had for
one of its planks the abolition of the
Upper House.

MR. DAGLISE: They were not the
only people in favour of the abolition of
the Upper House.

Mu. MORAN: Quite so. The fight
would come some day. It might be dis-
covered, when Australia got a few years
older, thattthe States could do with one
House, and it the present inertia con-
tinued people might be inclined to think
that we could do without any Parliament.
If the last paragraph of the clause was
to be removed, there was no need to
make any provision for deadlocks. The
Government did not seem to be in-
clined to stick fast to some of their pro-
posals in the Bill. They had let go the

proposal that Ministers should. go to
another plac. The Government did not
seem to tI that a big point. What
feature of the Bill did the Government
propose to bang by, to make a fight
upon 9

THE PREmiER:: Was that the feature
the bon. member wished to attack?

MR. MORAN: What feature?
TUE PREMIER: The feature we wanted

to hang by.
MR. MORAN: The last paragraph

nullified the whole effect of the clause.
MR. HASTIE: Whether it was de-

sirable to have two Chambers or Hot we

were bound to accept the position, for
the House had already decided tbat there
should be a continuance of the two
Chambers; therefore we had to con-
sider if there were likely to be dead-
locks, and if so what were the best means
to overcome them. There were deadlocks
almost every session in every Parliament
in modern times in Australia. Anyone
conversant with Victorian or New South
Wales polities knew that in those two
States the Assembly had sent up measure
after measure year after year, and the
Council refused to pass them. Take the
question of manhood suffrage. The
Assembly in Victoria passed that measure
by a large majority and sent it up year
after year, yet the property representatives
would not pass the Bill. Exactly the
same thing would obtain in this country,
and it had obtainad to some extent. We
had already passed a Constitution Bill on
almost similar lines to the present, and the
Council had refused to consider it. That
was a deadlock so far as changes went.
The member for Subiaco had proposed a
real live remedy for getting over a dead-
lock. The Premier went half way and
said that the Assembly should go to the
country once, then that both Houses
should go to the country, and afterwards
that there should be a joint sitting. That
was a roundabout way, but it was better
than nothing. The first question one had
to consider was, should the clause be
struck out to discuss the question of the
referendum. There was this difficulty: a
majority might agree to striking out the
clause, but a majority might not agree to
insert the referendum. Then there might
be a difficulty in getting something to
overcome the deadlock problem, but he
had no doubt it would be managed. He
hoped the Committee would strike the
clause out.

THE PREMIER: That members dis-
agreed with the principle of the clause
was regrettable, for it provided a simple
method of settling disputes. Only in
extreme cases, in which the Council felt
so strongly that they were prepared to go
to their electors, would the joint dissolu-
tion be resorted to, and rightly; but in
other cases such dissolution could hardlyv
ever be necessary; hence the machinery
provided by which the feeling of the
country could be tested by an ordinary
dissolution, forming a simple method of
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settling disputes, and a method which
did not exist to-day. It was not desir-
able that this method should be avail-
able for the settlement of a constitutional
question which might involve the existence
or the abolition of the Council.

MR. MORAN: That would he a dead-
lock.

Tas PREMIER: It could hardly be
anything else, because the Upper House
represented a minority consisting of
property owners; and ii the method pro-
posed in the clause were to be applied to
questions involving the existence of the
Council, that minority would be com-
pletely wiped out, and absolute power
given the Assembly.

MR. MORAN: The Premier would not
allow the existence of the Council to be

imeilled by this clause, but would let it
shearthem of all their powers.

THE PREMIER: As to that, depend
upon it that in every case, except on
some smail questions of privilege, there
would be in each House, in respect
of any Bill sent by one Chamber to
another, members who beld views on
either side; but on the question of
abolishing another Chamber the Council
would be unanimous, or nearly so; hence
there would be a distinct cleavage between
the two Houses as Houses. But the
method of the clause should not provide
for the abolition of the Council, for
whether he approved or disapproved of
another Chamber, it represented the
interests or the rights of a minority, and
should not be swept away so lightly. The
hon. member (Mr. Moran) interjected
that although he (tbe Premier) would
not allow the existence of the Council to
be imperilled by this summary method,
he would allow their rights to be cur-
tailed.

Mn. MORcAN: Yes; the clause being
designed to avoid deadlocks on all pos-
sible matters except the existence of the
Council. Why so zealously preserve its
existence ?

THE PREMIER: In all cases except
that one, any difference of opinion exist-
ing in this House would be found in the
other; but on the question of abolishing
the Council we should not find each
House divided against itself, but the two
Houses in conflict as Houses. The
Council would be unanimously, or prac-
tically unanimously, against their own

abolition; and the vote would be a vote,
not of conflicting opinions, but of one
House against another; and under the
clause the destiny of the other House
would be handed over to this House.

MR. MORAN : The people's House repre-
sented a majority of the electors.

TanD PREMIER: And therefore it was
provided that the clause should not apply
to such a conflict, which was very differ-
ent from an ordinary conflict, when some
members of the Upper House would
agree with some of this.

Amendment-that the clause be struck
out-put, and a division taken -with the
fqllovwing result:-

Ayes ... ... ... 19
Noes ... ... ..-. 12

Majority for
AYE&.

Mr. Atins Mr-
Mr. Bath Mr.
Mr. Surges Mr.
Mr. Butcher Mr.
Mr. Thaglish Mr.
Mr. Hassell Air.
Mr. Mastic Mr.
Mr. Hicks Mir.
Mr. Neiman Air,
Mr. T11inrorth Mr.

Mr. JeonyMr.
Sir.1Mono Mr.
Mr. Manson
M~r. Piesse
Mr. Pigott
Mr. Purkips
Mr. Vhyo
Mr. Thoa
Mr. Holmes (retkfl).

7
NOES.

Foulkes
Gardiner
Gordon
Gregory
Hayward
James
Morgans
oats
Rason
Raid
Smith
Higham (reier).

Amendment thus passed, and the
clause struck out.

Tus Pusnu: This would involve
the striking out of Clauses 52 to 54.

'MR. RATH: Would the Premier afford
an opportunity of recommitting the
clauseP

THE PREMIER: The majority of the
House said that there was no need of a.
provision for deadalocks.

Ma. BATH: No.
Mn. HASTIS: Was the clause struck

out with a view to bringing in another?
THE, CHAIRMAN: No. Any member

desiring to insert an amendment of tbe
clause must give notice.

Clauses 52 to 54-put and negatived.

At 6-30, the CHAIRMAN left the Chair.
At 7830, Chair resumed.

Postponed Clause 57:
MR. PIGOTT: It was untderstood the

Bill was to he recommitted ?

Conslihition Bill: [20 AUGUST, 1903.]
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Tfun Pacauora: Not the whole Bill;
only certain portions.

MR. PIOon: Various members who
wished to speak on this clause were not
pre-sent; therefore he hoped the Premier
would agree to recommit it.

THE Panxxna: Certainly. Did the
hon. member wish to increase the allow-
ance t

MR. PIOTT: Certainly not.
Clause passed.
Postponed Clause 61-agreed to.
Schedules (2). Preamble, Title-agreed

to.
Bill reported with amendments.

ELECTORAL ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

IN COMMITTEN

Resumed froni 13th August.
Clauses 133, 134, 135-agreed to.
Clause 186-Rates of expenditure:
MR. HASTIE:- This clause meant

that before a man could become a candi-
date for the Legislative Council he must
be in a position to spend £200 on his
election. We had heard over and over
again that membhers of another place
were very superior persons, who would
not bribe any constituency and did not
find it necessary to adopt vulgar prac-
tices common to members of the Assem-
bly. That being so, why should we
encourage candidates for the Council to
spend so extravagantly ? Surely a man
would not stand for the Upper House
unless well known and thoroughly appre-
ciated. Undoubtedly £200 was an exces-
elive amount.

MR. llnxwES: The amount would not
pay for advertisements.

Mn. HASTIE: Surely candidates for
the Council did not need to bribe the
newspapers. Excessive expenditure never
had been, and never would be, an essen-
tial to putting a good man into Parlia-
igient in gene ral or into the Legislative
Council in particular. He moved, as an
amendment,

That in Subelause 1, line one, ..two" be
struck out and "one " inserted in lieu.

THE, PREMIER: The sum of £2200
was small, bearing in mind the large size
of Council Provinces and the numerous
centres to be visited.

M~mrna: But there were candidates'
,prona1 expenses as well.

THE PREMIER: The risk of corrupt-
ing a province by an expenditure of
£9200 might be disregarded. The reason
for li mitati on was to prevent corruption
b y too liberal an expenditure of money
under the heads of electoral expenses
specified in Clause 137.

MR. HASTIE -According to the mema-
her for York the money was spent prin-
cipally in corrupting newspapers.

THE PREMIER: Not many news-
papers could be corrupted with £200 in
all. The cost of living, it should be
remembered, was now not so low as it
used to be; and the cost of advertising,
hiring rooms, engaging scrutineers, and
so forth, had also very much increased.
The limit of £200 was by no means
unreasonable.

MR. PIGOTT: One aspect of the ques-
tion which called for consideration was
that members of the various parties were
in a very different position, each from the
other, with regard to electoral expenses.
A man who stood in the interests of
Labour had the expenses practically paid
for him all the year round. One would
not say that at an election the Labour
organisations used money directly with
the intention of influencing votes, but we
must all agree that money was used from
year's end to year's end by a Labour
orgitnisation with the one object, that
being to have certain members returned to
Parliament who would -represent Labour
interests. If we considered the matter
from that point of view, this amount of
£9200 suggested in the Bill was a very
reasonable limit. Any man who stood in
the inte-rests of the Labour party in Aus-
tralia had an advantage as compared with
a man who stood in any other interest at
any election in a populous centre, at any
rate to the extent of £500 or £600.
There was only one Organisation that
carried out this work. It was absurd for
any mere her of the Labour party to get up
in this House and say, "No mian ought
to he allowed to spend more than a cer-
tain amount: it does not cost us that."
The Labour party wanted to limit not
only the expenses of the member himself,
but the amount spent on his behalf by
his -friends; whilst at the same time the
cost of their election was to be paid for
by the money of the Labour Organisation.

MR. DAOLISH: What money was the
hon. member talking about P

6" Electoral Pill - ir colirmitteo'.
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MR. PIGOTT: Election expen sea.
Election expenses were going on all the
year round, and nobody knew more about
it than the hon. member himself.

MRs. DAGLIsH:- The leader of the
Opposition knew more about it than
he (Mr. Daglish) did, apparently, for be
never heard of it before.

Ma. PIG-OTT:- Then he was pleased
hie was enlightening the hon. member.
He challenged the bon, member to get
up and deny that there was any truth in
his assertion. The Labour organisations
not only in Western Australia, but
throughout the Commonwealth spent
money day by day, year in and year out,
with the one object of returning members
to Parliament.

Mn. DAGT2ISH1 said he took the
earliest opportunity of accepting the
hon. member's challenge. He absolutely
denied the truth of what the hon.membher
had said.

MR. ATKINS: Had the bon. member
for Suhiaco had his election expenses
paidP

Mas. DAGLISH:- If the hon. member
would give notice of the question, be
would f urnish him with the precise infor-
mation, as far as he had the receipts, at
thle -next sitting. His (Mr. ])aglish's)
election expenses came out of his own
pocket.

MR. ATKII4s: How much dlid they cost
him?

Ma. DAGLISH said he did not know
precisely, but somewhere about .24 or
£50, and if the hon. member chose to
conduct an election cleanly he could
manage it at the same expense, indepen-
dently altogether of the question of what
party he stood to represent. The whole
point on which members of the Labour
party were fighting was that an election
should be purely conducted, that there
should be no money thrown away in the
direction of bribing electors. One of' the
first things hie said when he stood before
his constituents was that he intended to
spend no money in the direction of
debauching or bribing the electors, and
he kept to that. He thought that if
members of other parties chose to do it,
they would be able to conduct their elec-
tion campaigns just as cheaply as mem-
hers of the Labour organisations could do.
The appeal of the Labour party was an
appeal on principle pure and simple; and

it was not necessary to befuddle the brains
of electors in order to get support from
them, if one had any solid ground of
principle to stand upon. The trouble
was that there was a number of candi-
dates for the Legislature w ho had no solid
principle to rest upon, whose candidature
was very of ten in the interests of a cer-
tain smiall section of the community, and
whose only hope of obtaining a majority
rested in the fact of buying a certain
proportion of the other section of the
electors. Expenses could be cut down
to £100 as regarded Council provinces,
and he hoped that the amendment of
the member for Kanowna would be

accepted. He did not wish to see any
legitimate expenditure blocked, but he
did desire to see a great deal of the
illegitimate expenditure which took place
at every election put a stop to, He
would like to see something done in the
way of preventing the acquirement of
committee roomns which were used very
often for the purpose of giving free grogs
to the f req uenters of them.

MR. WALLA-CE. The amendment of
the member for Kanowna would be sup-
ported by him. It would be acting very
liberally indeed to allow candidates of
either House of Parliamuent £100. He
wats not going to state what use that
would he most likely to be put to. The
next clause set out what election ex-
penses. were, an&. he thought it covered
pretty nearly everythinug a man was likely
to buy during the time of an election,
except beer. Clause 138 provided that
electoral expenses did not include the
cost of electoral rolls, stationery, postages,
rent of halls belonging to any public
body, and the personal and reasonable
travelling expenses of the candidate. It
would be necessary to have a definition
of "1reasonable living and travelling
expenses of the candidate."

Mn. rIGOTT:. Let it be put down at
£1 per week!

MR. WALLACE: Personally he would
sooner have an election conducted with-
out any expenses being allowed. He
did not see that there was as much expense
to a member of the Upper House as to a
member of the Lower House.

Mn. PIG-OTT . Reference was made
not ouly tomoney spent by the candidate
or on behalf of the candidate, but to
money spent. in the interest of' the can-

Electoral Bill. [20 AuousT, 1903.]
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didate. How were we to know what
amount of expense was incurred in the
interest of any Labour candidate ?

MR. TAYLOR: The Labour party put
the hion, member in at the last election.

MR. PIGOTT: The Labour party did
one very sensible action when they re-
turned him. If we could get to the
bottom of this and find out the true
expenses of all members of the House,
he would be agreeable to have the amount
reduced to.£50; but it was not right that
certain members should be allowed to
spend X5iO while others could spend what
they liked.

MR. HASTIE: If a difference existed,
that should not be. He entirely agreed
with the member for Suhiaco (Mr.
Daglish) with reference to the Labour
party. He had always understood the
position was that a number of Labour
organizations or some of them subscribed
towards payving a part of the expenses-
perhaps the advertising-of a Labour
candidate, and some people who were
not members of any organisations also
subscribed. Perhaps there was not a
member in the Rouse who did not know
of some people who were not members
of any organisation at all who gave sub-
scriptions towards the election expenses
of their favourite candidate. All that
the Labour party asked was that they
should be placed in the same position as
anyone else. But he had never heard of
any Organisation donating large sums of
money for the purpose of unduly influenc-
ing an election. The principal reason
for this clause was to his mind a protec-
tion for the candidate. If there was no
limit like this, the candidate was practic-
ally in the hands of his agent, and was
always called upon to pay a lot of
unauthorised exp.enditure. The reason
of there being so many candidates in
most elections was that they were induced
to stand not because they had any chance
of being returned, but because some smart
electioneering agent advised them to be-
come candidates. He knew quite anum-
ber who were induced to stand at the last
election by the representations of this
professional or semi-professional elec-
tioneer-ing agent. The principal part
of the money of such candidate was
paid by that electioneering agent
into the hands of paid canvassers.
Unless there was a, limitation, there would

be no protection against those people
who did not do any good for a candidate
as a rule, but relieved him of his surplus
cash. For the sate of the purity of
elections and the purse of future candi-
dates, he hoped the expenses of candidates
for the Legislative Council would be
limited to £100.

THE MINISTER FOR MINES: An
amount of £2100 would not be sufficient
in some provinces. Take the Coolgardie
province: a candidate to properly* canvass
it would have to go from Norsemian to
Esperance; he would have to call meet-
ings at Southern Cross, Kanowna,
Bulong, Broad Arrow, Menzies, Kookynie,
and go to Leonora and Laverton. There
were ten newspapers circulating in that
province, therefore £2100 would not
cover the advertising and expenses for
contesting an election there. A candi-
date would have to hire 15 to 20 halls;
would have to advertise in ten news-
papers; then there was printing and the
cost of scrutineers. When one considered
a large province like Coolgardie, it must
be admitted that £100 would not be
sufficient, but for a province like Kal-
goorlie £100 would be enough.

MRs. T. H. BATH: The member for
West Kimberley did not advance any
logical arguments against the limitation
of expenses, and he did not enhance his
cause by making personal allusion to
any party in the House. The Labour
party did not claim any patent for the
proposal to limit election expenses. Long
before the advent of the Labour party in
the Parliaments of the Australian States
many leading public men had hammered
away at the question of pui-ifying elec-
tions by the limitation of expenses. He
need only point to the late Judge
Higginbotham, to Senator Pla3 4ord when
member of the South Australian Parlia-
ment, to Sir George Grey, and other promi-
nent members, both of the Conservative
and Liberal parties in New Zealand, to
the leading Parliamentarians in New
South Wales, who all argued for the
limitation Of expenses to purify elections.
We were adopting a principle which was
approved by these gentlemen and which
in consequence of their advocacy was
adopted in the Electoral Acts of other
States. The expenses would almost
wholly be confined to printing, advertis-
ing, and to the cost of employing
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scrutineers. Provision was made for the
employment of one election agent, but he
was strongly of opinion that the purity
of any election was nut enhanced by the
employment of election agents. The
Committee would not be doing any
injury to a candidate or to Parliamentary
institutions by obliterating that provision
for the employment of one election agent.

Amendment put, and a division taken
with the following result.

Ayes ... ... ..

Noes ... .. .. 21

Majority against ..-. 13

AYS. NOES,
Mr. Bath 'Mr. Atkins
Mr. Daglish Mr. B=rgeMr. Diamond Mr. fexe
Mr. Haste Mr. Gardiner
Mr. Hol0Man Mr. Gordon
Mr. Johnson Mr- Gregory
Mr, Ta Io Mr' HaywardMr. WValne (Teller). r., Hicks

Mr. Holmes
Mr. Wifn Wortb
Mr. Jacoby
Mr. James
Mr. McDonald
Mr. Mora.
N1r. Piesse
Mr. Pigott
Mr. Rtason
Mr. Stone
Mr.'Throsscll
Mr. Higham (Taller).

Amendment thus negatived.
Mat. HASTIE:; Subclause 2 provided

for expenses to the amount of £100 for
candidates for the Assembly. If £200
were sufficient for candidates for the
Council, surely less thana £100 was suffi-
cient for candidates for the Assembly.
Hie would like to see the amount reduced
to £500, but as he did not think such a
reduction would take place, he moved
that the words " one hundred " be struck
out and " seventy-five" inserted in lieu.

Amendment negatived, and the clause
passed.

Clause 137-Expenses allowed:-
MR. HASTIE: In some respects in

this Bill we were going farther back than
was proposed last year. The Bill of last
session was framed on almost the same
lines as the Federal Electoral Act, which
laid down certain distinct things, one
being that the candidate should have his
expenses limited, and that limitation was
£100 all round. The Bill also pointed
out in what directions the money should
be spent, and the list of expenses included
stationery. By a mistake in drafting, the
Premier evidently left out stationery in

this Bill, and rather than go hack be had
inserted it amongst the exemptions. That
seemed to be ridiculous; it could only be
defended on the ground that the bulk of
expenses went for advertising. He moved
that the following be inserted as a new
subdause:

(6). Stationery and the cost of electoral
rolls.

It seemed wrong that these two things
should be exempt. Electoral rolls would
not cost much, and they were not ex-
emupted by the Federal Electoral Act.

THn PREMIER opposed the amend-
ment. True, the Federal Act included
cost of electoral rolls, stationery, and
postage as "1election expenses." But it
was utterly absurd to prohibit the pur-
chase of electoral rolls. This, and
expenditure on postages and stationery
also, should be encouraged, being a
guarantee that the candidate was en-
deavouring to persuade electors to record
their votes. So also a candidate should
not be prevented from employing a, mani
to write letters for him. How could
stationery be used to debauch a voter ?
What was the objection?

MR. UnATIE: The expense of contest-
ting an election would become too heavy
for a poor man.

THE PREMIER: The poor man was
not bound to spend as much as the rich.

Amendment put and inegatived, and
the clause passed.

Clause 138-Electoral expenses:
Mn. H ASTIR: Why allow a candi-

date to pay rent of a. hail belonging to
any public body, when we had already
declared that rent of public halls must
be included in the £2100? Outside Perth
all halls used for electoral meetings would
be public halls, [Ma. ,Tcon'r: No.]
The necessity for this provision did not
strike the wiseacres of the Federal Par-
liament, and a year ago it did not Strike
even our Premier. The general practice
appeared to be to charge candidates twice
as much for public balls as was charged
on ordinary- occasions.

THE PREMIER: The proviso was
made because candidates should not be
discouraged from expressing their views
as often as they desired. A. candidate
able &o Spare time to meet the electors at
the various centres in a large electorate
should not be discouraged in so doing
because some other main could not afford
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the expense, If we could be sure that
expenditure on printing, advertising, etc.,
could not be used for improper purposes,
such expenditure should not be dis-
couraged; but what corruption could
there be in hiring a, hail from a public
body? Why should a man be indirectly
penalised if be took a hall to express his
views?

MR. DAGLISH: If he could get a
private hall only he was penalised.

Tn PREMIER: Yes; because the
money thus spent might he used for
corrupt purposes, but there 'was no such
risk in renting a hall from a public body.
'Personally, he (the Premier) would
prefer that candidates be allowed to rent
every hail they could pay for, and let us
take the risk of corruption rather than
keep a man's mouth shut. A candidate
should be encouraged to speak in all the
halls in his electorate.

MR. DAGLISH:. Then why debar him
from hiring private balls also ?

THE PREMIER: Some people thought
that a corrupt influence could be exer-
cised. when renting halls from private
persons.

MR. DIAMOND : A man might pay £50
to a miners' association for the use of
its ball.

THE PREMIER: Could he buy the
miners' votes for £50?.

MR. DIAMxOND: No; but he could
obtain an advantage over other candi-
dates.

THE PREMIER: If he paid £50 for
a hall usually let for two guineas, he
would be guilty of bribery. The Federal
Act went too far, and this Bill went far
enough. Many candidates who did not
spend much money on the election spent
much time in a personal canvass; and
candidates who could not afford so much
time ought not to be hindered from
addressing meetings.

MR. TAYLOQR: What would the Pre-
mier call a private hail? Would a ball
owned by one person be " private"

THE PREMI[ER:- Yes.
Mx. TAYLOR: Then in his electorate,

in a town of 300 or 400 electors, there
would be no chance of an indoor meeting,
fo there was but one hall and that
private.

TEEF PREMIER.: No. The candidate
could hire a halt provided the rent were
set aganst the £100; whereas the rent

of a public building might be used for
other expenses.

MR. MORAN. Was not this discus-
sion a waste of time ? Far more corrup-
tion could be effected by other methods,
such as9 hiring a, horse and trap, taking
the best room in an hotel, anad so forth,
than by hiring halls.

THE PREMIER: True. Subulause 3
of Clause 137 included rent of halls in
the £100; but this clause would permit
of extra expenditure in renting halls
belonging to public bodies.

MR. MORAN:- Rent of any ball should
be excepted.

THE PREMIER: With that he agreed.
MR. RASTIE: The wisdom of umoving

an amendment was doubtful, seeing that
the Committee apparently thought the
main object of an election. should be as
far as possible to encourage the distribu-
tion of property or of money. The
Premier had endeavoured to cover the
matter up bky declaring that no corruption
was involved; as if anyone had suggested
there was, It -was particularly unfair to
encourage people to take halls and not
include the cost in the amount of £100,
for all the halls in the small centres of
Western Australia were public. As a
rule, inland towns bad only cue hall;
and it frequently hitpened, especially
just before election day, that a candidate
took a hall for several nights. The
Prernier's desire seemed to be to allow
every opportunity of spending as much
money as possible during an election
campaign; but his (Mr. Hasties) view,
on the contrary, was that all men should
have an equal chance.

MR. FOULKES moved aa an amend-
went-

That in line 2 the words "1or in the interest
of " be struck out.
Clause 136 limited candidates' expenses
to £100, and that amount could be Spent
onily3 on certain heads enumerated in
clause 1.97. Contravention of the pro-
visions of Clause 137 was, by Clause 144,
made an act of undue influence. A refer-
ence to Clause 138 showed that the
practice of undue influence rendered one
liable to a penalty not exceeding £0200 or
to imprisonment for a termt not exceeding
one year. He felt it his duty to call
attention to the fact that here we pro-
vided stringently for the conduct of
elections, and also imposed severe penal-
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ties for contravention. Therefore, every
care must be taken not to include in the
measure provisions which would make it
a dead letter. The effect of Clause 138
was to make any Organisation or society
-and we had many societies and organis-
ations-which incurred any expenditure
in the interest of a candidate, liable to a
year's imprisonment; or rather, the
person through whom such expenditure
was incurred would be liable. It might
happen that a candidate bad spent
£99, and that then an Organisation
taking an interest in his election
Spent another 30s. In such a case
the officers of the society, although
acting quite innocently and having no
duty or province to find out what
expenditure the candidate had incurred,
would find themselves liable to imprison-
ment. A case in point was afforded by
to-day's issue of the West AuStralian,
which referred to a meeting of the
Coastal District Council of the Political
Labour Party, at which the executive
officers were instructed to promote a
certain candidature which need not be
distinguished by name. At the next
general election the temperance question
was bound to be brought up, and if the
clause passed as it stood no temperance
Organisation could venture to take an
active part in the promotion of a can-
didature. Not wishing to see this Bill
made a dead letter, he had moved that
the words "or in the interest of" be
struck out. It had to be remembered
that defeated candidates in the bitterness
of disappointment sometimes did not
refrain from taking legal proceedings,
and he did not desire to see such pro-
ceedings as those taken against the
member for Kalgoorlie (Mr. Johnson)
occurring again.

THE: PREMIER: Admittedly, the
words " in the interest of " were very far-
reaching. Clause 136 said "No ele-
toral expense Shall be incurred or
authorised. by a candidate," and so forth;
and then Clause 138 said " Electoral
expense includes all expenses incurred by
or on behalf of or in the interest of any
candidate." The construction 1)ut for-
ward by the member for Claremont (Mr.
F'oulkes) had not occurred to him, but
it certainly was a possible construction.
One would have thought that the object
of the words was to limit the amount of

expenditure which a candidate could
incur, audthen hold him liable if he or
any person on his behalf exceeded the
limit. It could never have been intended
that if a, friend wanted to help a, can-
didate the friend should be debarred
from getting a cab to take voters to the
poll, for example. Unquestionably, the
words "in the interest of " were ex-
tremely far-reaching. There was no
doubt those were the words that appeared
in the Federal Act. pteewrswr

MRt. DACLISH:ifteewrsee
struck out, then on every occasion we
should have thp trouble of proving
authority.

THx PREMIER: That was one of
the difficulties which always v had existed;
but these words seemed rather far-reach-
ing.

MR. MORAN: Suppose hailf-a-dozen

peopleS were spending money' indepen-.

dently which of them would be guilty ?
Who would have gone over the £2100?

MR. FOULK ES: They would all be
guitly See what risk this would put the

people to!
THE PREMIER: These words were

too far-reaching.
Mn.. MORAN: We had gone a long

way towards curbing election expenses in
Clause 136. The practice in Western
Australia had been to make the candidate
pay everything. It cost more for a man
to go round an electorate than to go
round the world. We were providing
against that now, and he did not think
we should go too far in trying to reach
perfection, for we could nut achieve that.
Supposing a man had friends who, with-
out any desire to commit bribery, gave
half a day's time to a candidate, and sup-
posing theyspent £110, or a littlebitwhich
brought the total to £4 or £5 over the
stipulated amount, they would be guilty.
If we found in future that something
else was necessary to prevent institu-
tions, societies, or other bodies of nay
kind from bringing undue influence to
bear, let us take action then.

Mu. HASTIE: If we Struck out the
words proposed to be struck out, we
might as well strike out, the provisions
we had just passed, because a candidate
need not pay directly. He could get
some friend of his to pay.

THE PREMIER: We said that elec-
tion expenses included certain things, but
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did not include the personal and reason-
able living and travelling expenses of a
candidate. If one were travelling round
to assist a candidate, he would be incur-
ring expenses in his interest.

ME. RASTIE: If the words were left
out, one could not get a prosecution.
Surely no one here thought there was
the slightest chance that any man who
canvassed for a candidate, and who had a
cab and picked up anyone on the road
and took him to the polling station,
would be seriously prosecuted.

MR. MORAN:' One would be open to a
prosecution, if these words were kept in.

MEx. RASTIE: The provision existed
in the Federal Act. The member for
Claremont instanced a case of some offi-
cers of an organisation being instructed
to go to North Fremantle to assist a can-
didate. He (Mr. Hastie) took that as
advice to assist the candidate, but no
authority had been given to spend money.
These people were not paid for their
services, nor were they instructed to incur
expenses.

MR. PIGOTT supported the amend-
merit. He agreed with the member for
'Kanowna that if these words were struck
out the effect of this innovation with
regard to limiting expenses would be
removed. Here we had another case of
the Premier trying to bring in something
new without having fully considered it.

TnE PREMIER : This was not new. It
was in the Federal Act and also in the
South Australian Act.

Mx. PIGQTT: But it was, new so, far
as we 'were concerned. In the present
Electoral Act there was every Precaution
taken to prevent anything in the way of
bribery. If we struck out these words
then Clauses 136, 137, and all clauses
limiting election expenses would becomte
absurd. We could go direct to the
expenses actually incurred at the time of
the election. Beyond that we might not
go. The candidate might make any
arrangements he liked with his friends for
the expenditure of any sum he chose to
name. That money could be spent and
here would be no proof that it had been

done with his authority, so the election
could not be disputed.

Mx. DIAMOND: If these words were
struck out, the effect would be to turn the
whole thing into a, farce. It would mean
that a man with a number of welI-to-do

or wealthy friends in a district could
allow those friends, thougb not directly
authorisi ng them, to spen3 a lot of money
in support of his election. We could not
be too careful to keep elections pure.

Tan PREMIER: As to how far these
words would gu, he WAS not satisfied at
present. What he proposed was to have
the Bill recommitted, to see in the mean-
time how the matter stood, and he would
inform the Committee exactly what the
operation of these words would be.

Amendment passed, the words struck
out, and the clause as amended agreed to.

Clauses 139 to 142-agreed to.
Clause 143-Definition:
Mn. DAGLISH:- What was the reason

for making this clause apply to certain
things done after the nomination had
been officially declared? Very often the
election began before nominations were
declared, and sometimes even before the
writs were issued. As soon as the writs
were issued the candidates were in the
field, and the election was actually pro-
ceeding from that day. He would like
to see, instead of " after the nominations
have been officially declared," the words
"after the writs have been issued." Had

the Premier any objection to this amend-
ment ?

THE PREMIER: This was taken from
the Federal Act, which was based on our
old Act and the South Australian Act.
H~e could not tell why that was so. There
were certain acts of bribery defined by
Clause 142, and they referred to a candi-
date, and by the interpretation clause it
would. be found that a person who talked

iabout coming forward some months before
teactual election-three months before

the ection-was a candidate.
Ma. DAotISH: But this was too much

the other way.
THE PREMIER said he would have

to look into the matter.
Mx. DAGLISH: There was another

point. When was the expenditure of the
£100 to commence? He questioned
whether there was not a distinct relation
between this clause and Clause 136,
relating to election expenses. The offences
were miostly after nomination day only.
Supposing the Bill passed, was a man a
candidate before he had definitely nomin-

1ated, or when he publicly announced his
intention to nominate? or did he only
become a candidate on nomination day,
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ad when the nom11ination-papers were
lodgedP A candidate could do certain
things up to nomination day under the
clause, but after nomination day he could
not do those things, although he might
have become a candidate three months
before,

TaE PREMIER: Supposing he became
a. candidate on the day of nomination?

Mug. DAGLTSHL Then he was not
likely to have incurred any of these ex-
penses.

Tas Pnsxrsn: He might have stood
meat or drink or entertainment for a
voter.

MR. DAG-LISH: It was not likely he
would have done anything which would
bring him under the clause. A person
might have invited a man to dinner, but
that would not bring him under the
clause. One would like to know whether,
under the clause, the use of vehicles at
elections was absolutely prohibited. The
clause seemed to be somehow on a par
with the existing law, and we would have
the samne state of things going on at
elections as had been the case at election
times up to the present.

THE PREMIER: The clause did not pro-
hibit the use of vehicles.

'MR. DAGLISH: No; but it did the
hire of them.

TUE PREMIER. If a candidate hired
vehicles be would come within the pro-
visions of the £100. If a candidate
hired vehicles and Look voters to the poll,
that might be hterd to be influencing a
vote.

ML. DAOLISH: Then vehicles could
legitimately be usedP

THE PnREIER: A candidate's own
vehicle.

MR. DAGLISE : His own or his;
friend's, sukposing his friends cjutrged no
hire P

Tnu PREMIER: His friends could use
their vehicles, he thought.

Mr. DAGLISHE: Or place them at the
disposal of the candidate? In order to
make the cla.use definite, he moved as an
amendment-

TPhat the words " with the view to influenc-
ing the vote of an elector " be struck out.

THE PREMIER: Would that not be

goin too far? Supposing aman kept an
eatin~g house.

Mn. DAGLISH: -. f a man kept an
eating house and sold meat and drink

while the election was going on, as pre-
viously, then he would Dot be liable.
This clause did not include the supplying
of meat and drink for monetary return.
He did not think a candidate could be
stopped selling either meat or drink,
Surely the Premier would not argrue
that the (lause was so carelessly drafted
as that.

THLE PREMIER:- As the clause stood,
the dominating feature was " with a,
view to influencing the vote of an elec-
tor.",

MR. DAGLISH : The clause was mean-
ingless while the final words remained.

Tns PREMIER: In countryv districts
how would people get to the poll?

Ma. )AGLISII:; There were difficul-
ties which he had pointed out last session,
and he asked the Committee then to
come to a decision in regard to them;
buit the Committee were absolutely
hostile. He wanted to know whether it
was right to provide for the conveyvance to
th4_ poll of electors who could not vote,
or whether electors would have to walk
or find their own conveyances. The
present position was unsatisfactory.
Candidates resorted to all sorts of
dodges, in getting their friends to hire
vehicles for them, to evade the law. He
wished to be absolutely clear as to
whether vehicles were to be used or not.
If we wished to stop the use of vehicles
we must purge the clause of the words
proposed. There was no reason why
vehicles that were hired should be treated
differently from those that were gratuit-
ously supplied by friends of the candidate.
All should be placed on the same footing.

THE PREMIER: The amendment
would be going too far. The populous
centres were diffeirent from scattered
country electorates. Men or women
would either have to walk to the poll or
go in their carriages or on their horses.

MR. DAGLIsE: Then why not strike
out " horse or carriage hire"?P

THE PREMIER: Every act depended
on the motive for which it was done. If
it was done with the view to influencing
the vote of an elector, then it was wrong.
Hle did not know that elections could be
more pure than they were in Western
Australia now. From his own experience
he did not think the carriage hire had
been anything uncommon in the past.
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MR. DAGLISH: Then strike out the
words.

THE PREMIER: At elections it was
seen that carriages were placarded " Vote
for Smith," or "1Vote for oe, and it
was likely that some of those who went
in Jones's carriage voted for Smith, while
those who went in Smith's carriages
voted for Jones. There should be a
penalty if the hiring of vehicles was done
with a view to influencing a vote. That
was the dominating feature.

ME. HASTIE: The member for
Subiaco seemed to assume that if a vehicle
was sent to an elector, that elector would
be sure to vote for the candidate in whose
interest it was sent. He recollected that
at one election in Kalgoorlie when it was
known that there would be a hot contest,
one candidate secured all the vehicles
which were available for miles around,
and ran them placarded " Vote for so and
so." Those vehicles took not oniy that
candidate's voters to the poll, but most
persons who rode in those vehicles voted
against the candidate. The same thing
might be done in other parts of the
country. The member for Subiaco wanted
an absolutely uniform rule in all elec-
torates, and he would make a law practi-
cally prohibiting candidates from using
vehicles of any kind. There were other
places besides Perth, Fremantle, and
Subiaco, and at these places people did
not live close together, but were scattered
and had to travel from two to ten miles
to the polling booth. There must be
vehicles provided for bringing voters in,
for each voter did not own a cab or a
buggy. It was the habit of people in
scattered places to assist one another
in getting to the poll. He believed in
nine eases out of ten in Western Aus-
tralia the fact of a cab being run by one
candidate did not in any way unduly
influence a man to vote for that candi-
date. No man's cab refused to take a
voter to the poll. No trouble could be
anticipated by passing the clause as it
stood, especially as that clause, l ike other
clauses, was in the exact wording of the
South Australian law, the Federal Act,
and other laws, and up to the present
time no trouble bad ensued.

MR. ATKINS: The words ought to be
left in. A long time ago there was an
election at Bunbury at which Mr. Venn
and Mr. David Rlay were candidates, and

one man was disqualified because he used
Mr. David Hay's vehicle without his
knowledge. If these words were left out

Ithe same thing might happen again.
AIR. lAG LISH withdrew the amend-

ment he bad moved to draw attention to
the mat-ter, but pointed out that the Bill
did not permit a candidate to spend any
money in hiring cabs. Last session he

Ftried to have such expenditure made
Ilegal, so that every candidate might have
the right to afford to voters facilities for
getting to the poll; and the same mem-
bers who opposed him to-night opposed
him then, maintaining that he as a
Labour member had no right to propose
that vehicles might he hired. He main-
tained he had, but said the hiring should
be done openly. The Committee forbade
the hiring in one clause, but would not
forbid it in another. If members for
conntry districts wished the right to hire
cabs granted, they must have the Bill
recommitted and another exception added
to Clause 137.

Amendment withdrawn, and the clause
passed.

Clause 144-Undue influence:
MR. PIGOTT: Why had the Premier

omitted from the Bill Section 130 of the
existing Act, providing that in addition
to bribery and undue influence the fol-
lowing should be illegal practices: per-
sonl solicitation by a candidate of the
vote of any elector within 48 hours before
noon on polling day, and attendance by
a candidate at any meeting of electors
held for electoral purposes within 48
hours before polling day ? Surely these
provisions were good. It was disgraceful
that candidates should stand around the
polling booth trying to " nobble " elec-
tors; and this Bill permitted that. Even
for the sake of candidates themiselves, as
Well as to secure purity of election, theIexisting law should be preserved.

THE PBarxER: That section was
repealed by the Criminal Code.

MR. PIGOTT: Candidates should not
be compelled to fight to the last moutent,
but should be relieved at least two days
before the election.

THE PREmiER: Why should not a
candidate be allowed to speak up till the
last night before the pollingP

Mu. PIGOTT: The Bill provided no
limitation.
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THE PREMIER, Yes; a candidate could
not go near the polling-booth. Clause
107 stated that no candidate should in
any way take part in the conduct of an
election.

MR. PIGOTT: That would not pre-
vent his going near the booth. He (Mr.
Pigott) would give notice of an amend-
ment, and move it on recommittal.

MR. flASTLE: This was discussed on
the Criminal Code. Prior to that the
law prohibited a candidate from address-
ing the electors within 48 hours of noon
on polling day. Then the House unani-
mously agreed to allow a candidate to
speak at all times save on the day of
election.

THE PREMIER: We stopped personal
solicitation.

MR. HASTIE: Solicittion or address-
ing any meeting. The time was changed
from 24 hours before noon on polling day
to 12 am. on the day of election. The
leader of the Oppoition (Mr. Pigott)
should show some reason why we should
adopt a procedure with which every
candidate in the State had found fault.

THE PREMIER: The Criminal Code
would not apply to this Bill.

MR. HAS'flE: Then re-enact the
provision in the code.

Mn. PIGOTT: Whether the limit was
48 or 24 hours mattered not; but there
should be some limitation. *With a 12-
hours limit he did not agree; for-a candi-
date could then speak till 12 o'clock on
the night before the polling day.

Mn. HASTIE: Many electors might
wish to hear him then.

MR. PIGOTT: The task of convincing
such could be left to the candidate's
friends.

THx PREMIER: The present law
prohibited any candidate from personally
soliciting the vote of an elector on polling
day, or attending any' meeting of electors
held for electoral purposes on that day.

Mir. PIGOTT: That was only 12
hours before the poll. We ought to go
beyond that. The prohibition would be
inoperative if the Bill passed.

MR. ILLNGrwoRTa: If the limit were
48 hours, the candidate would sometimes
lose three days before the election.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 145 to 158-agreed to.
Clause 159-Criminal Code not to

apply to Parliamentary elections:

MR. HASTIE : Had all the electoral
provisions in the Criminal Code which
would be repealed by' this clause been
inserted in the BillV

THE PREMIER: Yes; it was desired
to include in the Bill all offences in
relation to elections, the preparation of
rolls, and the return of writs.

MR. BEFSTnE: One bad been over-
looked.

THE PREMIER: Yes; because the
Federal Act had been followed.

[MR. ILLINGwoRTH took the Chair.]

Clause passed.
Clause 160-Method of disputing

elections:
Mn. flAOLTSH: One would be glad

to know whether the Premier had con-
sidered the question of having election
petitions dealt with by the House instead.
of l y the Supreme Court. Parliament
seemed the most proper Court to deal with
cases of disputed returns. The Federal
Parliament had adopted that view,
making the respective Houses the arbiters
in such cases.

MR. HASTIE, But there was no Federal
Supreme Court.

MR. DAGLISH, It was true that no
Federal High Court had been constituted.
Probably the expense of a reference to
Parliament would be far less in the case
of either petitioner or respondent.

THE PREMIER: The Federal Elec-
toral Act provided that disputed election
returns should be dealt with by a Court
of Disputed Returns; and the Federal
High Court would be the Court of Dis-
puted Returns. Before the Federal
Electoral Act was passed the Federal
Parliament, under the Federal Constitu-
tion, as a Parliament disposed of electoral
disputes. Part 16 of the Com monwealth
Electoral Act provided for the creation of
a Court of Disputed Returns, and gave
power to the High Court to deal with
disputed returns.

Clause passed.
Clause 161-agreed to.
Clause 162-Deposit as security for

costs
MR. HASTIE: To provide for a

deposit of £150 meant that a petitioner
would have to find that amount besides
being prepared to pay his own costs, and
lie feared the result might be that some
petitions which ought to he'lodged would
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not be lodged. Re understood that the
prntipal reason urged last session for
fixing the sum so high was to prevent
frivolous appeals.

THEv PREMIER: The only question was,
what was a fair amount ?

Ma. TAYLOR: In order to test the
feeling of the Committee he moved as
an amendment-

That in lines 2 and 3 the words " one
hundred ad" be struck out.

THEn PREMIER: A deposit of £50
would be too low, but £2100 would be a
fair thing. Election petitions in them-
selves were most expensive on account of
the Dumber of witnesses to be brought
down.

MR. FOULjKES: In the old country,
the cost of an election petition frequently
amounted to.£1,000 or even £2,000. The
member for Kalgoorlie (Mr. Johnson)
last session had complained that his ex-
penses iu connection with the petition
lodged against him had amounted to
£160. The legal charges involved were,
of course, moderate. The danger of
fixing the deposit too low was that
people would be strongly tempted to
come forward with a, view to upsetting
an election, Not wishing to encourage
litigation, he hoped that 'the amount of
£150 would stand.

MR. TAYLOR: The object of the
amendment moved by him was to make it
as easy as possilde for a candidate who
thought an election had not been con-
ducted in accordance with the law, to
appeal. The deposit of £150 would
debar the poor man, the Labour man,
from appealing; but those who could find
the sum would probably be able to put up
as much as £500. If the feeling of the
Committee was against the amendment,
he would move later that the am6unt of
deposit be reduced to £100.

Ma. FOULjKES: Some hon. members
seemed to sympathise only with the man
desirous of appealing, but we must also
consider the interests of the man elected.
Let us protect the poor man, or Labour
man, who had been returned.

Ma. STONE: If the deposit was made
too low, there was danger that a man of
straw might be put up to try to upset an
election, acting merely as a dummy for
someone else. A. deposit of £2100 would
be satisfactory.

Hit. JA.COBY: Stringent provisions
wore included in this Bill with regard to
malpractices at elections, and the deposit
must not be fixed too high, since other-
wise those provisions would not be tak-en
advantage of. He doubted whether any
man prepared to run an election straight
would object to a, low deposit.

THE& PusXIxa : Convictins under the
clause relating to offenees were made
summary, and if a man were convicted
there would be no occasion to worry
about a petition-the man would soon
climb down.

Ma. JAOOBY: The deposit of £2150
here provided was absolutely prohibitive.

MEaErs: What was the amount of
the deposit at present ?

MR. JACOBY: Fifty pounds.
THE PRannun:- That was too low,
Mn. TAYLOR: HOW Many petitions

had been lodged here in 10 years?
THE Psaxist: Very few.
MR. BATH: The member for the

Swan (Mr. Jacoby) had stated that no
candidate running straight need fear
that a petition would be lodged against
him.

Ma. JAcoiBr: Not quite that: no can-
didate running straight need fear a, low
deposit.

MR. BATH: The statement was much
to that effect. There were difficulties in
both views of the case. We knew from
practical experience that a low deposit
had left the way open for candidates to
be unduly hnarassed, but he was satisfied
that the future would show very few
cases where a defeated candidate or even
his friends would be so mean as to haras
a candidate duly elected. The danger of
making the deposit too high was greater
than that of making it too low, A com-
promise might be arrived at between the
amount here proposed, £2150, and tbat
under the existing law, £50. An aspect
of the matter so far not touched on was
the cost of litigation. The present mode
of procedure, by way of appeal to the
Supreme Court, was altogether too costly,
and a much less expensive tribunal might
be devised. When this subject was pre-
viously under discussion the Premier
showed himself disinclined towards any
chanuge in the direction of the methods
-adopted in the Eastern States, where
these matters were left to a committee of
the House. He (Mr. Bath) thought this
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method preferable to, and just, as fair as,
an appeal to the Supreme Court,

Mu. HOLiMAN: In the event of a.
candidate signing an election petition
and the petition being attested by two
witnesses, would they be responsible in
the event of costs being awardedP

TEni PREMIER: We provided that
certain offences, such as breach of duty,
undue bribery, and matters of that kind,
should jutstify a6 declaration that the
election of a candidate was void. We
also provided a. summary method by
which a person could be charged with
those offences. If a person wanted to
attack a. member he need not go through
the formality of lodging a petition, but
be could lodge information against him
at the police court, and have him tried
on the spot and convicted, and that
would settle the whole matter. It was
not necessary to put this Court of Dis-
puted Returns into motion except for the
purpose of declaring an election void or
Of securing a new election. Very often
people lodged. complaints, not because
they had a real grievance but bec;ause
there was a great deal of personal feeling
about the matter. A man did not know
whether a petition was going to be pushed
on. vigorously, and heavy expense might
be incurred; yet before the case came on
for trial the petition might be withdrawn.
For that reason care should be taken.
A man should not attack an election to
have it declared void or to bring about a
new election unless there was something
serious. He did -not think that there
should be a petition unless bribery had
been rampant or undue influence had.
been carried ou to such an extent as to
affect the election, but one should avail
himself of the summary method, and
give a nian imprisonment from a year
downwards or impose a heavy fine.

Mi. HOLMAN-. Then we understood
that in the event of there being a sum-
mary conviction against the returned
candidate it would be almost an absolute
certainty that the petition would be
upheld.

THE PREsmER: Yes ; supposing one
convicted him of bribery. The amount
of £150 as security for costs was, 'he
thought, too high.

Mu T)AGLISH: The best thing to
prevent blackmailing by persons lodging

petitions they had no confidence in would
be to cheapen the cost of petitions. That
would be far more effective than raising
the amount of deposit. The member for
Kalgoorlie had to bring witnesses down
from Kalgoorlie, and his trouble was
that he had to collect evidence at Kal-
goorlie, get the services of legal advisers
up there, and then as there 'was no Court
to sit at Kalgoorlie he had not only the
expense of bringing his witnesses here,
but double legal costs: and, according
to the statement of the hon. member, the
legal costs were greater than, the actual
cost of producing the witnesses in Court.
It would be well to have a tribunal before
which any person could put his case, or
to have a limitation that these election
petitions should be decided on facts
instead of law points.

Tun PREMIER: We had that, and it
made the proceedings more expensive
still.

MR. DAGIASH: If we could 'have
tme facts decided by a Judge after the
evidence had been given by both sides,
the hearing of a petition need not cost
more than £50.

MR. BATH:- Why not refer the matter
to the Arbitration Court N'

Mu. HASflIE: By a previous clause
we had already agreed that the petition
should be signed by the candidate.
Could we not secure the costs by making
the candidate liable for the expenses ?

MR. TAYLOR: Supposing he had not
the money?

MxR. -RASTIE:- If that man was not
liable for the expenses, what was the good
of asking him to sign?

Amendment passed, and the clause as
amended agreed to.

Clauses 163, 164, 165-agreed to.
Clause 166--Real justice to be ob-

served:.
MR. HASTIE said he did not find.

fault with this clause, which provided
that " the Court shall be guided by the
substantial merits and good conscience of
each case, without regard to legal forms
or technicalities."

Clause passed.
Clauses 167 to 180-agreed to.
Schedules (two)-agreed. to.
Preamble, Title-agreed to.
Bill reported with amendments.

Electoral Bill: (20 AuGuST, 190.1.]
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REDISTRIBUTION OF SEATS BrhL.

THE PREMIER (Ron. Walter James),
in moving that the order be postponed,
said that the second reading would prob-
ably be moved on Wednesday, and
he hoped members would be ready to
discuss the measure. There was only one
real question to consider, as to whether
single electorates must be retained or
not. Beyond that question there would
simply be the appointment of a. select
committee to consider the boundaries and
to report to the House.

Motion passed, and the order post-
poned.

INSPECTION 0OF MACHINERY BILL.
IN COMMITTEE.

Resumed from 13th August.
MR. kLLINowonvu in the Chair; the

MINIsrER POE MINES in charge of the
Bill.

Clause 17-Certain machinery to be
fenced :

MR. TEESDALE SMITH: Raving
discussed the question with the Chief
Inspector of Boilers, he had come to the
conclusion that the clause was all right
as printed. He asked leave to withdraw
his amendment.

Amendment withdrawn.
THE MINISTER FOR MINES moved

that in the second paragraph the words
"machinery declared to be subject to the

provisions of this Act or not" be struck
out.

Amendment passed, and the clause as
amended agreed to.

Clauses 18 to 30-agreed to.
Clause 31-Aid to be given by owner

for purpose of inspection:
Mn. TEESDALE SMITH moved that

in line I after " shall " the words " if
required " be inserted.

Mn. TAYLOR: Who was to be the
judge as to whether it was required or
not ?

THP MINISTER FOR MINES: The
inspector.

Amendment passed.
Mn. TEESDALE SMITH moved that

in line 5 after " the " the word " chief"
be inserted.

Amendment passed.
Mn. TEESDALE SMITH moved that

in paragraph 3 the words " and in such
case the owner shall, at his own cost,

furnish such appliances, if any, as the'
inspector may require " hr struck out..

MR. TAYLOR: This amendment was
not on the Notice Paper: would the
member explain the effect of it.

MR. TEESDALE SMITH : 'If the
words were struck out the inspector would
have to provide his own testing appliances.-
It was absurd to expect every owner of a
boiler, wherever he might be, to provide
his own testing appliances when the Gov-
ernment had tools for this work.

THE MINISTER FOR MINES: The
amendment would not materially affect
the Bill. Where certain tests had to he
made the inspector would provide all
appliances necessary, hut in some cases
where it was necessary to obtain a large
pump to pump water to have tests pro.
perly made, -the owners would be requi red
to assist in this direction, but the owners
would not be expected to supply vry-
thing necessary for the tests. In thiepast
the inspectors had received. every con-
sideration from owners of boilers, and
no harm would be done by the amend-
ment.

MR. HOLMAN: It bad been his in-
tention to except a hydraulic pump, but
the amendment covered that.

Amendment passed, and the clauseas
amended agreed to.

Clause 32-agreed to.
Olause 33-Authorised working pres-

sure of boilers coupled together:
Ma. TEESDALE SMITH moved that

the following words be added to the
clause: "1Unless a reducing valve im
used subject to the approval of the chief
inspector." If two boilers were along-
side one another and one happened to
show more deterioration than the other,
the owner could only use the good boiler
at the same pressure as the less valuable
boiler; but if a reducing valve were in-
serted, the owner could get the full valuie
of the good boiler and a lesser pressure
with the other boiler.

THE MINISTER FOR MINES: The
object of the clause was that where two or
more boilers were c;oupled together when

Ian inspector was giving a pressure cer-
tificate, hie would give the working
pressure of each boiler. In large
works if a, couple of boilers were re.-
quired to work up to lS0lbs. each,
with these there might be connected a
boiler on which a working pressure of

pill, in eninwittep.
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not more than S0ibs. would be allowed,
and the clause as it stood would not
allow that pressure to be exceeded on
any of the boilers. It was contended
that the use of reducing-valves would
prevent undue pressure in the defective
boiler. The valves were all right in the
hands of experts, but, if controlled by
careless and incompetent persons, might
be exceedingly dangerous. For the pre-
sent he would accept. the amendment,
subject to advice to be taken, though he
considered that if the valves were ]ooked
after by competent men, and were as to
their manufacture subject to the chief
inspector's approval, the danger would be
slight.

Amendment passed, and the clause as
amended agreed to.

Clauses 34 to M4-agreed to.
Clause 45-Notice of Bale, etc., of

boiler or machinery:
THEn MINISTER FOR MTNES moved

that the word " forthwith," in line 2, be
struck out, and " within fourteen days"
inserted in lieu.

Amendment passed, and the clause as
amended agreed to.

Clause 46-Liability of owner in first
instance:

MEt. BATH: On the second reading
he had called the Minister's attention to
the fact that the clause would place res-

posblt on the person in charge, thus
miiatn against the owner's employing

competent men, the responsibility uot
being on him. Would the Minister
explain the clause, and how the owner
could be compelled to employ competent
men if it passedP

Tan MINISTER FOR MINES:
Clauses 46 and 47 spoke for themselves,
to the effect that the owner should in
every case, save as subsequently pro-
vided, be deemed in the first instance to
have committed the offence and be liable
to the penalty; but the owner was
entitled to have any agent, servant, or
workman brought before the court at the
time of hearing the complaint; and if
the owner could shor that the accident
occurred through the negligence of the
employee, the employee would be respon-
sible, and quite right too.

ME. BATH: Then every time the
owner employed an incompetent man, the
owner would be able to pass on the

liability to that man, so that the clause
gave the owner complete protection.

Mn. TAX LOBt There was force in
that argument; but if the workman
were certificated the point was covered.
Certainly the onus of proving that the
accident occurred through the work-
man's negligence was with the employer;
but unless the workman were certificated
the owner could always prove this, and a
boiler attendant need not be certificated.

MR. BATH: Better postpone the
clause till the clauses affecting boiler
attendants were dealt with.

THE MINISTER FOR MINES: The
suggested amendment could not be
accepted ; but he would nevertheless
promise that the clause should be re-
committed.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 47 to 52-agreed to.
Clause 53 - Drivers in charge of

engines:
THE MINISTER FOR MINES: This

and the next few clauses were very con-
tentious, and several amendments had
been tabled. He therefore moved that
progress be reported.

Progress reported, and leave given to
sit again.

ADJOURNMENT.
The House adjourned at 10-28 o'clock,

until the next Tuesday.

Inspection of Machinery. (20 AuoUST, 1903.]


