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Tn SPEAKER took the Chair at
4-30 o'clock p.

PRAYERS.

QUESTION-SEWERAGE WORK,
MINIMUM WAGE.

MR. TROY asked the Minister for
Works: i, Has aiinimum wage clause
been inserted in the sewerage contracts
now being carried out by Messrs. Atkins
and Law and others ? 2, If so, why is
it not being observed? 3, Is the
Minister aware that this work is par-
ticularly dangerous to the workmen, and
requires the employment of specially
skilled miners? 4, I s he aware that the
wage now being paid on this work is
8s. 6d. per day of eight hours, leading
hands is. per shift extra, but no extra
pay for overtime? 5, Is he oif opinion
that this rate is an equitable rate of pay
for skilled miners in Perth ? 6, Will he
include in the conditions for all future
contracts a stipulation for the pa.'yment
of a fair rate of wages as a minimum
rateP

THE MINISTER FOR WORKS re-
plied: r, Subiclause 3 of Clause 26 in
General Conditions of Contract reads:
"All persons employed by the contractor
on daily wages in performance of any of
the works herein r-eferred to shall be paid
by the contractor at the current rate of
wages applicable to the trade at the place
where they are so employed." 2, The
department is not aware of any breach.
3, I am advised that the work is not
particularly dangerous, and does not
include many of the risks covered by
mining Operations. 4, NO. 5, No repre-
sentations have been made to the depart-
ment in connection with the wages paid.
6, Subelause 3 of Clause 26 referred to
in No. Iprovides for a fair rate of
wages.

QUESTION-R&ILWAY UNIFORMS,
TENDERS.

MR. BATH (for Mr. Johnson) asked
the Minister for Railways: j, Are tenders
for supply of railway uniforms now being
considered? a , If so, will he personally
see that a standard rate of wages be
guaranteed to t hose employed in the
mai;nufacture of these uniforms ?

Tan MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS
replied: r, Tenders were accepted on the
1st inst. z, The followingeclause appears
in the conditions of contract :-"All
persons employed in the performance of
any work in connection with the contract
shall be paid at the current rate of wages
locally applicable."

QUESTION-DIVIDEND DUTY
COLLECTION.

MR TAYLOR asked the Treasurer:
I, Has every company in this State which
earns profits furnished the Treasurer with
copies of their balance-sheet annually,
to enable him to assess the value of every
dividend, profit, advantage., or gain
intended to be paid or credited to or
distributed among any members of such
companies, as is required by the Dividend
Duty Act ? 2, If annual returns are not
sent in by all companies, has the
Treasurer any other means of assuring
himself that taxation is not being evaded?
3, If the present law is not stringent
enough, does the Treasurer intend to ask
Parliament this session to amend it?

Tag TREASURER replied: I, No.
Under Section 6 of the Dividend Duties
Act 1902, companies trading in Western
Australia, and not elsewhere, are only
obliged to send in a balance-sheet after
declaring a dividend. Companies trading
in Western Australia and elsewhere are
obliged to send in a balance-sheet
ann11ually. 2, NO. 3, Yes; instructions
were given to draft an Amending Bill
last week.

PAPERS PRESENTED.

By the MINISTER FOR MINES: State
Batteries Inquiry Board's Report.

BILL-BREAD ACT AMENDMENT.

Introduced by MR. VnRynw, and
read a first time.
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MOTION -GOLDFIELDS WATER
CATCHMENT.

LANDOWNERS NEAR BIUNDARING.

MR. A. C. GULL (Swan) moved-
That in the opinion of this House the Gov-

ernment should consider the avisabiity of so
amending the By-laws of the Goldfleldst Water
Supply Catchment Area as to enable free-
holders with in that area to utilise their hold-
ings to better advantage than at present, or
as an alternative to have them resumed by the
Government at a price to be fixed by arbitra-
tion.
He said: In asking the House to assent
to this motion, I shall confine myself to
the by-laws regulating freeholds on the
reserves within the catchiment area. Tt
must be borne in mind that most of the
estates that have the misfortune to be so
situated had been for many years prior
to the building of the Mundaring Weir
in possession of their owners. I will refer
as briefly as possible to the gist of the
by-laws, without inflicting too much
reading on the Rouse. I mnust first call
attention to the definition of high-water
mark:

The highest point on either bankr of any
watercourse to which the water of such water-
course has risen, or may, owing to the con-
struction of the Helena Weir or other works
incidental thereto, at any time rise.
The first by-law that has an 'Y particular
bearing on the question at issue is No. 8.
The preceding by-laws prescribe certain
sanitary conditions which are necessary,
or at all1 events advisable, on all farmis
whether situated on the catc'hment area
or elsewhere. But No. 8 deals with the
mnauring of land, and provides that-

No person sha deposit or permit to be de-
posited any fcecal matter, refuse, d tn g, manure,
or other offensive matter in or near any water-
course within the catchment area, or within
three hundred yards of high-water mnark, or i11
any place where in the opinion of the inspector
srormwaters will be liable to wash such matter
into any watercourse.
In the hilly country where these farms
are located it is extremely difficult to
find any patch of ground not within
three hundred yards from a, catch went,
and on which offensive matter will not
eventually drain into any watercourse;
and if it were possible to find any such
patches of ground there would be no
incentive to manure them, because they
would be ironstone and forest country,
which could not be used except for
grazing purposes, and then only if

grazing were allowed on the catchmnent
area. Byv-law No. 9 provides that no

Istable, &owslied, goat-shed, or any shed
for stock shall be erected within three
hundred yards of high-water mark ; and
in the event of such building being in
existence, the inspector may order the
removal of that building; anid in this and
ini evervecase where removals are necessary
tho cost of such removal shall he. brrne.
by the owner and occupier of the land.
It is impossible to use any building for
the keeping of fowls, ducks, or other
domesticated animals at any place less
than three hundred yards from high-
water mark. By-law No. 11 provides
that mnanure or other refuse shall not be
allowed to accumulate around such
buildings, and must not be used on the
land as fertilisers, but shall be dis-
posed of as the inspector may direct.
No. 13 says that no animal shall be
stabled, housed, or yarded within 300
yards of high-water mark. No. 14 says
that no person shall, without written
permission, allow any horse, cattle, sheep,
goat, duck, goose, fowl, or other species
of live stock to stray over any portion of
the catchiment area. No. 15 says that no
person shall keep any swine in any part
of the catchinent area. That has been
amended hy agreement, and the amend-
MCUt Stipulates the same clause as exists
in many others, that they shall not be
kept within 300 yards of any high-water
mark. Consequently the amendment is
of little or no use to the man in occu pa-
tion of a farm, because of necessity his
buildings, sties, and so forth for animals
must be within reach of his homestead to
be of any use to him whatever. No. 18
is one of the most objectionable by-laws.
It deals entirely with mnanures and so
forth, that may not be used within 300
yards of any catebmlent within the water
service. No. 21, the last to which I
take exception, and I think the most
arbitrary of the lot, provides that it shall
be lawful for the inspector or other
authorised officer, at his discretion, at
any reasonable hour, with or without
notice, to enter any house or premises
for the purpose of ascertaining whether
any act or thing is being done or per-
mnitted within such house or premises in
breach of the by-laws, etcetera. T am not

I for a moment going to say that these
Iby-laws are not necessary in the interests
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of the public health. I admit they, are
necessary; but if they are necessary it
only shows that it is next to an
Impossibilit 'y for any man who has the
misfortune to own an estate -within the
prescribed area to utilise it to its proper
value. If these by-laws are not to be
enforced in their entirety, I see very little
or any use for them, because necessity may
arrive at any time when the whole of the
35,000 acres, whichi I think is the am') unt of
laud alienated or in process of alienation,
may be stocked; and directly these areas
are stocked any relaxation that may be
permitted by the authorities at present
must of necessity cease. I know that at
present a certain amount of stock, sheep
and so forth, is permitted in the area;
but what is to be the position as soon as
the whole Of Lhe owners in that areal
place stock on their landsP If they are
to be permitted to place stock in contra-
vention of the by-laws, the latter are of
no use. I am not arguing that they are
of nouse. I admit their necessity, but it
points out that the man in the unfortu-
nate position of being in the area is in a,
very invidious position. The value of
the farm to a man is, in the first place,
what he can make out of it; or if he
does not want it himself, that he may
lease it or sell it. I ask any memnber of
this House whether, with these b y-laws
in existence, -a man would dreamn for one
instant either of leasing or buying any
freehold property in that catehm~ent area..
I think, under the circumstances, any
member would immiediately say that he
mnust, if ho bought or ]cased a. block, so
run his head against the by-laws that the
occupation of the land Would be a farce
and an unprofitable undertaking. I do
not say for one mnoment that the secre-
tary of the water scheme is going to
drastically enforce the provisions of these
by-laws; but he appoints inspectors, and
those inspectors are bound to justify
their existence, and they do it by making
various complaints from time to time.
Though these complaints are in some
instances justifiable, in many instances
they are not. It is necessary to give the
officers free control in the interests of
public health, but every argument. points
to the one thing, that the people in the
catchment area are in a most unfortunate
position. As I said a moment ago, if
the various holders wished to stock their

properties they would immediately 'be
blocked; and if that is the position, I
crannot help saying that as time goes on
the position will be more acute, and event-
ually the Government will need to take
these bold ings and relieve the present
holders of their properties. I do not
think for a moment that any one will
argue that it will not happen in the
future; and if it will happen, it is better
for the Government, when the holdings
are in a lesser state than they will ulti-
mately be, to consider the question of
relieving the lpresent holders in the area
of their properties. Even if I fail for
various reasons in this motion, I assert
that this is a matter worthy of mnost
serious consideration by the Govern inent
and by members of the House, whether
even in the event of my failing to afford
relief to these unfortunate maen, they are
to be subject to the land tax. If there
is no relief to be afforded to them, surely
the Government should take into cn-
sideration, the fact that under the present
conditions it is practically an impossi-
bility for any mnan in that catebment arca
to improve his holding to such an extent
as to be able to claim at rebate under the
land tax. I am going to ask the Trea-
surer on recommittal of the Land Tax
Assessment Bill to bear this in mind, and
to ask him whether he will not see that
my contention is a justifiable one, and to
ask him to afford relief in that direction
at any rate, if relief canuot be afforded
in the direction suggested in miy motion.

On motion by the MINISTER FOR
WoaxKs, debate adjourned.

RETURN -DIVIDEND DUTY
COLLECTION.

Mu. G. TAYLOR (Mount Margaret)
moved-

That there be laid upon the table a return,
showing-i, The total amount collected under
the Dividend Duty Act during the last finan-
cial year. 2, HOW much of that amount was
levied on companies'profits apart from declared
dividends which are paid in money, and how
much of tha~t has been collected. 3, What
amount has been levied on money earned by
companies within the State and invested in
ventures outside the State, and hew much of
that has been collected.
This return would enable members to
ascertain exactly how much taxation had
been received under the Dividend Duty
Act, and it would enable them, when the

[ASSEMBLY.] Dividends Collection,
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financial statement was made by the
Treasurer, to discuss it better. The in-
formation could have reasonably been
covered by questions, so there was no
necessity to labour the point, but mem-
bers should have this information before
we went in for fresh taxation proposals.
We were informed by the Treasurer that
it was intended to amend the Dividend
Duty Act. This return would show us
the necessity for its amendment.

MR. HOLMAN seconded the motion.
THE TREASURER (Hon. F. Wilson):

The procedure adopted by the mover was
the proper one, as the information asked
for could hardly have been given in the
form of reply to a question. It would
take some time to get out the informa-
tion. So far as Nos. 1 and 2 were con-
cerned, be was willing to have the returns
prepared and laid on the table; but with
regard to No. 8, it was impossible for the
Government to supply the information
asked for. There were no means of
ascertaining how much of the money
earned by companies operating in this
State was invested outside the State; and
though it might be known that certain
companies operating here did invest
money outside the State, yet such in vest-
ments were not shown in the balance-
sheets. Even though these were shown
in the balance-sheets, there were certailn
companies operating within the State
and not elsewhere that were not com-
pelled under the Act to send their
balance-sheets to the Treasury. They
had to make returns to the Treasury only
as to those portions of their trading
operation on which they had declared a
dividend. His desire was to give the
House all the information in his power.
He wished members to be conversant
with the method in which the Act was
administered, and when the annual
Financial Statement was presented to the
House shortly, it would be seen exactly
what amount had been obtained from
these duties. The mover should agree to
the withdrawal of paragraph 3 of the
motion, as it was impossible to supply
the information ask-ed for therein.

Mu. HOLMAN was pleased to have
the assurance of the Treasurer that it was
intended to amend the Dividend Duty
Act this year. An amendment was
necessary, for thousands of pounds earned
here were sent out of this State every

year for investment in foreign countries.
Hle had referred to the question when
speaking on the Address-in-Reply, and.
instanced the case of the Lake View Con-
sols Mining Company, which sent abou~t
£70,000 for investment in Broken Hill
and £650,000 or £60,000 to China. It
was, a grave injustice to this State that a
company had made some hundreds of
thousands of pounds profit here, and
instead of paying dub-v on that money in-
vested it in foreign countries, and even
though dividends were declared in those
countries, this State which had supplied
the money reaped no dividend duty from
those outside investments. The Trea-
surer should take such steps in the future
as would insure that this State should
receive that to which it was entitled from
the profits made within the State.

Ma. TAYLOR (in reply): Section 9
of the Dividend Duty Act dealt with
compyanies doing business in. -this. State,
and provided that-

The Minister may require any company to
forward to him any farther or other balance-
sheet and documents which in his opinion are
necessary to enable the amount of duty pay-
able to be correctly assessed or ascertained,
and may rqiesuch bsalance-sheets and docu-
ments to =nvrfied by statutory declaration.
That section appeared to give the Trea-
surer full power to ascertain the exact
position of anky company operating in
Lhis State. Last year the Adelaide
Steamship Company increased its capital
and distributed the new shares amongst
its shareholders. Such proceeding should
come within the interpretation clause of
the Act, which read -

" Dividend " inclu~des every dividend, profit,
advantage, or gain intended to be paid or
credited to or distributed amongst any mem-
bers Of anly company.
Beyond doubt the money represented by
the new capital was taxable under the Act;
hence his mnotion. Theore were other comn-
panies, such as the Perth Gas Company,
which started afew years ago with a capital
of something like B20,000, its capital value
now being about £100,000 j and this in-
crease of capital was distributed by the
issue of preferential shares to the share-
holders. The intention of the Legislature
in passing the Act was to give power to
the Treasurer to tax those companies
which were muaking huge profits out of
their operations within this State. If the
existing Act did not give the Treasurer
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sufficient power to carry out that inten-
tion it should be ameuded to give more
power. If there was not the necessary
machinery in existence by which that in-
formation sought in the third part of his
motion could be furnished, it would
be idle to call on the Treasurer to supply
it. In the circumstances he would with-
draw the third part.

Mx. SPEAKER: Some member might
move an amendment to strike out the
third request in the motion; or the
Minister might supply such of the par-
ticulars as he was able to obtain.

MR. TAYLOR would allow the motion
to stand, the Treasurer to supply the
information asked for in parts I and 2.

Question put and passed.

MOTION -ELECTORAL, EAST FilE-
MANTLE, TO DECLARE VACANCY

Debate resumed from the 29th August,
on the motion by Mr. Johnson " That in
consequence of the decision of the Chief
Justice in the matter Of the petition of
Angwin v. Holmes, lodged under the
Electoral Act 1904-that the election of
Holmes, the sitting member, was void-
the seat of the hon. memnber for East
Fremantle be declared vacant."

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL (Hon.
N. Keen-an): Before dealing with the
matter raised by the member for Guild-
ford, I should like to congratulate him
on the excellent manner in which he laid
his case before the House, and also on
the fact that, not being a professional
man, he nevertheless dealt with the legal
points in a manner that reflects the
highest credit on his acumen, and on the
diligence which he brought to beat' on
the subject matter in question. I notice
that the membher, when rising to address
the House, pointed out that it might be
necessary to some extent to weary maui-
hers with certain long quotations which
it was his duty to make. I can assure
the hion, member that personally no such
result was arrived at. On the contrary,
I can assure him he maintained, as far as
I was concerned, my fullest interest in
the matter laid before the House to the
end of his speech. Before dealing with
the subject matter raised, I desire to
rebut a possible suggestion that there
was any delay on the part of those

responsible for carrying out the judicial
functions in this country, as to the hear-
ing of that election petition. In regard
to that the dates speak for themselves.
It appears that the election was held on
the 27th October. The election petitiou
was filed on the 14th December, and the
solicitor for the petitioner, in preparing
his case, took out various summonses
at different times for the purpose of
examining witnesses. And may' I point
out, it was entirely in his hands to have
taken out, a summons for all the
witnesses at the one time. But no
doubt acting in the interests of
his client, lie proceeded from time to
time, as the information came to his

hnd. Before a petition of this char-
aer is heard, it is necessary that a sum-

mons should be taken out for what is
called directions. The p~arties appear
before a Judge to fix a&date. The date is
fixed upon for the bearing of the petition.
That application was made for the first
time on the 9th March, 1906, and a date
was then fixed for the bearing of the
petition, the 28th March, on which
date the petition was first opened. The
hearing of that petition lasted until the
2nd April, and judgment was then re-
served. I find on examination of the
records that on the 3rd April the Chief
Justice was sitting in chambers discharg-
ing judiciary work, for which there was
no other Judge available at the time.
On the 4th and 5th April he was dis-
charging the same work, and on the 6th,
the 9th, the 10th, and the 11th he was
sitting- in the Full Court. It is perfectly
clear, therefore, that he had no possible
opportunity of considering the case of
the petition and forming his reserved
judgment until a date after the 11th
April, and on the 12th of April judg-
ment was delivered. That judgment
covered 15 pages of foolscap, so that
members will-and I say this in justice
to the judiciary of the State-see that no
time whatever was wasted as far as the
Judges were concerned, or the particular

iJudge who heard the election petition, o
that any reflection which conveys that
was not justified by the circumstances of
the case. It would be also impossible to
shut one's eyes to the fact that the mecm-
ber for Guildford held a dual brief. On
the one hand he was prepared to argue,
and did argue, very ably, the legal
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and constitutional question arising out of
the circumstances of the East Fremantle
election petition. On the other hand, it
is apparent on the face of it that he
wished to place the conduct of one of the
parties to the election petition in the most
favourable light. I am led to believe
that because hie pointed out to members
tha~t they wouild realise the impor-
tance of the facts he would lay
before the House in the forthcoming
election, the facts dealing, with the
possible delay. Let me say before I
touch on the subject matter of most im-
portance, that I refrain wholly and
entirely from entering on that field of
inquiry. I shall decline respectfully to
follow the member in such an inquiry.
I have only one duty to dischiarge, and
that duty is in no way connected with
making o bservations, whether favourable
or unfavourable, which reflect on one party
or the other in the election petition. Only
one other somewhat extraneous matter I
must refer to, and that is the possible
inference the House is asked to form
from the attitude and utterances of the
Chief Justice on the occasion of the hear-
ing of the election petition concerning
the East Fremantle election. The mem-
ber for Guildford pointed out that the
Chief Justice refused a stay of proceed-
ings, stating that the deciision was final,
and gave no right of appeal. Members
might draw from this the inference that,
as far as the Chief Justice was concerned,
he looked on it as an Act of such a char-
actor that there was no right of appeal
whatever. If that inference is to be
drawn, let inc point out that in the case
of the Geraldton election petition, where
the samne point was. raised, perhaps on
more mature judgment the Chief Justice
refused to pronounce any decision until
the matter had been submitted to the
High Court of Anstralia, that is until the
East Fremantle election petition had been
heard and determined. I amn entitled to
go this far, that if any inference is to be
drawn from the conduct of the Chief
Justice, an inference of a totally different
character should be drawn from what he
said at a later date when his judgment
must have been of a more mature char-
acter. That is a, matter I only refer to
because it might influence the opinions
of members, and might influence them,
I will not say improperly because that

word is open to misconstruction, but in an
improper wanner because such inferences
should not be made. Now to deal with the
real su bject- matter raised by the speech
of the member, I draw the attention of the
House to this fact, that it begins really
with a letter written by Mr. Le Messu rier,
solicitor for the petitioner, to His Excel-
lency the Governor immediately after the
decision of the election petition. In that
letter Mr. Le Mossurier said he was in-
structed by his client Mr. W. C. Angwin,
who was a, candidate for the seat, to
inquire-

Why the writ for the election for a member
to represent the East Frenmantle electorate in
the Western Australian Legislative Assembly
has not yet been issued. Under the Electoral
Act 1904, Clause 17.1 (3), when an election has
been declared absolutely void, as has been the
case of the election on the 27th October last
of Mr. J. J. Holmes, a new election shall be
held, and under Clause 29 of the Constitution
Act Amendme nt. Act 189, the writ for such F,
new election shall b e issued by the Governor,
except as provided in Section 30 of the said
Act. The case in point is not prvded for
under the said 30th Section, anditi follows
therefore that the writ should he issued by
Your Excellency. The order of court declar-
ing the election absolutely void was taken out
on the 18th April last.
I[ refer to that because one must
recognise that as far as any legal
dicta voiced by the member for Guild-
ford arc concerned, he is only doing so
under instructions from a legal prac-
titioner, who is not present in the
Chamber. I do not -say that in any
sense derogatory to the member, because
if he belonged to the profession he would
be equally aible to form strong opinions
for himself. If it can be clearly shown,
as I will in a moment show, that the
opinion is one that no one applying
common sense to the statutes would
express, we should take every other
information supplied to the member
with considerable doubt. In the Con-
stitution Act the section is so clear
that even an articled clerk, one of
the derided individuals referred to
when dealing with the Legal Prac-
titioners Bill, and who it vwas stated
were only fit to sweep out offices-one
of these would be fully capable of
determining the section. Under Section
30, which I propose to read, it is
provided:

Whenever a vacancy (otherwise than by the
effiurion of time, in the ease of a member of
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the Council) occurs in either House from any
cause, the President or Speaker, as the case
may be, upon a resolution by the House do-
dlaring such vacancy and the cause thereof,
shall cause a writ to he issued for supplying
the vacancy; and in ase of a vacancy caused
by death or resignation, or the acceptance of
any of the principal executive offices of the
Government liable to be vacated on political
grounds, the President or Speaker may issue
such writ without such preceding resolution
when Parliament is not in session, or when
such vacancy occurs during any adjournment
for a longer period than seven days of the
House affected by the vacancy.

Surely that language is so sufficiently
clear that any layman should understand
it. If a vacancy arises by reason of death
or resignation, or the acceJptance of any
of the principal executive offices of the
State, the Speaker or President may
issue a writ provided the House is not in
session, and if the House is in session
there must be a resolution, unless there
baa been an adjournment for more than
seven days. When any other vacancy
occurs it is necessary before action is
taken that a resolution shall be passed by
the House declaring such vacancy and the
cause thereof. That section is so abso-
]utely and entirely clear that it passes
almost one's comprehension to imagine
how it is possible for a doubt to arise as
to its meaning. Any layman reading it
cannot miss the meaning of the section.
Whenever certain classes of resignations
which are referred to occur, the President
or the Speaker, as the case may be, is
entitled to issue a writ. He is en-
tit-led to do it if the House is not in
session. If the House is in session it is
absolutely necessary that the House shall
declare the vacancy and the cause, and
then only has the Speaker power to issue
his writ. There is no section in that Act
giving power to the Speaker or President
to issue a writ for a vacancy occurring by
reason of death, resignation, or otherwise
unless the House is not in session. If a
vacanc y arises under other conditions the
House declares the vacancy, and at the
same time declares the cause. This very
position had to be considered, and when
the Coolgardie election petition was beard
it was determined, as members will re-
member, some considerable time before
Parliament met, as both parties were
anxious for the election to take place1

as soon as possible. They were actively
marshalling their forces, which is to

a certain extent a, costly proceeding,
and the evident wish of all parties was
to make the contest as short as possible.
I was besieged with letters and telegrams
from both sides asking me to advise the
Governor or Speaker to immediately
issue a writ; but we could not do so,
anxious as we were to meet the wishes of
both parties, who wanted exactly the
same thing. We had to wait until the
House met and report, through his
Honour the Speaker, what had been the
decision on the hearing of the election
petition; and then the House determined
that the Coolgardie seat was vacant by
reason of the report made to it, and
thereupon the Speaker was authorised to
issue a writ, and only then. And this I
would point out must be taken into
account by members; because if we find
sonic gentlemian going astray in the in-
terpretation of what after all is a most
simple matter, it is only reasonable to
assume that it is dangerous to follow him
in matters that require very' careful in-
vestigation indeed. There is only one
observation I would like to make which
is somewhat outside the argument, in
regard to this question of having to wait
until Parliament met, and until Parlia-
ment declared the seat vacant, and that
is in relation to the remarks which the
hon. member for Guildford felt he was
justified in making iu criticising the
actions of the Minister who acted as the
bead of the Grown Law Department in
the previous Administration. I refer to
Mr. Moss. Clearly if a writ could not be
issued until Parliament met, there could
be no blame placed on the shoulders of
the Minister for not recommending some-
thing to be done which could not be
done. [MR. JOHNsoN: Hear, hear.]
And therefore I feel sure the bon.
member will fully acquit Mr. Moss in
the matter of an 'y blame for not adopt-
ing a course of conduct which he will
now see was not open for him to
adopt.

MR. JOHNSON : Hear, hear. That is not
my argument.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: There
is a matter which I may mention although
it is not within my own knowledge. A
matter which relates to the interpretation
of the statutes is one entirely within my
knowledge, but I am now desirous of
saying something only told me in conver.
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Bation, which can be confirmed, I am
sure, by members who were in the
Cabinet of which Mr. Moss was a mem-
her. In order that he might be free
from a charge by any person of impro-
perly using his position in the Govern-
ment, being as he was the solicitor for
one of the parties, be obtained the con-
sent of the other members of the Minis-
try to refer the matter to 'Mr. Burt, a
senior counsel in the State, who is a man

everybody in the State respects, and who
had nothig whatever to do with the
subject matter on which he was called
upon to give advice. As I say, I am
only giving this not from any knowledge
of my own or of any other member of the
Cabinet, but on an authority which I
believe is absolutely unimpeachable.
And if members will rise to the occasion
and question a statement of that charac-
ter, as very often things are questioned.
it can be confirmed by those who have
better means of saying what happened
than I have.

MR. JoaNsoN : Did the Crown Solicitor
confirm the opinion of the Minister ?

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: Of
mysaelf ?

MR. JoHtqsoN: Did the Minister go to
the Crown Solicitor previously to going
to Mr. Burt, or did he ignore the Crown
Solicitor ?

THE ATTORNEJY GENERAL: Un-
less I can ask this question I shall not
be in a position to answer. I have not
asked aquiestion of this character. All I
did was to ak a question from what
arose during the statement of the hon.
member, and that was whetherhbe advised
a certain course, or auy cotirse. If I had
had. an y knowledge that there was any
farther information required, I could
have asked the question now suggested.
Now to deal with the question of the
right of appeal, in the first place I
hope that in attempting to explain to the
House matters that are entirely technical
and legal, and therefore what a layman
would describe as dry as dust, I shall not
weary members, and that I shall not
confuse their minds, but so deal with the
matter that they will be able to grasp
what I say. Rights of appeal are of two
classes. The prerogative right of the
Crown has always existed and always will
exist until the day it is deemed fit to
wipe away the existence of the Crown

and have a State with no monarch at the
head. The Crown has delegated in
various degrees and phases powers to
various authorities within the State. The
prerogative right of hearing a complaint
of any subject who has a grievance
remains, and it exists to-day not in the
person of the Sovereign, but in those law
courts which are the courts of justice.
Of course constitutional matters seem ini
a large degree to be matters of fiction,
but they are not so, because they have
come down to us through many years of
history. The evolution has been so slow
that to trace it we should have to go back
to the very beginning and have to worm
through miles of books and records,
through many pages and many phases of
our history, recounting incidents which
members now-a-days living in comfortand
in freedom forget that they ever existed.
However, the position to-day stands
exactly as it did when the monarchy first
allowed these powers to be taken and
exercised by, its subjects under the con-
stitujtion. The prerogative right of appeal
still exists, and alongside the prerogative
right there is the statutory right, because
from time to time the Imperial Houses
of Parliament and the Houses of Parlia-
ment in the various colonies and depen-
dencies have passed laws under which
they allow appeal. That right is a
statutory right. It does not exist in
that case as a prerogative of the Crown,
but it exists by the will of the Parlia-
ment of the people, and these rights
exist side by side. In the one case you
have the statutory right, and you
can rely solely on your statutory right.
On the other hand there is a general
right wholly apart from that statutory
right of appeal, which has come
down as a devolution of the rights and
privileges of sovereigns to the courts con-
stituted under them. Itisin regard to the
statutory right I have to ask the House
to be good enough to listen whilst I point
out to what extent it exists. In doing
that I shall have to refer them to the Act
under which the Commonwealth of Aus-
tralia, was first constituted. There is one
important matter in regard to this Act
which members must bear in mind, and
it is this, that the Commonwealth Act is
not one which was framed by the Corn-
muonwealtb Parliament. It is an Act
framed by the Imperial Parliament, and
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it was open to every State in Australia
to accept or reject it. If they did accept
it, it became their Act, and they were
bound by the conditions as any State is
bound by the conditions of the Parlia-
ment it has appointed. It is of great
importance to remember that, because
there has been some suggestion of State
rights in this matter. There is no ques-
tion of State rights in the interpretation
of the Commonwealth of Australia Con-
stitution Act. It is not an Act enacted
by the Commonwealth Parliament. If it
were, there might be some insignificant
but nevertheless possible argument on
which to suggest a collision of State
rights with Commonwealth rights; but
this Act is one we have deliberately ac-
cepted. We have entered into it just as
much as New South Wales, Victoria,
Queensland, Tasmania, or South Aus-
tralia, and we are equally hound by its
provisions. And in so far as its inter-
pretation confers powers upon a new
court, we in conjunction with others
have conferred those powers. Let us see
what these powers are. It is somewhat
a pity that we have not enough volumes
to hand the Act round to members.
The appellate jurisdiction of the High
Court is conferred by the Constitution,
not by the Judiciary Act. Sec. 73 of the
former provides that the High Court
shall have jurisdiction " with such excep-
tions and subject to such regulations as
the Parliament prescribes to hear and
determine appeals from all judgments,
decrees, orders, and sentences" of Fed-
eral courts-and now come the important
words-or "of the Supreme Court of any
State, or of any other court of any State
from which at the establishment of the
Commonwealth an appeal lies to the
Queen-in-Counicil." The member for
Guildford has unwittingly misled himself
in not carefully scrutinisin.g the form of
that sentence and the words used. Under
tbat subsection the High Court has juris-
diction to hear an appeal against any
judgment of the Supreme Court of any
State. Not only that, but there is the
word "or." which is disjunctive. There
is a comma, showing that the sense of
the interpretation for the moment stops,
and then come the words " or " etcetera.
'The hon. member has asked us to read
the whole lot in one sentence. He has
asked us to say that the power conferred

on the High Court under this particular
Act was only the power to hear and
determine appeals from a judgment or
order of the Supreme Court of the State,
if that judgment or order was one from
which, in the words of the section, "at
the establishment of the Commonwealth
an appeal lies to the Queen-in-Council."
That is not so. Members reading the
section will see that every judgment or
order of the Supreme Court was made a
matter of appeal to the new court then
and there created, or intended to be
created, because its creation was a
subsequent matter. Partherniore, it was
provided that any other court in the
State, whatever class of court, which at
the time of the passing of this Act had
the right of appeal to the Queen-in.
Council, was also entitled to have its
orders, judgments, and decrees reviewed
by this High Court of Australia. That
is a matter which on reading the section
members will see for themselves. I have
pointed out that this is an Act which we
have assented to. It is our Act, and we
have no more right to challenge it than
we have to challenge any Act which
appears on our own statute-book. If
you turn to the Electoral Act of 1904 of
our own State you will find in that Act,
as the hon. member has pointed out, that
we departed from our previous practice
under the Act of 1899 of having a court
of disputed returns, and we pr-ovided
that-

The validity of any election or return may
be disputed by petition addressed to the
Supreme Court, and not otherwise, and the
Supreme Court shall have jurisdiction to hear
and determnine the same.
The consequence is that when an
appeal is beard under the provisions
then made, it is an act taken by
the Supreme Court, the result either
of an order or decree or other form
of judgment made by the Supreme Court.
And under our Supreme Court Act it
is provided that anything done by a
single Judge is held to be done by the
Supreme Court. In other words, we
constitute one Judge in our own State
as coming within the meaning of the
Supreme Court. Owing to a blunder in
hasty legislation such as this, we have to
face a position which no doubt in more
mature moments every member in the
House would have been prepared to care-
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fully guard against. This legislation
was so hurried that we find that whereas
it was the intention of the Electoral Act
that as regards those entitled to vote for
members of the Legislative Assembly
only the condition of residence should
apply, the Act never repealed the Consti-
tution Act of 1899, which provided that
in the case of half-caste natives, those who
possessed property up to a certain value,
should be entitled to be placed on
the roll for the Legislative Assembly.
Among other measures to be dealt with
this session wilt be an amending Bill to
remove the extraordinary anomaly result-
ig from the attempt to rush through
new legislation before considering its
effect on existing legislation. This raises
the argument I have now to address
to the House. I regret to have to use
the word " argument,t ' because in a
matter of this kind one must fall in not
only with the spirit but with the actual
necessities of the position. It is neces-
sary for me to argue this question as if I
were appearing before a court; and that
necessity places me under a great dis-
ability, because I know that members
have no desire to address themselves to a
legal question as Judges, and no desire
to discharge a duty which in many cases
might be objectionable, for the one reason
that they have not had an opportunity of
training their minds so as to enable them
to form a careful and correct opinion.
But the necessities of the case force me,
as I say, to argue before the House as if
it were a conclave of Judges sitting to
decide the issue. I have pointed out the
broad question which would arise from
the right of general appeal. Letmte now
farther point out that all appeals are
capable of classification, not only under
the heads of prerogative right and
statutory right, but by reason of the
fact that an appeal may be either
general or of a restricted character.
A general appeal raises the whole
issue, raises the merits, and any
points of law arising in the hearing
of the merits, and any matter which mayv
be included within the four corners of
the case. A special appeal is limited to
the subject matter set up under certain
limited conditions. It is made under
certain limited conditions; and therefore
the court of appeal has a much-restricted
jurisdiction and a, much more restricted

right to grant relief than it has when
reviewing a case on the broad lines of a
general appeal. I have so far dealt
briefly with the case on the lines of a
gener~al appeal, which comprehends all
the subject matters raised by the order
or judgment of the Supreme Court. But
I will point out to the House later on
that it is fortunately not necessary to
consider the matter of a general appeal to
any greater extent than we have con-
sidered it already, because this case will
narrow itself down to a much smaller and
more restricted issue. That smaller and
more restricted issue arises from this
consideration. If a House of Parlia-
ment confers jurisdiction on any body or
organisation or court, and provides at the
same time that such body shall not be
bound by any rules of evidence in the
conduct of the business, in the hearing of
the matters brought before it, Had
farthermore that. whatever decision is
arrived at shall not be the subject matter
of any appeal, is it not perfectly clear
that the House intends that the proviso
shall apply only when the court or other
body acts within the jurisdiction con-
ferred? I wish members to appreciate
that point, because it is of the greatest
possible importance. When the House
creates a new body, or confers on some
existing body certain powers, the House
says when so doing: " You are to exer-
cise these powers in conformity with a
certain jurisdiction which we confer upon
you; and if you do so, then we say also
that whatever decision you may arri ve
at will not be the subject matter
of appeal." For the purpose of this
part of my argument, I am stating
the strongest case that could be made
by the member for Guildford; for I am
now putting his case more strongly than
he himself would put it, or would ask
anyone else to put it on his behalf. And
in these circumstances there arises the
consideration that if the body on which
a certain jurisdiction is conferred goes
outside that jurisdiction, then no longer
does the provision apply that whatever
decision it may arrive at is not to be
subject to appeal. And clearly so,
because the body in question might
arrive at most irrelevant decisions; might
use the powers given it, not for the
purpose for which they were conferred,
but for a purpose totally different. And
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that this is so I can fortunately prove to
members by calling their attention to a
few cases which will be within their own
recollection -cases arising under the
Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration
Act. By that Act Parliament created an
entirely new and special court; not a
court of law, because, as I shall show,
the greatest possible care was taken that
it should not be governed by any rules of
law. Section 74 of the Arbitration Act
provides that the court shall, in all
matt ers before it, " have full and exclu-
sive jurisdiction to determine the same
in such manner in all respects as in
equity and good conscience it thinks fit."
Members will bear that in mind--"' as in
equity and good conscience it thinks fit."
And in Section 75, Subsection 8, Parlia-
ment directed that " the court mayv
accept such evidence, whether strictly
legal or not, as in equity and good
conscience it thinks fit "-a farther
repetition, to make it perfectly clear that
no rules of law governing the tendering
of evidence in a court were to apply, but
that the court had full liberty to accept
any evidence it chose, so long as that
evidence in some measure fell in with
equity and good conscience. And in
Section 87 it is provided that pro-
ceedings in the court shall not be
impeached or held bad for want of form,
nor shall the same be removable to any
other court by certiorari or otherwise;
and no award, order, or proceeding of
the court shall be liable to be challenged,
appealed against, reviewed, quashed, or
called in question by any court of judica-
ture on any account whatsoever. When
I read, as I shall read, from our Electoral
Act some of the provisions to which the
member for Guildford referred, it will be
seen that they are far less strong than
that. it would be impossible to go
farther than Parliament went in that
provision which I bare just read from
the Arbitration Act. First of all, pro-
vision is made that evidence of any
character is to be received, so long as the
court is of opinion that such evidence
falls in with equity and good conscience.
And then it is provided that in no
manner whatever is an order made by
the court to be the subject matter of an
appeal. I say that provision holds good
so long as the court acts within the four
corners of the jurisdiction conferred. If

for one moment it goes ontside that
jurisdiction, although the section 1 have
read would appear beyond question to
make the issue as determined by the
court a final issue, I shall point out to
members that there has never been any
hesitation in allowing an appeal to the
ordinary courts constituted in the various
States. I shall nowr refer to only one
ease, because I feel that members do not
wish a matter of this kind to be laboured;
and I feel also that members must them-
selves be aware, because we take a deep
interest in the proceedings of our Arbi-
tration Court, of applications made,
beard, and determined by the Full Oourt
and by the divisional court, arising out of
Arbitration Court proceedings, when it
was alleged that those proceedings were
in excess of the jurisdiction conferred
on the court. One case is reported
in Volume IV., part 4, of the Court
of Arbitration proceedings in this State,
and relates to Mr. Coultas. The
Court of Arbitration made an award
respecting the trade in which Mr. Coultas
was an employer of labour. The award
was made on the 19th December, 1904;
and in certain clauses it provided that
work was to be done in a certain manner
and under certain conditions. After the
award was made Mr. Coultas appealed
on the ground that the award was in
excess of jurisdiction. His second
allegation was that the clauses dealt with
a matter which was not an industrial
matter. The appeal was heard before
our Supreme Court; and both Chief
Justice Stone and Mr. Justice McIl~illan
delivered judgments. The result of the
judgments was to uphold the contention
of the appellant, Mr. Coultas. It is,
however, immaterial whether the Supreme
Court upheld or dismissed the appeal.
That is not a matter that concerns my
argument, save that, even though there
was a statutory provision that the
decisions of the Arbitration Court should
be final, and that the court could receive
whatever evidence fitted in with good
conscience and equity-even then, if a
party feeling aggrieved can contend and
can sustain the contention that the court
has exceeded the jurisdiction conferred
by Parliament, the decision of the court
becomes subject to review, and is liable to
be quashed. I will refer to another case,
in which the application was made by the

[ASSEUBLY.] to decZare Vacant.
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other side; because I feel that members
opposite (the Labour party) would like
to bear not only an ap~peal by an
employer, but a similar application made
a workers' union. This application was
made by the Coastal Boilermakers' In-
dustrial Union of Workers. It is not
necessary to wade through the mnatter of
the application, the object of which was
to exempt the union from an award, and
to set aside the award as far as they were
concerned, the reason alleged being that
although they had been included in the
award, they had not had any dispute
with the company which was the respon-
dent at the hearing of the petition from
which the award resulted.

MaK. TAYLOR: The union did not tender
any evidence.

THEn ATTORNEY GENERAL: They
did appear at the hearing, and asked to
be struck out; but the Arbitration Court
refused the application, and held that if
it made an award, it would make it apply
to the Coastal Boilermakers' Union, as
well as to other unions. The union then
took part in the proceedings, being forced
to do so, and suhsequently applied to
have the award set aside on the ground
of excess of jurisdiction-that, there was
no dispute between themn and their emn-
plovers, and that the court had no right
to investigate the matter and to make an
award. which should become binding on
the union. That application was based
entirely on the allegation that the
Arbitration Court had exceeded its
jurisdiction, and that the jurisdiction
having been exceeded, the award was
open to. review by the Supreme Court of
this State ; andl the appeal was heard,
with the result that a rule nisi was
granted, and that finally the rule nisi
was confirmed. However, as I say, the
result of the appeal is imnmaterial for the
purposes of my argument. I am now
pointing out me~rely that an appeal does
lie; because I am not for oue moment, in
citing these cases, suggesting nor should
I in any manner be justified in sug-
gesting what will be the -result of the
appeal now pending in respect of the
East Fremantle petition. It would be
most improper for me to say that this
appeal is based on grounds which are
likely to be successful ; and it would be
equally improper for me to express an
opinion that the appeal is liely to be

dismissed when heard. For that reason
members must not conlude'that the cases
I have cited have been cited with a view to
pointing out that the East Fremantle
appeal, when heard, will probably he
decided in an~y particular manner. I
cited those cases merely to show that an

Iappeal does lie in circumstances such as
I have pointed out to-nighit.

MR. JOHNSON:' Before the Minister
leaves that point, I would ask, does he
argue that the Supreme Court exceeded

Iits jurisdiction in the matter of the East
IFrem antle electoral petition ?

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: I
thought that my argument was perfectly
clear; but I will answer the hon. member
by finishing my comparison. Here in
the Arbitration Act we find provisions
which, as pointed out, are more extreme
in the way of providing for a, decision of
the court being final than are the similar
provisions in the Electoral Act. That
fact will be fully grasped when I read

1the provisions of the Electoral Act,
Ma. TAYLOR: You have cited cases in

Iwhich the Arbitration Court exceeded its
jurisdiction.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: I
shall refer again to that, matter.

Ma. TAYLOR: Does it follow that the
Supreme Court exceeds its duty when

Ideciding on the East Fremantle peti-
tion ?

THn ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
mewmber for Mfount Margaret has a very
quick mind, andl has anticipated a future
portion of my argument, and if this had
been a court of law I would. have been
obliged to ask him for a little patience.
Under ,the Electoral Act the only pro-
vision made as regards the decisions of
the court being final is short and bald.
Section 167 says-.

All decisions of the court shall be final and
eoncelusive without appeal, and shall mot be
questioned in any way.
Whereas in the Tndustrial Conciliation
and Arbitration Act it is guarded in most
intense detail. There it is provided that
they shall not he " liable to be challenged,
appealed against, reviewed, quashed, or
called in question by any court of judi-
cature on any account whatsoever." So
members will see that the provision in
the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitra-
tion Act is of a far stronger nature than

Jthat in the Electoral Act. To resume
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the facts -because I must bring the facts
before the House in order that I may
point out the question that does arise-
notice of general appeal was given by the
appellant on the '28th April, that is
the general appeal which I hope members
will hear i'n mind I explainied. to them.
It brings into question all the facts of
the decision and all the points of law
arising on the hearing, and not any
limited set of facts or limited set of ques-
tions. This notice of general appeal was
given on the 28th April of this year.
Subsequently to giving this notice, the
whole case was submitted to Mr.
Isaacs, the Attorney General fur the
Commonwealth and a distinguished
lawyer in the Eastern States, for an
opinion by him. I read the case as
submitted to Mr. Isaacs. It is a case
simply of bald facts, following almost
entirely the statement made by the
member for Guildford last week, but
leaving out the comments the bon.
member made from Lime to time and
which I have studiously avoided follow-
ing.

MR. BATH: That was an appeal to
Mr. Isaacs as a. lawyer and not as
Federal Attorney General.

Tnx ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
lion. member will recognise that. the
Attorney General is not a private practi-
tioner as Attorney General, but that he
has the right of private practice and is
then simpl 'y the individual.

MKa. B TH:- They appealed. to him as a,
practitioner.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: I
simply wished members to know who
was the Mr. Isaacs I referred to. I
desired them to grasp the fact thiat the
individual I refer to is the Mr. leas
who at the present time, is Attorney
General to the Commonwealth. I read
the case as submitted, and it is simply a
bald narrative of facts, and does not in
any way suggest anything that may sug-
gest an opinion of any character. It is
simply a bald narrative of facts and one
that would be accepted bythe member
for Guildford himself. I'have read the
opinion given by Mr. Isaacs, but I do
not intend to read that opinion or any
portion of it to the House, because it
would be improper to do so- I have,
however, the right to assure the House
that Mr. Isaacs' opinion is that an appeal

does lie, and lie recommended that it
should be by way of special leave, and
that leave should be asked for that
purpose. What he recommended that
an appeal should lie for was in respect
of a, matter that I will now bring under
the notice of the House, and it rella to
jurisdiction. Under our Electoral Act
in Section 164, it is provided that-

Tbe court shall inquire whether or not thje
requisites of Section 160 have been observed,
and, so far as rolls and voting are concerned,
may inquire into the identity of persons, and
whether their votes were improperly admitted

orreected, assuming the roll to be correct;
but tecourt shall not inquire into the cor-
rectness of any roll.

Ma. TAYiLR: That is our Act.
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: Mem-

bers will see that this Act casts on the
court a burden, which in an ordinary pro-
cedure would fall on the shoulders of the
appellant. If any body goes into a court
to make his case, he has to show that he
has complied with all the conditions pre-
cedent required before the case is heard.
In the case of election petitions, not only
is, that requisite, but it also puts the
responsibility on the court itself. The
Act says the court shall inquire whether
or not the requisites of a certain section
have been carred out. Among those
requisites was one in which it -was neces-
sary* to prove that the petition was fled
in the central office of thle Supreme
Court within 40 days after the return of
the writ. At the hearing of the petition
the point was taken for the respondent
that no proof was before the court that
the petition had been filed within 40 days
after the return of the writ, though it
was true it was filed on a date which
wiould have been within that time
if the date bad been accepted as the
one appearing in the Government Gazette
and signed by the Under Secretary as
the date on which the writ should
have been returned. The question then
arises: Do the words in that section
mean, "after the return of the writ,"
or are we to interpolate into it
"after the date fixed for" the return
of the writ? In other words are we to
take the section as it stands, that is the
actual day of the return Of the writ; or
are we to interpolate certain words, as I
suggested, to make it read " after the
date fixed for the return of the writ " ?

Ma. TAYLOR: A quibble.

to declare Vacant.
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THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: 1lam
not expressing an opinion. It must not
be taken that I am expressing an opinion.
I am merely pointing out what a certain
case is, and I expect hon. members oppo-
site to do exactly the same, that is that
they will not express an opinion. It
would he grossly unfair to do so, [Inter-
jection by MR. BATH.] If members on
the opposite side of the House offend, it
leads to members on this side of the
House offending; and if there should be
blame, the blame should fall on those
who start observations of that character.
I have voiced this and will continue to
voice it, that I hare no desire to express
any opinion on the merits. I am simply.
putting the ease. I point out that this
point was put before the court.

MR. TAYLOR:- That is really the point
of appeal.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
point was raised as to whether the dutyv lay
on the petitioner of showing that he had
filed the petition within 40 days of the
actual return of the writ, and farther-
more whether it was not also, by the
special words of the section, for the
court to inquire independently of the
duty east on the petitioner. That is the
point that goes to jurisdiction, because
it is a condition precedent to the hearing
by the court of the subject matter of any
p)etition that the court shall be satisfied
that these requisites have been complied
with. If the court is not satisfied that
these requisites have been com plied with,
it is debarred from taking any farther
steps in the nature of hearing the
petition. Treat it as extravagantly as
any member pleases, let me assume for
the moment that the words mneant " the
return of the writ," then it would be
the duty of the petitioner to prove that
he had filed the petition within the time
required by the section of the Act; and it
would be the duty of the court, if the
petitioner did not do so, to inquire for
itself, and to satisfy itself that such a
course 'had been followed, that the
petitioner had filed the petition, before it
went a single step farther. This cont-
dition precedent not being complied with,
the jurisdiction of the court to bear any-
thing farther absolutely ceases. So if
the respondent to the petition raises that
question successfully, he raises a chal-
lenge to the farther hearing of the

petition. Memnbers will remember that I
pointed out in the wording of the Con-
stitution Act that a wider issue arises;
but on this smaller and narrow issue of
jurisdiction, unless the respondent to the
appeal can satisfy the appeal court that
the words have the meaning that he
places on them, that they refer to " the
date fixed for the return of the writ," and
not the actual date of the return, there is
a possibility of the appeal being success-
ful, because the question of jurisdiction
arises. There is no doubt from the con-
ditions quoted by the member for Guild-
ford, and quoted again b y me, that an
appeal arises once the question of juris-
diction arises. Now I wish to deal with
the eases that were raised by the member
for G~uildford, and quoted in this House.
One was the case of Parkin and James.
In that case the hon. member read
portion of the judgment delivered by
the Chief ,tustice of Australia; but the
decision in that case is Teally a decision
which, if I were arguing a case in a court
of law, I should certainly quote ats being
in my favour. I am referring to the
general question of bearing appeals from
any order of any Supreme Court of a
State. The heading of this case says:

The words "the Supreme Court of any
State" in Section 73 of the Constitution are
used to designate that court which at the time
of the establishment of the Commonwealth
was in any particular State known by the
name of "1the Supreme Court " of that State.
Held therefore that, subject to the conditions
mentioned in that section, an appeal lies to
the lffigh Court from every judgment, etcetera,
which according' to the law of a particular
State is a judgment, etcetera, of the Supreme
Court of that State.

That is the decision boiled down. It is
quite true that the Federal Chief Justice,
who is the most versatile man who ever
sat on any bench in any part of the
world, not only discussed the real issue
raised in that ease, but went abroad for
the purpose of enlightening us, and we
feel grateful to him for doing so. The
only question raised in that case was
this. In Victoria in chambers, which is
not in court as members may be aware,
a certain decision was Riven on what is
known ais an originating summons. That
decision was attempted to be appealed
against, and the argument raised was
that it was not an order or decision of
the Supreme Court. A number of
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Victorian statutes were quoted to show
what is the position of chambers as
compared with the Supreme Court.
However, the Federal Chief Justice

swept all. on one side, and having gone
fully into the matter held that as the
decision arrived at on an originating
summons is a final decision, and as the
decisions quoted did not show that in any
sense the decision was not of the Supreme
Court, the appeal was one that would lie
direct to the High Court of Australia,
instead of, as before, to the Supreme
Court of the State. It was only in that
case that, incidentally, he travelled beyond
the direct subject matter of the case and
dealt with conditions that arose under
the terms of Section 73 of the Common-
wealth Constitution Act. That is the
case referred to by the member for
Guildford, dealing with an appeal direct
from a Supreme Court in Australia to
the High Court. The hon. member also
mentioned the case of Theberge and
Tsaudry, two French gentlemen apparently
who were desirous of representing a. con-
stituency of one of the provinces in
Canada. The petition in that case
alleged. that the respondent was guilty
of certain acts of bribery, such that, if he
were guilty, would disqualify him for
a number of years from offering himself
as a candidate for Parliament. The
petition was heard by three Judges, and
two found the charges proven and one
dissented. The appeal was taken against
that judgment, and it was a, general
appeal. It was what I h~ave pointed out
to bon. members, an appeal that deals
with everything in the case. The appel-
lant wished to have this conviction for
bribery removed, because it imposed a
grave disability. He wished to have
the finding of the court upset on
what was a question of fact. He
wished also to have the finding of the
court upset on various questions of law
which had arisen in the case from the
respondent's evidence. Members will
see, if they have read the case, that the
real object of the appeal was to escape
the long term of years in which the
appellant was destined to be a, dog that
should not bark, because of his having
transgressed the law relating to bribery
in that State. The distinction between
that case and the one under review in
this instance is that here-at any rate as
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far as the constitutional aspect of the
case is concerned-- we are not concerned
with questions of fact, but are concerned
only with the special leave which has
been granted to appeal on the question of
jurisdiction. This matter of jurisdiction,
as I have pointed out, had to be sup-
ported by affidavit and argued before the
court, before the special leave to appeal
was granted on the 12th Tune last. It is
important to bear this in mind, because
it amounts to this, tlhat the court having
heard an ex parts application, the ground s
king stated by counsel, and the court
being satisfied that a pim(! facie case
wvas made out that there was a question
of jurisdiction, it granted the leave to
appeal. This question of jurisdiction
having been investigated, the court
granted special leave, taking care that the
other party should be ent itled to appear
when the court sits next in Western
Australia; and L understand the court
will sit in October in our State. The
member for Gnildford has pointed to the
fact that the leave granted was subject
to the right of the other party to apply
for discharge of the special leave. Leave
is always given ink this form when it
is granted on an ex parts statement,
the rights of the other parties not then
before the court being fully preserved.
So while in all matters of an ez parte
nature the rights of those not before the
court are duly preserved, this does not
mean that the court expresses eveu the
most remote opinion that the rights of
the parties not then before the court are
such as to require its intervention, but
means that it will not, in the absence of
the other party, do anything which may
infringe the rights of that other party.
That is the real explanation, and not the
one given, unwittingly I believe, by the
member for Guildford that the court was
in hesitation on the point, If the court
was in hesitation, it would be its duty
there and then to investigate that which
created the doubt.

Mn. JonwsoN:- Did not the Chief
Justice express a doubt? The reports
made it appear so.

Tn ATTORNEY GENERAL: I
have seen the order made in this case,
and I do not go by any newspaper report
of the case. It is a good rule in regard
to newspaper reports - and the hon.
member must know this in his ow-n ex-
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perience-that they are not at all safe
guides in matters of a legal or technical
character. In fact, one is never allowed
to read a newspaper report in a court of
law, for the reason that newspaper reports,
not because of any desire to be inaccu-
rate, but because of the necessities of
their hurried publication, do not receive
that care which should be taken in print-
ing matter of importane; and this
necessity leads newspapers to publish
accounts which, by reason of some part
of the context being left out, are some-
times of a most garbled nature. News-
paper reports are not things to which any
person can paw even the most remote
attention, when dealing with questions of
a technical character; and nobody would
object more strongly than the member
for Guildford if, on an occasion when
some technical matter is being examined,
I were to produce a newspaper and quote
comment from it. He would at once
discover that the comment was such as
no one should pay attention to. What
we can pay serious attention to are the
acts of the court itself. The court is not
of that class of Organisation which acts
hastily, without thought, which says one
thing and does another. Possibly there
are such organisations in existence, but
they are not the courts of law. A court
of law is the very last possible body
which could be imagined to go on the
principle of giving one opinion in a
matter; then drawing up an order and
signing it, giving a totally different
opinion in the same matter. Therefore
when in the present case that order was
granted and signed-I have myself seen
the order-giving special leave to appeal
on the question of jurisdiction, that order
stands and must stand as the opinion of
the court, unless the steps taken later by
the other party are of such a nature as
will make it appear advisable to the
court that the opinion must be set aside.
But until it is so set aside it must stand
as the opinion of the court. The order
of special leave has been granted by the
Chief Justice of Australia, and bears his
sign manual.

Ms. JOHNSON: But is it the opinion
of the Chief Justice?

TuE ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
Chief Justice alone made the order;
because the court was sitting as a court
of two, and in a court of two the senior

Judge rules. In a court of two, if any
difference of opinion arises between one
Judge and another Judge sitting with
him, it is the rule in the legal profession
that the junior Judge expresses his dis-
sent and then withdraws his judgment.
The procedure. is that the senior Judge
delivers the judgment, and then the
junior Judge, if he differ from his senior,
also delivers his judgment, but immedi-
ately withdraws it in deference to the
senior colleague. But no such difference
occurrVd in this case. What happened
was simply that an order was made by
the senior Judge ;therefore in the
absence of any difference of opinion, we
must regard that order as the expression
of the unanimous opinion of the court.

MR. JOHNSON: Does the Attorney
General contend that the Chief Justice
did not express a doubt?

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: I
contend that there is no evidence what-
ever of any doubt. I contend farther
that it is an insult to a man of the
standing of the Chief Justice of Aus-
tralia to suppose that if he had any
doubt in the matter he would not there
and then have had the matter argued
before him. I say it is an insult
to a man of the standing of the Chief
Justice of Australia to suppose that he
would take a course which might, be
taken by some pettifogging magistrate.
If the Chief Justice bad a, doubt about
any matter which came before him,
it would be his duty to have the
matter argued and the doubt determined
immediately; and I feel sure that, wholly
apart from his duty, a man of Sir Samuel
Griffith's character and standing would
not neglect so obvious a course in dealing
with this question.

AIR. WALKER: IS it not a, fact that
when the court comes here, it is to decide
whether or not there is any right of
appealP

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: In
reply to the hon. member, let me state
the exact position of affairs. 'When
the leave to appeal was granted, there
was reserved to the other party the right
to appear and show cause why that, leave
should be discharged. When the court
sits in Perth it will allow that other
party an opportunity of doing so ; and I
presume if the other parts can advance
sufficient reasons to induce the court to



1454 Basd Premantle Seat: [ASSEMBLY.] t elr aat

change its opinion, the court has a right
to say that it will go no farther in the
matter. Members must understand that
it is open to the court to revise its opinion
if the respondent, through his counsel,
can show sufficient cause to make the
court alter its opinion already formed on
the ex panea statement. But on the
other hand if, when called upon to
show cause 'against the hearing of the
appeal, the respondent does not do so, or
if he does so and fails to adduce sufficient
reasons to the court to induce it to alter
its opinion in any form, then the leave
given will stand. That is the exact posi-
tion of affairs to-day. One party only
has been heard, and on an ex parte
statement has convinced the court
that there is a, right of appeal. There-
fore the court has made an order in a
form which grants what is asked for,
subject to the right of the other party to
show cause against that right; and when
the case comes on for hearing, the other
party (and the member for Kanowna no
doubt knows this) will have the right to
offer reasons ad to have those reasons
arguaed. If he can then convince the
court that the order made on the ex parte
statement, and which had been the j ud g-
ment of the court in the first instance,
was not a correct judgment, of course the
court will reconsider its judgment and
discharge the order. But it is necessxy
to show that the order made is a wrong
one, to show by argument that the proper
and right course was to reverse the order,
as soon as the other party has for the
first time an opportunity of appearing.
Members will understand again that I
desire to express no opinion in regard to
that. it would be absolutely -wrong of
me to do so before the hearing of this
case for special leave granted by the
Chief Justice; it would ho expressing an
opinion in favour of one or other of the
parties, which would he a wrong action
not only on my own part but on that of
any other member of this House. It
would ho equally wrong to express an
opinion that the respondent will be able
to submit reasons sufficient to induce the
court to revise its previous decision and
discharge the order. That would be identi-
fying myself with one of the parties, ex-
pressing an opinion in order that it
might carry some weight if it could carry
any-that would be the object of it. I

have, in conclusion, only to draw mein-
bers' attention to the facts of this case.
though I feel certain that the House is
sane enough to negative a motion of this
character; and I do not think the mover
will press it to a division when lie has
considered the possibilities which would
arise if the House were foolish enough to
accept it.

MR. JoHNsoN: You have not sug-
gested yet that I should withdraw the
motion.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
lion, member has sufficient sense to see
the desirability of doiug so. I wish to
point out what the position would be
were the House sufficiently foolish to
accept the motion. Would we b 'y doing
so bind in any way the hands of the
Chief Justice and his fellow Judg-es of
the High Court of Australia P Surely
we are not foolish enough to suppose
that. The High Court would proceed to
hear that appeal without caring whether
this House had carried this motion or
carried all the resolutions that could be
written. What does the High Court
care for us or for our opinions? What
does it care even for the Commonwealth
Parliamnent? The High Couirt has been
created under a constitution higher than
any power in Australia, past or present;
it has been constituted under the Con-
stitution which itself created this Com-
monwealth; and there is no power even
in the Commonwealth Parliament which
can limit the High Court to the smallest
extent in the discharge of its duties. If
there is no power in the Commonwealth
Parliament to do so, how much less power
has a State Parliament? It would be
ridiculous for us to enter upon a struggle
which would lir no mnerit on our side,
and in which we would ho faced with
inevitable defeat. Supposging we were to
order a fresh election and somne candidate
were to be returned as the elect of East
Fremnantle; then suppose that the High
Court, without regard to our futile and
worthless protest, proceeded with the
hearing of the appeal and upheld
the appeal-and when a case of this
kind is pending we must face all
the issues-and declared Mr. Holmes
duly elected, what a scene wt-uld be
witnessed on the floor of this House!
We should have two persons claiming
the one seat, anud there would be all the
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elements of a wretched burlesque on the
floor of the House, of a character which
would hold us up to the laughter and
contempt of the civilised world. And
are we to risk all this for a gain, at the
utmost, of a single month in timeP That
is the utmost time which even the mem-
ber for Guildford claims we would gain
if the House were foolish enough now to
anticipate the sitting' of the High Court.
I ask members to take a reasonable view
of this question, and if they do so I do
not think the House will take the risk I
have stated. If we do make that grave
mistake, we shall be doing something
which will certainly place us on the page
of history, but only in a light in which
none of uts desires to appear; and all for
the sake of a fewv days' time, which in
view if the time that has already elapsed
must appear comparatively insignificant.
I regret exceedingly with other mem-
bers that at situation has arisen which
necessitates the temporary disfranchise-
ment of the electors of East Fre-
mantle--everyone must regret it.-not
because we on this side have one sup-
porter less, but because it is a loss to
the State and because we desire to have
in the framing of our laws the assist-
ance of the representative of every
constituency, in the State. But while I
do regret thlat, it is not a regret of such a
character as would warrant me in taking
the course suggested by the member for
Guildford, and doing something which I
on my part am satisfied would be of at
most foolish and improper character.

At 6830, the SPEAKER left the Chair.
At 7830, Chair resumed.

MR. T. H. BATH (Brown Hill): In
regard to this question that has been
spoken to by the Attorney General, the
member for Guildford in introducing it
made use of certain remarks to the effect
that it was the duty of the Government
on the assembling of Parliament to take
action in regard to declaring the seat for
East Fremantle vacant, and failing the
recognition of their duty, it was the right
of members to keep them up to their
duty by insisting that some action should
be taken. It is well known here that
although any member has the right
to move a motion of this description
declaring a an~t vacant, it is a matter

that is essentiafly left to the reader of
the House for the time being. And I
thought uip to the time the member for
Guildford introduced the motion, the
Government. on a question of this kind,
quite apart from party considerations
and as the result of mature considera-
tion, would deal with the matter; and if
they had investigated it both from the
point of view of the procedure of the
House and from any legal standpoint
that might arise, they would take action
accordingly when the House met. But
the information which the member for
Guildford has introduced has placed an
altogether different complexion on the
whole affair. It will be within the
memory of members that when the
matter was brought up by reason of
the communication of the decision of the
Supreme Court, the miemuber for Sabiaco
asked the Premier if lie would make a
statement in connection with the matter;
and the Premier promised that he would
do so after he had had time to consider
it. And in the course of a day or two,
as a result of the consideration, the Pre-
mier made a statement to the House
which was practically to the effect that
under the provisions of the Constitution
Act the High Court was given the right
to hear appeals from the Supreme Court
of any State, that in pursuance of the
right of appeal, they had the right to sit in
judgment in anappeal from the decision of
the Supreme Court of the State. reeling
at the time that the Government should
give the matter the fullest consideration,
that they had not made this statement to
the House without making the fullest
investigations as to all later decisions
bearing on it, I accepted the statement
of the Premier, because I considered
then, and I consider now, it is essentially
a matter on which no party consideration
should enter whatever. It is the dutylby
the custom of the House, and of all other
Parliaments, for the Leader of the House
for the time being to move a resolution
dealing with a seat which the circum-
stances may justify. The Attorney
General in replying to the speech of
the member for Guidford has taken ex-
ception to the conclusions which he drew
from the remarks of the Chief Justice
when giving his decision in the East
Fremantle case, wherein the Chief Justice
refused a stay of proceedings on that
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occasion, and stated that his decision was
final. The Attorney General has declared
that the member for Guildford has,,
whether consciously or unconsciously,
attempted to mislead the House by
making it appear that when the opinion
of the Chief Justice-and there can be
no doubt it was the opinion of the Chief
Justice, or he would not have given
utterance to it-was given in regardl to
the Geraldton election petition, the Chief
Justice had changed his views in re-
gard to the matter. Is it not more
reasonable to assume that the Chief
Justice has been guided in his decison in
the Geraldton petition by reason of the
fact that the Governmet or Parliament
had taken no action in the matterP That
is a point which mnembers should bear in
mind. We have to recollect that the
Chief Justice must bear and give a
decision, and that afterwards it is left to
the Government of the day or Parlia-
ment itself to take the necessary action
in the matter in order to carry the
decision into practical effect. Having
given his decision in the East Fre-
mantle ease, and the Government
or Parliament. not having taken any
action on it, it is only reasonable to
assume the Chief Justice had borne this
fact, in mind, and had refrained from,
giving his decision in the Geraidton
petition pending the decision in the East
Fremantle case; because I -presume he
had come to the conclusion that Parlia-
ment had given every consideration to
the matter, and after mature considera-
tion had thought there was some justi-
fication for the appeal, that therefore
the seat had not been declared vacant.
That does not imply that the Chief
Justice had altered his opinion from the
time he gave his decision in the East
Fremantle case, when he refused a sta-y
of proceedings and declared his decision
was finial. In regard to the question as
to the jurisdiction of the High Court to
hear appeals, the Attorney General has
taken precisely the same action as was
taken by the Premier in making his
statement to the Rouse, and I presume
that statement, written as it was in legal
phraseology, was drafted by the Attorney
General for the use of the Premier in
making the statement, because the
Attorney General has practically repeated
the same words in dealing with the

matter to-night. But in the course of
his remarks the Attorney General has
quoted a provision in the Constitution
Act, and has -also quoted the remarks of
the High Court up to a certain point,
without quoting other remarks used by
the member for Guildford in support of
his argument. The Attorney Genera]
states that the Constitution Act provides:

The High Court has jurisdiction to hear
and determine an appeal from all judgment
orders, decrees, etcetera of the Supreme Court
of any State, or of any other court of any
State from which an appeal lies to the Queen-
in-Council.

And because there is a comma after
"1State', and the use of the conjunction
"or," the latter qualification of the right
of appeal does not apply to any decision
of the Supreme Court. But I wotild like
to point out that in the course of the
qualification the word " other" is used. It
states: "-The Supreme Court of any State,
or any other court of the State." If
there is the right of appeal from the
Supreme Court of a State or some other
court of a State, if that qualification were
not to apply to one or to the other, the
word "other" would not be used in con-
nection therewith. It is evi dent that the
construction which the Attorney General
has placed on the words cannot be correct,
because the decision of the High Court
which the member for Guildford quoted
goes on to deal with the matter. It
States :

But no exception or regulation prescribed
by the Parliament shall prevent the High
Court from hearing and determining any
appeal from the Suprcme Court of a State in
any matter in which at the establish~ment of
the Commonwealth an. appeal lies........
to the Queen-in-Council.

So there we have the contention which
the member for Guildford urged, con-
tained in the decision of the High Court
in the particular case quoted. It is re-
markable that the Attorney General in
dealing with the case quoted the first
part and absolutely failed or refrained
from quoting the second part, which
hears out the contention of the member
for Guildford. When the member for
Gnildiford made his speech and cited these
cases, and the Attorney General secured
the adjournment of the debate in order
to look into them, we were under the
impression that he was going to investi-
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gate the cases in the fullest possible
manner. It is remarkable, seeing the
time the Attorney General has had, that
he has not gone into the question and
has not in any way attempted to answer
the contention of the member for Guild-
ford ; and has avoided making reference
to that plain statement contained iii the
decision of the High Court of Australia
wherein they give a decision that there is
no right of appeal to the High Court
from the Supreme Court of the State
unless a similar appeal would lie to the
Privy Council. That is the very kernel
of the argument of the member for Guild-
ford, and it is that contentiou that should
have been answered by theAttorney Gene-
ral if he wished to justify the position of the
Government in the matter. Then again,
while we have had a considerable amount
of argument in regard to the meaning of
various Acts in this State and a good
deal of legal phraseology from the At-
torney General, we have had absolutely
no reference or no reply to the case
quoted by the member for Guildford in
regard to the decision of the Privy
Council in connection with the case from
Canada, which is precisely on all-fours
with the present case under discussion.
That I consider was the strongest argu-
ment the member for Guildford urged in
favour of his motion. The judgment
given by the Privy Council in regard to
that case-and I submit it was an argu-
ment and a case that called for considera-
tion from the Attorney General-should
have received attention to-night. Mem-
bers who beard the speech of the member
for Guildford, or if they did not hear it
have read his remarks on the case as con-
tained in Howsard, will agree that it is a
case that should have been fully dealt
with by the Attorney General and
answered effectively in order to destroy the
contention of the member for Guildford,
unless we are to assume that the Privy
Council gives a decision in one case one
way, and then in another case on pre-
cisely similar gronnds gives a decision in
exactly the opposite way. We can only
assume that in the case in point they
have given a decision which is a prece-
dent for other cases of a like nature.
And that being so the Privy Council have
decided that there was no right of appeal
in the Canadian case, which is precisely
on all-fours with the ease we have before

us to-night. The Privy Council having
decided that there was no right of appeal
in the case, it follows as a natural
sequence that the High Court, which is
hound practically by the same prece-
dents, has no right to hear an appeal in
the case which we have under considera-
tion. The Attorney General seems to
have based the whole of his argument
to-night on the interpretatiou of what is
meant by the return of the writ. We
know that in the writs which are issued
the date is specified for the return of each
writ; that is, writs are returnable on
or before that particular date. In many
cases the returning officer, if all the
returns are in, gives his decision prior to
that date, but he only does it at his own
sweet will. No one knows other than
himself and the person who receives a
writ on what particular day he is going to
return it, and the petitionerwho is desirous
of taking advantage of the sections of the
Electoral Act providing for petitions is
certainly not cognisant of the date of the
return of the wit other than the one
specified in the writ itself and published in
the Government Gazette. If it were
interpreted to mean the day on which the
returning officer actually did return the
writ, the petitioner would be in a state of
uncertainty, because he would not know
on which particular day the returning
officer was going to return it. But where
there is a date specified, as it is specified
in the writ itself and also published in
the Government Gazette, he knows exactly
the day, and that for 40 days hence he
will be precisely within the limits.
When members on this (Opposition) side
of the House said it was only a quibble, I
am sure they did not desire to accuse the
Attorney General himself of quibbling;
but I think members of the House will
agree that it is a quibble to substitute
for the date so specifically stated in the
writ and specifically published in the
Government Gazette some other date which
is determined by the sweet will of the re-
turning officer for the time being.

MR. TLLINGWORTH: If the writ be re-
turned seven days later, what then?

MR. BATH: There is provision made.
The writ must be returned on or before a
certain date.

MR. ILLINWORTE: It is not always
fulfilled, though.
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MR. JoHmson: .if it were seven days
late, that would make the Attorney
General's case worse.

MR. BATH: The member for West
Perth (Mr. flhingworth) has asked, sup-
posing it were returned seven days later.
But before it could be returned seven
days later they must make provision by
som)e Gazette notice that it must be re-
turned at a, later date. The returning
officer is liable to vitiate the proceedings
if be returns the writ later than the date
specified on the writ and advertised in
the Government Gazette. The Attorney
General has stated that it would be
foolish for this House to take any action
in this matter in view of tile fact that
the case is to be argued before the High
Court as to whether the right of appal
is given from the Supreme Court to the
High Court. The question to be con-
sidered by members of this House is as
to the rights and privileges of the House,
and as to the particular construction
which is placed on the statutes, which are
so definitely placed within the cognisance
of the Supreme Court and not of any other
body. Although the Attorney General
states it is bald, it is not only bald, but
plain, because it lays down the dictum, that
there is no appeal from that decision. In
view of that fact members should be alive
to the necessity of protecting our privileges
in that respect. We would be infinitely
more blameworthy if we were blind to
those privileges, even if we went to some
of' the risks the Attorney General so
eloquentl 'y stated, rather than sihintly
acquiesce in denuding this State of the
powers it undoubtedly possesses. Mem-
bers who have devoted any study to
constitutional history or struggles for
liberty will recognise that the greatest
inroads on the rights and privileges of
nations have been the result of a lack of
vigilance on the part of the people themn-
selves in the protection of their rights
and privileges. There can be no possi-
bility of any power, whether within or
outside the borders of any nation, being
able to destroy or take away the privileges
of that nation if the people themselves
who own those privileges are alive to the
ownership of them and are vigilant in
protecting them. But if on the other
hand they silently acquiesce in an
insidious process of taking them away
by acts which appear small in them.

selves but which in the aggregate very
often mean the loss of very important
rights and privileges, there will be
danger. And so in this case, if we
silently acquiesce in allowing the right
of appeal, whereas all the decisions which
have been quoted by the member for
Guildford and which; in no sense have
been refuted by the Attorney General
say there is no right of appeal, then
we are really encouraging the High
Court to intervene where they have no
right to intervene. It is, I say, anl
infinitely more praiseworthy course for
members of this House to be ever vigilant
and to use every opportunity of guarding
whateve-r rights and privileges we un-
doubtedly possess ; and in this case it
would have been more to our credit, more
to the advantage of Western Australia,
and more in the way of a conservation of
our State rights, if the Government
had closely investigated this matter,
if they bad pursued their investiga.-
tions, and had for instance made them-
selves acquainted with the decisions
quoted by fhe member for Guildford.
For instance, if the legal adviser, who-
ever he may be, whether the present
Attorney General or the gentleman who
occupied that position prior to his taking
office, had. made the Premier acquainted
with those eases cited by the member for
Guildford, 1 guarantee the action of the
Government would have been altogether
different from that which was taken, It
is not too late to remedy the matter. It
is not too late for them to ho alive to the
position they occupy. in the face of the
overwhelming evidence, evidence not re-
futed, of the rights of Western Australia
in this matter. They should take action
at the present time, even if only a month
intervenes between our action and the
time set down by the High Court for
determining whether there is a right of
appeal or not. The Attorney General
has by a course of legal reasoning on
extraneous issues perhaps appeared to
make a good case, but the whole weak-
ness of his position is practically evi-

Idenced by his attitude in regard to what
is no doubt a lack of acumen on the part
of the legal adviser of the plaintiff in the
East Fremantle election. The Attorney
General by the quotations he has made
from our various Acts showed that this
legal -adviser had taken a wrong course in
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making an appeal to the Governor to
issue a writ; but that does not vitiate the
other arguments which have been ad-
vanced by the member for Guildford;
and the Attorneyv General has acted like
every other lawyer would] do by pointing
out a wrong course taken in that par-
ticular, and trying to show therefore that
a wrong actauc has been taken in every
other particular. That is the attitude of
the lawyer every time; if he has a weak
case in other respects he will try and
show lip some weakness in the argument
of his opponent on some issue which may
not be of very great importance so far as
the main issue is concerned, in order to
vitiate the whole of his argument con-
cerning the whole question. In this
instance it would have been better and
more convincing to the House if the
Attorney General in his remarks here
to-night had attempted to refute or
answer the cases which have been cited
by the member for Guildford, notably
the case of the appeal to the Privy
Council on an election petition which was
on all-fours with the one we have under
discussion.

MR. T. WALKER (Kainowna): The
Attorney General commenced his speech
to-night by complimenting the member for
Guildford (Mr. Johnson) on the able
speechhle bad delivered in setting forth the
case on behalf of the constituencyv of East
Fremantle. I would in like manner wish
to compliment the Attorney General-if
my compliment is of any value--on the
very able way in which in my humble
opinion he evaded the main issue. His
speech frein a lawyer's standpoint was
exceedingly int-resting, and it must have
been a lesson to members on both sides
of the House to listen to the way in
which a bad case could be made a better
one. The Attorney General has done no
more than to pt forth an apology for
depriving the electors of East Fremantle
of their right to be represented by a
member in this House; and it is on that
ground we are concerned in this matter
at all. It is not aquestion as tothe side
on which lawyers make the best argument,
nor in my opinion is it a question as to
the wisdom or otherwise of taking this
case to the Supreme Court or to the
High Court of this realm. The question
is, has this House supreme authority to

attend to its own composition? That is
the question, and I submit that this
phase of the question was entirely avoided
in the speech of the Attorney General.
The Attorney General prefaced his
specific cases by reference to English
history, in which hie told us that the
right of appeal to the Crown was always
opein to the humblest citizen of the realm.
He gave us clearly to understand from
hsis standpoint that this prerogative
always exists as against anybody, any
court, any composition of citizens in the
realm. But it is within our knowledge
that the whole struggle in history, to
which we owe so much, has been to limit
the prerogative of the Crown, to bring to
this body those powers once exclusively
claimed by the Crown. It was very
interesting to listen to the Attorney
General as he told us how the Crown,
presumably the fountain head of all
authority, had delegated to certain bodies
the functions they now perform in the
courts. The courts, I gather from his
remarks, originally were no more than the
separate officers of the King, performing
functions delegated to them by His
Majesty. Ile argued that by-and-by these
courts obtained specialprerogatn'es to per-
form those functions and those only, and
iii that way we got in the courts a sort of
delegated royal prerogative, fromi the
benefit of which no citizen could be
excluded. Everyone had a right to
appeal there. But the Attorney General
never for a moment alluded to the fact
that the highest court in the land is the
Court of Parliament. It is the court
which creates all the others. It, and not
the Crown, delegates to the Supreme
Court of this State all the powers the
Supreme Court enjoys. In that respect
the Attorney General seemed to ime to
evade the real question at issue. If I
may be pardoned for showing how we
have claimed those liberties, and obtained
them in the face of the strongest oppo-
sition, permit me to read a short extract
from Hatlam's Constitutional History,
wherein the author deals with that
struggle in the acute stage, in the reign
of James I., the father of the celebrated
Charles who caused the civil war. It was
in the re ign of the former that the battle
was fought with the keenest-edged
weapons. This is what the Commons
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then declared], and the declaration is the
foundation of all our liberties.

The Commons now assembled in Parliament,
being justly occasioned thereto, concerning
sundry liberties, franchises, privileges, and
jurisdictions of Parliament, amongst others
not herein mentioned, do make this protes-
tation following. That the liberties, fran-
chises, privileges, and jurisdictions of
Parliament are the ancient and undoubted
birthright and inheritance of the subjects
of England; and that the arduous and urgent
affairs concerning the King. State, and defence
of the realm, and of the Church of England,
and the making and maintenance of laws,
and redress of mischiefs and grievances which
daily happen within this realm, are proper
subjects and matter of counsel and debate in
Parliament; and that in the handling and
proceeding of those businesses, every member
of the House hath, and of right ought to have,
freedom of speech to propound, treat, reason,
and bring to conclusion the same;, that the
Commons in Parliament hare like liberty and
freedom to treat of those matters in such
order as in their judgment shall seem fittest;
and that every such member of the said House
hath like freedom from all impeachment,
imprisonment, and molestation (other than
by the censure of the House itself) for or con-
cerning any Bill, speaking, reasoning, or
declaring of any matter or matters touching
the Parliament or Parliament business; and
that if any of the said members be complained
of and questioned for anything said or done in
Parliament, the same is to be showed to the
King by the advice and assent of all the
Commons assembled in Parliament, before the
King gives credence to any private informa-
tion.
I have quoted this passage to show
that so long ago as in the time of the
Stuarts the privileges of the Commons
were guarded more jealously than life
itself. In another reign, when the King
ordered the Speaker not to put a motion,
did not members in the House hold the
Speaker in his Chair till the motion was
put, ii' defianlce of the KingP And
when the King himself, armed with
all his, royal prerogatives, and armed
with more than prerogatives, armued
with weapons, and bringing with himu a
small. army to the door of the House,
upbraided the Speaker, did not the
Speaker then maintain the rights, dig-
nity, and privileges of the assembly, of
which this House is a lineal descendant ?
Did he not say to the King himself, " I
have neither eyes to see, nor voice to
speak, but as the House directs me"?
That is the spirit which should actuate
this House. Now what are the facts
with reference to this case and to the

court whose decision is being appealed
against? Those Houses of which this
House is a, copy have special courts
within themselves, so to speak, to try
election petitions. In the Eastern States
to-day, every House, at the beginning of
a Parliament, appoints an elections and

Iqualific-ations commi ttee, which coin inittee
tries all ases of disputed returns. When
a petition is lodged against any member
taking his seat, the committee deals with
the matter, and its decision is reported to,
the House, and the Rouse thereupon
decides what course to take. Who

wouad think of quesfionkngaiy fornmality

elitirely beyond the jurisdiction of any of
the law courts of the land. That elections
and qualifications committee examines
its witnesses, considers such matters as
are submitted to it, comes to its concls-
sion, reports, and the report is final. In
this case this House has by law dis-
placed that committe e of elections and
qualifications, a part of the House, by a,
special court created for the specific
purpose of dealing with disputeed returns,
with election disputes purely and simply.
It cannot go beyond those matters. It is
a court with delegated authority Prown
this House, responsible to this House
only. The court has taken the place of

Ithe elections and qualifications corn-
inittee. To that extent the court
becomes a. function of this House, a
part of this House. It does work dele-
gated to it by this House. That pro-
vision may be wise or it may be unwise.
We know it is at times disagreeable for
members to have to perform the func-
tions of an elec-tions and qualifications
committee; so to save time, and perhaps

Ito avoid disputes as to the constitution
of the committee, the court has been
appointed. But it is specially provided

Iby law that the court shall deal with dis-
puted elections, and that its decision in
such matters shall be as final as if it
were the decision of an elections and
qualifications committee within the Hfouse
itself. And as there can be no appeal to
the Supreme Court from any decision of
a, committee appointed by this House,
neither can there be an appeal to a court
from the decision of the court which
decides disputed returns, which court is
only a convenience, doing the sa-me work

iby another process. But the Attorney

to declare Vacant



Eas FrrnatleSea: 5 Snniss,190.9 to declare Vacant. 1461

General tells us that if the court goes
outside the authority delegated to it,
then there can be an appeal. I submit
that if there can, it can be an appeal to
this House only; it cannot be anl appeal
to another court. No court in the land
has jurisdiction over the constitution of
this House. That remains entirely with
us. The members of this House, properly
constituted , with you. sir, in the Chair.
have the sole regulation of this body;
and -no court canl interfere in the slightest
degree. If the Attorney General's con-
tention were valid for a single moment,
when arc we to be safes, When are we
to be sure that we shall have sitting in
this Assembly a member for any con-
stituenc3y? For lawyers can always find
some technical flaw, some informality;
and if they cannot find it they canl allege
it; and if they can allege it they can take
it to the cLourt and, as in the present in.
stance, mayv for mouths deprive a con-
stituency of its right to be represented in
this House. The law never contemplated
the possihility of any such course as that.
The law expressly states that the decision
of the court of disputed returns shall be
beyond appeal, shall be final, But h e
Attorney General meets the argument by
saying "1There is another law for provid-
ing for similar processes, providing also
that the decision of a certain court shall
be final; and yet the decisions of that
court are alppealed against." But it is
quite a different court. It is a, separate
court, with its separate jurisdiction, alto-
gether apart from this House. It is a
court in and of itself, and among thte
other branches of the Supreme Court;
and its decisions may properly be revised
if they are in dereliction of duty, or if
they are bad in law. It is not so with
the court appointed to decide disputed
returns. It is a part of this House, and
therefore liable only to our supervision.
We, by our Electoral Act, have taken
away thlat prerogative of which the
Attorney General made so much. When
we have taken it away, there can be no
appeal. This House. in the management
of its own business, stands superior to
the royal prerogative. Have we not
had instances in the House of Commons
where the King- has soughit to prevent
members from sitting, and the flouse has
taken the part of the members P Rave
we not had other instances where the law

has declared that a man had a. right to
sit, and the House has refused to allow
him to take his placeP Have we not the
instance of Wilkes, who wrote in the
North Britoin his libel onl the King, and
who was excluded for a long time from
the House, which, in spite of the law
courts, kept him excluded P The Com-
mons claimed the right to regulate
their own membership. the right to
deal with their own members. Was
there not a similar instance in the
case of Mr. Bradlaugh? Do we not,
remember how he was again and again
elected, returned to his seat in the House,
and the House incontinently east him on
the door-step P These instances clearly
show what are the privileges of this
House. The Comnmons will not allow
either King or court to interfere with
them in the conduct of their business
and in the protection of their rights.
These are established by laws for which
the bloodiest battles in England have
been fought; and are we to forget them
so easily P I submit that there is no
parallel whatever between the Arbitration
Court and the court which decides dis-

Iputed returns, which is a. -part of this
Parliament, performing the delegated
funcltions3 of this Parliament. That
court is a part of us. And the Attorney
General never for a moment answered the
Canadian cases cited by the member for
Guildford. The Minister did not in ay
way show that the arguments of the
Privy Council Judges were fallacious. I
have not the work at hand, but I have
here the quotations reported in Hansard,
though I suppose I shall not he allowed
to read them. I should like to read one
Passage.

Ma. SPEAKER: The proceeding is
not strictly in order; hut I allowed the
leader of the Opposition to do so, and I
shall allow the hon. member. The cir-
cumstances in the case were special, as
thle hon. member had not access to the
original quotations.

Mx. BATHr: The Attorney General
read the quotations from Hansard.

THEn ATTOuyNEY GENERAL: No.
MR. SPEAKER: I did not notice the

Attorney General read from Hansard, or
I should have drawn his attention to
it.
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MR. WALKER:- I sha read the
quotations only, and not any speech in
ffamsard-.

But, in the opinion of their Lordships, a
somewhat different question arises in the
present case. These two Acts of Parliament,
the Acts of 1872 and 1875 (Canadian Acts) are
Acts peculiar in their character.
And I am submitting that this is on
all-fours with our case. The judgment
goes on.
They are not acts constituting or providing
for the decision of mere ordinary civil rights.
Observe the distinction-
They are Acts creating an entirely new, and
up to that time unknown, jurisdiction in a
particular court of the colony for the purpose
of taking out, with its own consent, of the
Legislative Assembly and vesting in that
court that very peculiar jurisdiction which, up
to that time, had existed in the Legislative
Assembly of deciding election petitions, and
determng the status of those who claimed
to be mebrs of the Legislative Assembly.

Now, it was upon that very fact that the
Judges gave their decision, that an
entirely new court had been created,
ta'king out of the hands of the Legisla-
ture that jurisdiction over election matters
that up to that time had been vested in
the Legislative Assembly itself, We
have done precisely the same thing. We
have vested that power in this court,
and we have declared that its decisions,
whatever they are, shall be final, and
that there shall be no appeal from them.
How can we get behind that ? No
informality can vitiate the decision of
that court. The only power to review
the decision of that court is this Parlia,-
ment, the court that created it and the
court which is, strictly Speaking, the
parent of that special court. The
Judgment went farther and said:

These are considerations which led their
Lordships not in any way to infringe, which
they would he far from doing, upon the
general principle-

This was emphasised by the Attorney
General-
that the prerogative of the Crown, once estab-
lished, cannot be taken away except by express
words; hut to consider with anxiety whether
in the scheme of this legislation it ever was
intended to create a tribunal which would
have, as one of its incidents, the liability to
be reviewed by the Crown under its preroga-
tive.
Observe how strictly on all-fours with

our case this is. The judgment pro-
ceeds--

In other words, their Lordships have to con-
sider not whether there are express words
he-re taking sway prerogative, but whether
there ever was the intention of creating this
tribunal with the ordinary incident of an
appeal to the Crown. In thle opinion of their
Lordships, adverting to these considerations,
the ninetieth section, which says that the
judgment shall not be susceptible of appeal, is
an enactment which indicates clearly the
intention of the Legislature under this Act-
an Act which is assented to on the part of the
Crown, and to which the Crown therefore is a
party-to create this tribunal for the purpose
of trying election petitions in a manner which
should mnake its decision final to all purposes,
and should not annex to it the incident of its
judgment being reviewed by the Crown under
its prerogative.

I would have been pleased to bear the
Attorney General argue away these
emiphatic wordls on the part of their
Lord ships giving this decision. To my
mind there is no getting, behind it. Here
it is distinctly stated as regards this
court over which the prerogative of the
Crown has no say, because the preroga,-
tive is taken away by an Act of the
Parliament itself; and by that Act being
assented to by the Crown, the Crown has
willingly assigned to Parliament and to
this court its power to dispenise with
what ordinarily and under other circum-
stances would be the right of every
citizen, the right of the royal preroga-
tive.

THE ATTORBNEY GEErFAL: IS that
decision not exactly the same as in the
Arbitration Court here P

Ms. WALKER: No, it is not. The
non. member must see that the two
courts are entirely distinct. One has
power delegated by Parliament, the other
is a court entirely independent of and
having no relation to Parliament. Both
courts are created by Acts of Parliament,
but Parliament delegates its ownauthority
to one court.

THn ATTORNEY GENERAL: All autho-
rity is delegated.

Mit. WALKER: We must see the dis-
tinction. The one court deals with or-
dinary citizens outside, but this parti-
cular court deals with the regulation and
constitution of this Assembly. There is
a wide distinction between the two. The
ordinary right of citizens to seek the
royal prerogative in the ordinary pro-
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ceases of law cannot be taken away; but
the contention has always been that this
House will not be interfered with, even
by the King-is that not a distinction ?
-- or by any court created by the King, or
by any power delegated by royal autho-
rity. No power outside this House has
any right to interfere with its constitution.
That is all we are fighting for-our
ancient rights and privileges as ex1 .ressed
so long& ago in the reign of Charles I., as
they are involved in this instance. We
have expressly created this court to see
that this House has its proper sitting
number within it; but the moment a
sitting member has reason to be dissatis-
fied with the judgmentof that court, what
is the conclusion arrived at? The mem-
bier is aided and abetted by the Crown
law authorities; and I say this without
any desire to prejudice this case when it
comes on. There can be no question that
the Crown, represented by the Ministry,
has assisted by every means in its power
the member who has been disqualified by
the court itself to keep the seat in
this House vacant. [Several LABouR
MEx1BERs: Hear, hear.] There is no
gainsaying that, and the speech of
the Attorney General to-night was an
apology, nothing mocre nor less, for the
course taken by the Government. It
should be the duty of Ministers to protect
this Assembly and not to protect rival
candidates outside, on whatever side they
may be. Ministers should protect this
tribunal. Where now is the ancient spirit
of this Assembly, having created this
tribunal to do work which was dlone pre-
viously by a body of its own members,
the elections and qualifications Conm-
mittee, when that court, doing this work,
is interfered with ? Whiat does it mean
but interference ? And look at the far-
reaching character of this interference.
As soon as it was found by the Judge of
this court that an appeal had been at
least tacitly permitted to a higher tri-
bunal, he refrained from giving his deci-
sion on a case that was before him until
the other case had been decided; and as
yet we have to wait another month before
that case is decided. What is the result?
The membcr for Geraldton (Mr. Carson)
was kept out of his place in this House for
I do not know bow long, and he may not be
entitled to sit here now. He may be
illegally sitting in this House. We do

not know. The decision is not given.
We have stopped the function of this
court. It will not decide until the High
Court has spoken.

MR. SCADDAN : It cannot, in the face
of the Government's action.

Mn. WALKER: No; apparently the
Government have taken the part of one
of the parties to this action-a thing
that should not be done. In a matter of
this kind the Government should have no
thought of any individual, but should
have every' consideration for the rights
and privileges of this Assembly. These
are matters that should comns under the
protection of the Government. The Gov-
ernment should not see what can be done
to give a member a chance to get into
this House without obedience to the
court. It should be the duty of the Gov-
ernment to protect the court which the
Legislature of this land has created.
Should not the House have faith in its own
decisions ? Upon what ground is there
a possibility of an appeal lying? Only
on the ground as to whether a certain
writ was returned on a particular day.
I submnit that the Judge in the court
on that occasion decided that matter.
He gave an opi nion on it. It came
under his judgment. His attention was
directed to it. This is not one of
the things he neglected to do. The
Attorney General quoted that the court
" shall " do certain things, meaning that
it was compulsory on the Judge to
perform these duties in his inquiry. The
Judge did so. The matter was sub-
mitted to him, and he decided that the
objection urged by the representative of
the then allegedly sitting member for
East F'remantle was void, and that it ea
no weight.

MR. LYsN: And he heard the case on
its merits.

MR. WALKER: I submit that the
Judge was obliged to take the recognised
authority for his decision on this point
provided by law itself. We have a paper
published by Government authority,
which has all the weight of legal evi-
dence. It is legal evidence. It is de-
clared to be so by the laws of the land.
The Government Gazette says that a
certain document shall be returned on a
certain day.

THE ATTORNEY GEtsan: On or'
before a certain date.
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Ma. WALKER: That is so. It shall
be 'within that time. It gives a limit.
If the writ is returned at any time within
that time it is legal, and there is nothing
wrong about it, and his Honour had that
paint before him. The Attorney General
speaks of disrespecting Judges and of
speak-ing lightly of their decisions; but

wht espect do we pay to this Judge's
decision when we cavil at it in this
mannerP The Chief Justice of this
State has ruled on that point as lie was
autborised to do by the Act that created
this tribunal. He therefore fulfilled the
obligations placed upon him by Act of
Parliament, He gave his decision, and
the law says that, having given that
decision, it shall be final and there shall
be no appeal from it.

MR. BOLTON: He refused an appeal.
MR.WALKER: Yes; hedidsoastbe

interpreter of the law. Whom are we to
take as an authority-the Attorney
General or the Chief Justice? The
Chief Justice has ruled. He has given
his decision. He refused an appeal. He
said that no appeal could lie. The
Attorney General says it does lie.

TEE ATTORNEY GENERAL (in
explanation) :The hon. member must at
any rate do me this justice, that I pur-
posely refrained from saying whether an
appeal would lie or whether it would not
lie. I pointed out that it would be open
to the court to hear the respondent or
the other party' , and to decide that the
original ranting was wrong; and I
expressly said that I wished to convey no
opinion as to whether that appeal did or
did not lie. I hope the hon. member will
do me the justice to say that I did re-
frain from giving an opinion in favour of
one party or the other.

MR. WALKER: I do the bon. miem-
her every justice in that respect, but no
one could help but feel the impression
that his entire speech created, apart from
the specific parentheses here and there
introduced by way of caution. What
also did the hon. member argue ? The
Chief Justice of the Commonwealth bad
ordered an appeal, and therefore he argued
that the appeal did lie; and hie threw
every discredit on everybody or everything
that threw any suspicious doubt as to
the real attitude of mind of the Chief

IJustice of the High Court. Now there is
a report of this ease which says that the
High Court granted the leave asked for;
but that the Chief Justice, Sir Samuel
Griffith, expressed a doubt as to whether
that court had jurisdiction to determine
the appeal. This would be a question, he
said, to be decided when the appeal came
before the court; and it reserved leave
to the respondent to mnove. The Attorney
General, in his desire to be fair, put quite
a different construction upon the decision

Iof the Judge in this case. He led us to
imagine that it was on the merits of the
case that the leave to appeal had been
made an order of the court. That was
not so. The facts of the case are that
the court was moved to grant an appeal
at once; but the Chief Justice took the
point that he was not sure, he had his
doubts, as to whether in this case an
appeal was permissible. But that it
might be argued, that it might not be
decided without the court bearing argu-
ment at which both sides could be present,
he granted leave; that is, be permitted
not the arguing of the case on its merits,
as the Attorney General wished to con-
vey, but permitted the arguing as to
whether the appeal can be heard or not.
Thepoint forargument is not now whether
or not the recent member for East Fre-
mantle was rightly or wrongly unseated.
Before that stage can be reached, another
stage has to be passed-the court has to
be convinced that it has the right to
listen to an appeal at all. And already
the Judge has sounded a note that he
does not think there is a case for appeal
in a matter of this kind. That is the
position; but the Attorney General would
lead us to believe quite differently, that
the case has gone so far on its merits and
that the right which has been granted to
tbe respondent to appear was only a
customary right and the usual course of
procedure; whereas it seems to me that
in Melbourne at least they took notice of
it as a special feature of the case, this
expressed doubt of the Judge himself as
to whether there was any right of appeal
at all. But even if there had been no
doubt aind the case were perfectly clear,
I submit that we should he lacking in
our duty if we allowed the courts to
interfere with the constitution of this
Assembly. We pass laws to guide us,
laws by which we are governed, and it



Ea~ .FemafleSea: £ SETEIHER 196.1 i declare Vacant. 1465

is our dity to maintain those laws.
The Attorney General drew a distinction
between the State and the Common-
wealth, and tried to infer that those who
argued as I am arguing now were raising
the question of State rights. There is
no question of State rights in the battle
at aDl; it is not a question as between
the State and the Commonwealth. The
question is, are we a sovereign body '.
That is the point. Have we the un-
disputed right to deal with those matters
which our Constitution has delegated to
us, or are we liable to interference from
any source outside? Can His Excellency
the Governor interfere with this House;
can the King himself iterfere, with this
body ? The laws protect us against the
interference even of those great person-
ages, and they equally protect us against
arbitrary or unjust interference from
the courts themselves. The courts have
no standing, no rights, no privileges here
whatsoever. This House protects its own
rights; and this is only a question of
protecting our own sovereignty as a
legislative body. That is the whole
question. And it would be the samne if
it were the Privy Council attempting to
interfere, and not the Commonwealth
High Court. We should still have the
right to fight the question, and we should
be as fully justified in doing so if it were
the case cited but not answered by the
Attorney General. Are we not doing
our own body an injustice? This House
is not properly constituted until these
seats are filled. Our laws provide that
there shall be a representative for East
Fremantle, and so long as we permit the
people of that constituency to continue
disfranchised we are not doing our duty.
What right have we to disfranchise those
peopleP We have 'kept them now for
months without a voice in this Chamber;
we have done them an injustice, and it is
in their cause I take this stand. Can we
plead for anything higher than the right
to protect thiose who should be protected
against actions which may he dictated
more by, shall I say, personal friendship
or private reputation than by a regard
for the welfare and well-being of this
Assembly? It is a duty to protect our-
selves as a body before protecting any
individual outside. And it is -nothing
short of a, scandal that we should have
shown such ineptitude and remained

inactive while the laws governing this
body are practically set at defiance. That
is what it means when we come down to
the bed-rock of the question, that we can
be fooled by any enterprising lawyer, who
may at any time upset the decisions of
our own body and interfere with us in
the discharge of our duties. I shall vote
for the motion because it is a duty to
protect our own sovereignty, our own in-
stitutions as a, legislative body, to protect
ourselves against interference from any
quarter; it is a duty we owe to every
member of this House and to the con-
stituency that we have kept disfranchised
during all these months. If we do not
display a firm spirit and a determination
to retain our powers in our own hands,
what will become of usP We shall
degenerate step by step, until ultimately
we shall not have a privilege left, and
shall be open to interference on the part
of anybody who chooses to take upon
himiself that impertinence, I hope the
motion will be carried, for it has to ho
remembered that what has occuirred in
East Fre mantle may occur in any other
constituency. By a fictitious appeal to
the court and afterwards by finding an
excuse for fictitious appeal to a6 higher
authority, the rich man who at any time
desires to keep a Labour representative or
a poorer innon eitherside out of the House
can easily do so. He has only to lodge a
petition in the Supreme Court, waitutil
a decision is givenx, and if it be against
him he can take it to the higher court,
and even then he may claim the royal
prerogative and carry his petition to the
Privy Council. I want to impress upon
members that we make our own rules for
the regulation of this Ch~ambher, and no
power has the right to dictate to us in
this respect. Even the Supreme Court,
which is our own creature, could not have
spoken in this matter if we had not dele-
gated to it the right to do so; and in
delegating that right, Parliament said
,"When you have spoken, no one may
interfere with that judgment." Are we
going back on that, in deference to what
may prove to be a fiction when the matter
comes to a test? In deference to the
whimsicalities of the law or alleged law,
we have already disfranchised one con-
stituency, and are setting an example
which way do this House great injury.
We need the representative of that con-
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stituency in this Chamber, on whichever
side he may sit; and by keeping him out
of his seat we are interfering with his
liberty and with the liberty of those of
his electors whose ancient rights go back
to the time of the oldest struggle for
liberty in British history. At present we
are depriving those people of their
inherent rights as Britisbers, and it is to
restore their rights to them without
delay that I shall vote for the motion of
the mnember for Guildford.

MR,. F. ILLENGWORTH (West
Perth):- In the strongest possible manner
I would argue in support of the views
which have just been presented to the
Rouse. The rights of this House are
the main question to be considered. I
wish to point out, in a few words, what
are the rights of this House in the ques-
tion. Did. we, or did we not, leave in
that Electoral Act the right of appeal.
That we did not intend to leave any such
right I am certain, for I was in the
House when the Bill was passed, and
no one would have been stronger
than myself in opposition to it bad
there been any suspicion in. my mind
that such a *right as has been sug-
gested existed under that measure. The
question to be decided is not whether
this House has sovereign powers. we
have those powers, and every member of
the House may stand up and claim, for
all he is worth, the maintenance of those
sovereign powers. The point we have to
consider, however, is whether in pasing
the Electoral Act we did, by Section~' 94
provide that the decision of the Supreme
Court should be final. Did this Parlia-
ment-u ninteutionallv no doubt-omit
to sufficiently guard ihe transfer of our
power so as to prevent this very question
of appeal from arisingP The question
which has been put before the court is
whether we did or did not fail to guard
the rights of this House. If we have
failed to guard them t,he remedy must be
sought at the earliest possible moment by
repealing the particular section and
amending the Act. The question now to
be raised, is whether we did or did not
make a mistake and fail in our duty,
and that question will- be settled by
the appeal. If we did so fail, we
must accept the consequences of the
failure.

Mn. SCADDAN: This House is the
highest court.

MR. ILLINGWORTR: I admit that;
but if a court which hias, sovereign power
fails by inadvertence or neglect to guard
its own rights, the best thing to be done
is to rem edy the defect as soon as possible.
At pr~esent the right has been assailed,
and the view presented to the court is
that we left the power of' appeal in the
Electoral Act when transferring our
power to the Supreme Court. What is
asked for is a decision whether the High

1 ourL has or has not the power to listen
to this appeal. That question has not
yet been tested, and until it is decided I
contend that this Rouse is powerless by
having inadvertently failed to guard
its right in a proper wianner, and
until that question has been decided
I am of opinion it did not so fail. I am
of opinion they are so sufficiently guarded .
What we have to do is to seek an amend-

Iment of the Electoral Act, and conserve
our powers. If it is found we have
failed at all, it is our first duty to amend
the Act at the earliest moment, but not
until the appeal which has been made is
decided. We are going out of our way
to fight an enemy which may not exist.
It is sufficient for us to deal with the
question when the High Court has
accepted an appeal. It is not for mue to
express an opinion, but I should think
the High Court will not accept the

Iappeal. Uutil it does, we inust hasten
Islowly and wait for a decision oE the
Icourt, and then deal with the Electoral
Act.

Mn. J. C. G. FOULKES (Claremont):
I have listenedl with great interest to the
address given by the Attorney General,
and also the speech of the mnember for

aKanowna. Both these addresses dealt
with constitutional law, and no subject
has caused so muchi discussion during
the last 40 years in the old country as
that subject has. It is a subject dealt
with by very few lawyers. It is a
speciality in itself, and in the old country
there are only about three or four

Ilaw vers who ha~ve made a study of that
Ipariioular subject. Therefore' it is a
subject on which the ordinary layman
and most lawyers, in my opinion, are
not able to form a correct impression.

II quite admit, with the member for
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Kanowua, that we are in a mast un-
fortunate position. When the ]Electoral
Act was passed I know it was the inten-
tion of the House that there should be
no appeal from the decision of a Judge.
To show how anxious the House was on
that point, a discussion arose that if a
petition was lodged against the return of
a member the appellant should deposit
a certain sum, I think it was £50,
as security for costs for the hearing of
the appeal in our own Leginslature. If at
that time the Legislature intended there
should be an appeal from the decision of
the Judge, I feel certain that the amount
fixed would not be sufficient to pay the cost
of the appeal. I mention that incident
to show how clear was the intention of
the 'House that there should be no appeal
to any court except our own. Unfor-
tunately for us a fresh power has
appeared on the horizon, the Federal
Parliament. In those days we had no
idea the Federal authorities would try to
steal our State rights.

MR. TAYLOR: We passed our Electoral
Act in 19.04, four years after the Corn-
monwealth was established.

Mn. FOULKES: Since that date the
Federal Parliament has developed, and
we see signs and tendencies on the part
of that Parliament to take away State
rights.

MR. LYNiCH. YOU are prepared to
sign them away, apparently.

MR. FOULKES: I will deal with
that question afterwards. At the time,
if we had apprehended it I feel certain
the Legislature of the day would have
stated in unmistakable terms that they
did not wish an appeal from our own
Judges. The member for Kanowna has
maintained that this House should be the
sole judge of its own affairs, and he has
gone back to ancient history showing
that during the last 500 years in the
British Parliament, the House of Com-
mons has insisted on being its own judge
on matters appertaining to itself. About
30 years ago the Rouse of Commons
recognised that it was, not on all occ-a-
sions the best judge to deal with matters
appertaining to itself, and for that reason
the House of Conmmons appointed eec-
tion Judges to deal with all cases arising
from disputed elections.

Mn. WALKER: As a matter of con-
venience.

Mn. FOULKES: I do not say it was
a question of convenience. The House of
Commons recognised that they were not
the best judges to deal with these pIiar-
ticular matters in dispute. Owing to the
feeling of partisanship on both sides of
the House, they saw quite clearly that
they were not tho proper persons to deal
with election disputes. I mention that
because it was only after many years of
experience that they arrived at that
decision, and from what I read in the
public Press of Great Britain there is no
anxiety On the part of members of Par-
liament or the general public of Great
Britain to revert to the old practice of
allowing the House of Commons or the
House of Lords to settle these matters in
dispute. They are prepared to leave them
to the election Judges. I mention that
fact because the mnenmber for Guildford
seeks to persuade us that the best thing
for us to do is to d ecide these mnatters for
ourselves. I maintain that is' a risky
step for us to) take, although I am
strongly in sympathy with the motion,
because I am anxious to maintain our
State rights. Still I see there is great
danger if we ask members of Parlia-
ment, who in most cases are partisans, to
decide cases of this kind.

MR. SCAnnAN : We are not deciding
anything.

Ms. FOIJtK ES: We are asked now
to declare the seat vacant. That is what
it comes to.

MR. WALXEE:; According to law.
MR. FOULKES: The experience of

the House of Comamons has taught me
that the Legislature, where there is a
dispute arising over an election, is not
the best judge to decide the matter in
dispute. This evening we had two
speakers - the member for Kanownta
with great ability maintaining his side of
the question, and the Attorney General
maintaining the other side. I do not
know which is right. Nor can any
member iu the House, however impartial,
sa~y certainly which member is correct.
(Interjection.) I see one member is
satisfied, but there are 35 members in
the House now, and when I asked
the question, only one member out of the
35 has said that he felt quite satisfied ais
to which of the two members is correct
in his interpretation. The member for
Kanowna referred to the ease of Mr.
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Bradlaugh, who was returned for the city
of Northampton. When the time came
to take the oath -at that time there was
a law in force for every member to take
the oath of allegiance-Mr. Bradlaugh,
for certaiu reasons, objected to take theI
oath. (t was, not a question of dis-I
loyalty to the Sovereign. but be refusedI
to take the oath; and the House of
Commons passed a resolution that as Mr.
Bradlaugh had not taken the oath, there-
fore he was not eligible to sit in the
House of Commons.

Mn. WALKER: He was under the im-
pression. he could affirm.

Mn, FOU'LKES: The House of
Commons declared the seat vacant. Mr.
Bradlaugh went back for re-election, and
maintained that the House of Commons
had no right to prevent anyone from
taking his seat in Parliament. We see
he did not agree with the mnember for
Kanowna. The House of Commons said
what the'member for Kanowna said, that
they should be the judges of whether the
person was eligible to sit in the House of
Commons or not. Mr. Bradlaughi main-
tained that the House of Commons was
not the judge: it was a matter for the
constituents to decide. The case went
on from court to court, and ultimately
somehow or other, I forget how it was,
Mr. Bradlaugh took his seat in the
House of Commons. He himself recog-
nised that he was not on very sound
ground because he introduced a, Bill,
which was carried unanimously, that it
be not necessary for a, member to take
an oath, that it should be sufficient if he
affirmed. I only mention that point to
show that Mr. IBradlaugh having fought
out the case-he fought many other
cases in the old country-recognised in
the end that he was not on safe ground.
This is not the first time in recent history
that Legislatures have come in conflict
-with the judiciary. In South Africa, in
the Transvaal, when PresidentKruger was
ruler in that country~he appointed Judges.
The Legislature ini the Transvaal. passed
Acts of Parliament. Legal proceedings
followed on these Acts between private
individuals, and these matters came before
the various Judges in the Transval,
and the Judges gave decisions on the
matters in dispute. When President
Kruger and his Parliament heard of
the decisions, they had those decisions

brought before the House, and passed a
fresh Act of Parliament straight away
annulling the decisions which the Judges
had arrived at. This caused, as members
can quite understand, a lot of con fusion
in South Africa. It was one of the
great causes of dissatisfaction in the
Transvaal, the chief caLase of dissatis-
faction, that the Parliament of that
country interfered with the decisions of
its Judges.

MRh. SCADDAN: That is what this
Government is doing.

Mn. FOULSKES: That is what we are
asked by the member for Guildford to
do. Here is at case that is at Iresent
before the Judges of Australia. It has
been brought before the Supreme Court
of Australia.

MR. JoHissoN :It has never been.
Ap. FOULKES:- The member for

Guildford is not quite correct in that,
The matter has been brought before the
Chief Justice, and he himself when the
case came before hiim stated he had grave
doubts whether he had the right to hear
the appeal. The Chief Justice of Aus-
tralia,, who is looked. on as one of the best
legal authorities in Australia, for every-
body listens to his opinions with the
utmost respect, on this subject expresses
grave doubt whether there is the right of
appeal to the Federal Court, yet we are
asked byv the member for Gunildford to
decide offhand whether there iis an appeal
to tat court or not. It is a most
unreasonable thing to come to a decision
of that kind. The majority of members
are laymeu, and with all1 due respect to
the Attorney General hie does not pose
as an authority onl constitutional law,
and I am sure the member for Kanorna
does not. If the Chief Justice of Aus-
tralia, expresses a doubt as to whether
there is the right of appeal or not, we
ma.y-

MR. WALKER: Be safe to follow the
doubt.

MR. FOULKES: I think we should
be doing a risky thing to pass a motion
and come to a decision when one of the
best legal authorities in Australia has
already stated that he has grave doubts
on the subject. [Interjection.] I am
aware that our own Chief Justice, as no
doubt the Chief Justice of Australia and
other legal authorities--
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MR. WALKER: He has not beard the
case.

MR. FOULKES: I admit he has not,
but there appeared to be sufficient facts
brought before him to convince him at
any rate that there was a certain element
of doubt with regard to this State. I
agree with the member for West Perth
that it is a most unsatisfactory condition
to be in. This state of affairs might
arise: we may after a general election
have a dozen seats disputed, and we may
have the two sides of this House of prac-
tically even numbers. I can remember I
the time when the Daglish Mlinistry had
a majority of, I think, about three or
four. Perhaps the hon. member (Mr.
Daglish) can correct me dn that point,
for he knows better than I do what
mjority he had. On several occasions
he only got a majority of one, and I am
sure there must have been many occasions
when the existence of that Ministry was
at stake. The mar-gin was so small at
that time that a contingency might have
arisen owing to the absence of members
when the Ministry might have been put
out of office, which might not have been
the ease had the full complement of
members been present. I think that our
first and earliest duty is. as the member
for West Perth has stated, to see that we
amend our Act, if it requires amendment.
We shall know best whether it does

require amendment when the Federal
Judicature has; given its decision on this
case. [Interjection by MR. WALKER.]

It is a most unfortunate thing for East
Fremantle that it is practically dis-
f ranchised, but that is through no fault
of this Parliament.

MR. ScOAAq: It is the fault of the
Government.

'MR. FOULKES: It is not the fault
of the Government, and it is not the fault
of this House. It is owing to the fact
that the Federal authorities may claim
the right to hear this case. If the
Federal Judges decide that they have the
right to give leave for this appeal, I
think we should be placed in a serious
difficulty if we opposed them on that
point.

MRt. SCADDAN: How do you propose
to compensate the East Fremantle elec-
torsP

Mu. FOIJLKES: It is not a question
of compensation. No amiount of comi-

pen sation can be given to them. It is
impossible to devise any mneans of com-
peusiation. A legal difficulty has sprung
up owing to the manner in which our
last Electoral Act was passed by this
House. Members of the House comn-
mitted a mistake, I have no doubt,
although the y did it unwittingly, as I
said just, now. We had no apprehension
ait all, it never dawned upon us, that
this state of affairs might arise. The
member for Gnildf.,rd was in the House
at the time that Bill was passed, and he
will remember that it was passed after a
great deal of discussion, and it only came
into law at the end of the session. A
mistake has, I say, been made, and it is
most unfortunate that East Fremantle is
the constituency.

MR. SCknnDAN : We do not admit a
mistake.

Ma. WALKER: A mistake is being
made now.

MR. FOULKES,: A mistake has been
made owing to the fact that we did not
make that section more definite. Still, I
maintain that where the Chief Justice,
Sir Samuel Griffith, has expressed grave
doubt on this point we should be doing a
most risky thing to decide offhand like
this, without having more and better
authorities on this point than have been
adduced.

MR. BATH: Where would you get,%
better authority than the Privy Council
case cited?

MR. FOULiKES : We have heard ex-
tracts from that case, and I would like to
hear the opinion of the Federal Court
upon that Canadian case.

ME. BATH: They are not allowed to
give a decision on that.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: Yes, they
are.

MR. BATH: They could not review that
decision.

THE ATTORNEY GENSERAL: Yes.
MR. BATH: No.
AIR. FOULKES: I feel certain that

the case will be brought before the
Federal Court, and eve,, if not I amn
quite sure the Federal Judges will refer
toit.

MR. BATH: The Attorney General
should have known of that ease.

MR. FOULKES: All these points
could be dealt with,
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MR. BATH: It should have been dealt
with when the Attorney General was con-
sidering this matter and advising the
House or the Government.

MR. FOULKES: I dare say he did
consider the point, but this is the risk he
ran. Supposing he had recommended his
Excellency the Governor to declare the
seat vacant, perhaps M~r. Holmes would
still have gone on with his petition. I do
not say he would have done so, but be
might have gone before the Federal
Court; and supposing he had done so
and the court had decided that Mr.
Holmes had to taire his seat in this
House, we should have had two members
coming up for East Fremantle. And
who would decide the point ?

MR. WALKEn: The House.
MR. FOUL4KES; But as the member

for West Perth has said, the House has
transferred its rights to our own Judges
here.

MR. HOLMAN: And the Judge has
given his decision.

MR. FOUJLKES: But would he give
his decision to that effect in opposition to
the decision of the Federal Court?

MR. TAYLOR: He has already given it.
MR. FOUJLKES: But supposing the

Federal Court decided that Mr. Holmes
was entitled to the seat. (Interjection.)
There are all kinds of possibilities.

MR. SPEAKER: If the hon. member
would address the Chair, he would find
very much less interjection.

MR. FOULKES: I was replying to
the bon. member.

Mn. SPEAKER: I cannot allow
inteirjections to continue at the rate the~y
are going on.

Mn. FOULKES: The numerous inter-
jections I have had show what difficulties
there are in regard to this point. The
last few interjections I have had, three of
them, were made within two or three
minutes. They are all supposing this
and supposing that. But it shows what
difficulty there is with regard to this
subject, and I for my part shall refrain
frsm giving a decision on it; therefore I
shall vote at present in favour of allowing
this matter to be tried by the Federal
Court, and if their decision goes against
our State rights, then it will be our duty
to amend our own Electoral Act as far as
possible, and I hope it will he done this

session and that therefore we shall
preserve our rights.

MR. WALKER: Supposing a, decision
is given and it does not satisfy Mr.
Holmes, and Mr. Holmes wants to take
it to the Privy Council, will you hold
that we ought to wait until the Privy
Council has decided?

Ma. FOULKES: If Mr. Holmnes has
the right to take the case to the Privy
Council-

MR. TAYLOR: You would hesitate.
Ma. FOULKES; I would hesitate

very much. It proves quite clearly to
me the mistake we miade when we passed
that Electoral Act two years ago.
Whether Mr. Holmes will go on with it
or not remaids to be seen. Sufficient for
the day is the evil thereof. I take it that
the partisans in this case, Mr. Angwin
and Mr. Holmes, are reasonable men,
and I fancy that when they obtain a
decision of the Federal Judges-and the
member for Kanowna will agree with me
that taking them altogether they are the
three best lawyers, I should say, in the
whole of Australia-it will satisfy both
parties. For that reason and the other
reasons I have mentioned, I think we
should be doing a most risky thing in
agreeing to the motion brought forward
by the member for Guildford.

Mn. H. DAGLISH (Subiaco): The
member for West Perth (Mr. Illingwortb)
in his opening remarks made certain state-
ments that I think we all agree with,

*namely that it is the duty of this House
to protect its rights. I do not think any-
one can dispute that point, It is a duty
not to the Rouse itself but to the electors,
because in conserving our rights we are
really protecting their interests, and in
this case it seems to me that although at
present this matter is being discussed in
the Federal High Court, the question is
one really of the rights of Parliament,
and we should follow the precedent estab-
lished for centuries by the British Parlia.
ment of making Parliament the supreme
arbiter of its own rights, the supreme
arbiter of its own p~ower. There is no
question that it is in our power, and we
are simply following precedent if we
define our rights and insist on retaining
them.

Mn. kLLINewoaTn: We have trans.
ferred our power.



Rast Fre'mantle Seat: [5 SEIMrx1BER, 1906.] to declare Vacant. 1471

MR. TAYLOR: No.
MR. DAGLISH: The whole question

hinges on the accuracY of that statement.
As far as ordinary plain English goes we
have undoubtedly definitely said with
regard to disputed elections that we
have not and we will not transfer our
rights. We have transferred our power
to this extent, we have transferred our
duties as a court in disputed elections to
our Supreme Court; but we have said
that the Supreme Court having given its
decision there shall be no appeal, and the
statemnent is made unequivocally in two
or three different forms. We are asked
to take a reading of the law which is
different from the common-sense reading
of it. I. know that legal readings and
comnmon-sense readings do sometimes
differ; but the section on which the whole
question binges seems to me to be so
plain in its language that " the wayfaring
man though afool may not err therein; "
tha~t the veriest tyro able to read at all
and gifted with the slightest understand-
ing could not make a mistake with regard
either to the intention of Parliament
or to the effect of the enactment. T~he
question is whether the elections which
come into dispute in this State from time
to time are toube settled under our electoral
law, by our State court, by our locally
constituted authority, or by some other
court at a distance having no special
knowledge of our electoral law and to
which we never proposed to give the
power to settle disputes that arise.

MR. JLLINOWORTH: The question is:
did we or did we not give that power?

MRt. DAGLISH: I defy the hon. memn-
ber to find ay section in any Act of Par-
liament more definite in its nature than
Section 167. And so far as I can under-
stand from the Attorney General, the
whole question binges on whether our
failure to establish specifically a court of
disputed returns gives a right of appeal
because of the fact that the body which
gives the decision on a disputed election
is the Supreme Court, and there is a
right of general appeal from any decision
of the Supreme Court. I do not know
whether I correctly caught the Minister's
words:; but I understood him to say that
if we had retained what was termed the
courtof disputed returns, then therewould
be no appeal

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: No general
appeal.

Mla. DAGLISHi: And that we dis-
tinctly took away any special appeal by
the terms of Section 167?

Tan ATTORNEqY GENERAL: No.
MR. DAGLISH: The words of the

section are: " All decisions of the court
shall lie final and conclusive, without
appeal, and shall not be questioned in
any way." The same statement is re-
peated in about four different forms.
First: 'All decisions of the court shall
be final"-that would seem to an ordinary
reader to finish the matter; but thesection
proceeds, "and conclusive." The third
repetition is, -'without appeal ;" and
the fourth repetition, "anRd shall not be
questioned in any way." Our Supreme
Court beard this case, and reported, I
presume in the ordinary way, that the
election for East Fremantie had been de-
clared void. Then our duty is plainly
laid down. Parliament should step in
as soon as thbat report is made by the
Supreme Court; and it became the duty
of this House, when it met, to pass a
motion declaring the seat vacant. We
have failed in our duty, and the position
is either that election is void, or it
stands. If it is void, then this House
has obviously neglected at plain duty in
refusing to pass the necessary motion
and to hold another election.

MR. ILLINGWORTH: Meanwhile an ap-
peal has been lodged.

MR. DAGLISH: If the election was
voided, then this House should have car-
ried the necessary motion. If the elec-
tion is not void, then the member for
East Fremnantle ought to be in his place
to-night. Undoubtedly the election has
been either upset or not upset. If it has
been upset, then the House is failing in
its duty until a motion like that of
the member for Guildford be tarried.
But if the election has not been upset,
then East Fremantle is being very
badly treated by its member, who ought
to be present in his place, attending to
the duties with which he has been en-
trusted by his constituents. I wish to
say that I am not arguing this question
either as a friend oran opponent of either
candidate. Mr. Holmes having been
declared eleced, and then in my opinion
unseated-I am speaking exactiy as I
should speak were the positions reversed
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-it seems to me lplain that the continued
absence of Mr. Holmes from his seat in
the House is evidence of his recognition
of the fact that he has no right here. Hle
recognises that be is not a member of the
House, that the election has been de-
cred void, and that therefore he has for-

feited his privileges.
THE ATTORNEY GEN GnAL: Is that the

only motive that could keep him away?
What about Mr. Carson?

Mnt. DAGLISE: I understand that
he was trembling and timid. He did
not know what grave danger be might
be stepping into; did not know what
precipice was before his feet. But
the position of the member for Geraldton
(Mr. Canson), if the Attorney General
will allow me to give the gentleman that
title, is no better now than when the
Premier said a few words advising him
to take his seat. If the member for
Geraldton could have incurred any
penalty before the Premier said those
few words, there was no magic in the
words to relieve the hon. member from
any penalty which he would have in-
curred had he taken. his seat before those
words were spoken. But the point is,
either there is or there is not at the
present moment a member for East Fre-
mantle. If there is not, let the House
do its duty to the people of East Fre-
mantle. If there is a. member for East
Fremantle, let him, on the other hand,
come here and attend to his parlia-
mentary work. And I cannot get away
from the fact that the gentleman who
was representative of East Fremantle
has recognised, by his absence from the
House, that his election has already been
finally and conclusively upset. Now we
come to the question of appeal. I should
be glad indeed to see disputed election
petitions removed altogether from any
court; because after all we do not wan~t
election disputes determined on legal
arguments of great subtlety, such great
subtlety that although we have bad the
decision of one Chief Justice in regard to
this election, it seems that there are
points on which the Chief Justice of the
High Court may differ in opinion from
our local Chief Justice. We do not want
to have election battles fought in the law
courts. We do not want, either, to have
a candidate who is forced to appeal

against the result of an election, starved
out by the cost of the legal proceedings,
starved into submission, forced because
of the want of a long purse to accept
what he thinks is a wrong decision. That
is the position to which we are coming.
Already ani appellant has to put up a
substantial sumn before hie can lodge an
appeal at all, If he puts uip that
sum., hie hias to risk incurring heavy
legal expenses. I understand that in
arguing a cae like this, that may last
two or three days, very heavy expenses
are incurred. The member for' Guildford
had a case about four years ago, and if
mny memory serves rue rightly, a couple of
days' hearing Cost ihim about £200, with-
out an appeal, without any special
expenses. It cost him £200 to respond
to a petition in our Supreme Court.
What is it about to cost the member who
is justifying his retention of a seat, if he
has to go to the High Court? And
presumably, if there be a right of appeal
to the High Court, there is likewise on
the same ground a right of appeal to the
Privy Council. Why, it means that
more than half of us in this House can
have our seats taken from us by litiga-
tion, no matter how strongly we hold
them by the will of our electors.

31R. ILLINGWoRTH: That is the fault
of the Act..

-Mn. DAGLISH: I am putting the
position as it is, if we are wrong in pass-
ing the present motion. If there is a
right of appeal, then the man returned in
thoroughly legal fashion to Parliamnt,
if he has but a short purse, is placed at
the mercy of any unscrupulous candidate
who chooses to pursue him from court to
court; and the member elected may be
actuaLly forced out of Parliament simply
for the want of money, by his inability to
provide for his representation in the
various courts to which the case may go.
I contend that the proper court of
appeal from the decision of our Supreme
Court-the proper court to which any
member dissatisfied with the decision of
our Supreme Court ought to go-is con-
stitu ted by the electors of his con-
stituency. Surely they can settle the
point in dispute more quickly and more
effectively than it can be settled by any
court whatever. The court can but say
either that the election is void, or that it
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stands good. And if it be void, then
there must be a resort to the people of
East Frenmantle. If it holds good, there
maust be in a short time, on the dis-
solution of Parliament, a resort to the
people of East Fremantle, Meanwhile,
the whole issue could have been settled
before now, probably at no greater ex-
pense than is being incurred by the pre-
sent legal proceedings, had that reference
been made to the people of East Fre-
mantle which this motion, if passed, will
cause to be made. I earnestly trust that
Parliament will stand by its own Act an
Act couched in exceedingly clear language,
and will stand by it apart from the
Canadian precedent, and a, very strong
precedent it seemed to me, quoted by the
member for Guildford. Apart freinthat
precedent, the words of our Act are so
strong and so conclusive, and the inten-
tion of Parliament in passing it is so
evident, that it seems to me a duty on
the part of this House to carry the
motion which the member for Ouildford
has submitted.

MRa. G. TAYLOR (Mt. Margaret):- It
wats highly gratifying to me to-night to
hear the able speech of the Attorney
General on an exceedingly small technical
point, or I think' I shall be more correct
if I say on a legal quibble. So far back
as last November, when rarliament met
after the general election, I was so satis-
fied, from inforumation I received, that
this scat would be voided if the petition
were tried before the court, that I mloved
for a. return containing the report
of the inquiry by the Electoral De-
partment. The motion was passed last
session, hut the return was not laid
on the table until this session. When
moving for it last session I was twitted
by members on the Government side with
being a partisan, with beingprjdc,
with making wild statements against
high, honourable, and reputable people.
But now I find that the report of the
departmental inquiry, made at the instance
of the then Chief Electoral Officer, Mr.
0. Burt, contains in several places recoin-
mndations to the Minister to prosecute
some of those high and reputable people,
for speaking against whom T was
twitted by members on the Govern-
ment side when I moved my motion.
That being so, I am pleased that this

motion has been moved, and that argu-
ments have been advanced from both
sides of the House in the way i which
they have been advanced. When I spoke
previously I did not speak as a partisan.
The evidence is clear that we, on this side
of the House, have no desire to make this
a party question, or this position would
have been taken up as soon as Parlia-
ment met. We then thought that the
Government would have done their duty
and moved to declare the seat vacant. It
was not done; and as time passed, it
became necessary that someone should
take action in the matter; and the mem-
her for Guildford, with no party feeling
of any kind, moved as he did. We have
discussed this matter with no party feel-
ing. No doubt the Attorney General
really evaded the points of the strong
arguments brought forward by the mem-
ber for Guihlford and stated by the
learned Judges in England in connection
with the Canadian case cited, though the
hon. gentleman dealt very extensively
with the Tasmanian case cited. The
Attorney General also put forward his
own phase of the Geraldton ease. So I
am fair in putting forward this phase of
that question as it appears to mue as a
layman. When our Chief Justice decided
the East Fremian tle case and voided the
seat, he was perfectly satisfied on the
evidence advanced that it was the proper
course for him to pursue. Subsequently
the Geraldton case was tried, and our
Chief Justice reserved his decision. The
Attorney General argues that it was on
mature judgment, and after greater con-
sideration, that the Chief Justice reserved
his decision in the Geraldton case;
but I am fair in putting- this phase of
the question, that the Chief Justice had.
decided the Fremantle case on the
evidence and had voided the seat.
Had no appeal been taken, the
decision of the Chief Justice in the
Geraldton case would have been similar
to that in the East Fremantle case. Why
did the Chief Justice reserve his decision?9
Had there been any idea in the mind of
the Chief Justice that the seat should not
be voided, there was no necessity for him
to reserve his decision. His action would
have been, it is plain to see, that he
would not have reserved his decision;
but the decision was reserved. The Chief
Justice had in his mind that he had
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already decided a case and voided a seat.
He said to himself : "This evidence is
sufflciently strong for me to void this
seat also, but what is the use of my
doing so when there is a case pending
in the Federal High Court? " That is a
fair assumption for me to take. Tt is a
fair way to view the decision of the Chief
Justice. Had the Chief Justice intended,
according to the evidence before him in
the Geraldton case, to uphold the seat of
the hon. member, he would have given
his decision; bitt his opinion was that
the seat should be voided, and he said
"What is the use of it? I have voided
a seat and the case has gone to the High
Court. The Government have not done
their duty in declaring the seat vacant."
It is fair for me to assume that the Chief
,Justice thought the Government had

aqisced in this appeal to the High
Cor.The Chief Justice said to him-

self: "I have directed, they have not
acted. T will reserve my decision."
That is my opinion of what was in the
mind of the Chief Justice, though no one
can tell what was in his mind or what
decision he would have come to in the
Geraldton cae on the evidenee adduced.
The Attorney General has pointed out
also very clearly that it would be idle on
the part of this House and would make
us appear as asses to carry this motion.
The Attorney General asked whether the
Chief Justice of the Commonwealth
would take into consideration the attitude
of this House. Would a man in the
high and lofty position of the Chief
Justice of the Commonwealth and with the
versatile brain of that gentleman tale any
notice of what this House would do ? In
my opinion no court will give a decision
it has no power to enforce. Suppose we
carry this motion to-night and declare the
-eat Fremantle seat vacant, and an
election takes place in accordance with
the Electoral Act of 1904, and a gentle-
man is returned to represent East Fre-
mantle before the High Court will sit in
Western Australia; and supposing the
present litigants go on with their appeal,
and the High Court decides to quash the
decision of our Supreme Court, how is the
High Court going to enforce the decisionF
It is an awkward position for the High
Court as to whether it can enforce the
decision. That aspect of the question
appeals to me; and I am perfectly sure

that if this House does its duty, the
gentleman who is appealing to the High
Court will see thle necessity Of atdvaning
no farther arguments. It has been
pointed out by the member for Subiaco
(Mr. Daglish) that it simply means, if
we are to allow our power to slip through
our fingers, that in the near future it
will be the manl with the longe-st purse
who will occupy a seat in this House. It
is quite apparent that, were it not for the
money behind the litigants to-day, the
High Court would not have been moved;
and has it not been argued by members
who have cause to know that the reason
this appeal was not heard outside this
State was because of the shortness of the
purse of the petitioner? That is known
beyond doubt; and whatever feeling
there may be on party lines, we should be
solid in liaintaining our rights as mem-
bers of this House. It has keen pointed
out by the member for Subiaco that the
Electoral Act under which this dispute
arose specifically and distinctly says that
there shall be no appeal. It is not owing
to any lack on our part in the passage of
that measure, but it is because of tbe
Federal Constitution Act, passed years
befo-e, that a right of appeal is allowed
to the High Court. The decision in
the Canadian case, quoted by the mem-
ber for Guildford, held that there
is no right of appeal to the Privy
Council; and that being so, there can be
right of appeal from the Supreme Court
here on a matter on all-fours with the
case under review in that Canadian
decision to the High Court of Australia.
Of course the legal member of the Gov-
erunment disagrees, and I must con-
gratulate the hon. gentleman On the
able manner in which he put his case
forward.

MR. TROT: And evaded the point.

MR. TAYLOR: A person listening to
a lawyer pleading his case, and especially
a lawyer putting up his defence, must
recognise that the lawyer deals in his
arguments with the weak points of his
opponents, and slides quietly over the
strong points. The strong point in the
argument advanced by the member for
Guildford was the Canadian case, and
neither the Attorney General nor any
member on the Government side of the
House has replied to that statement. It
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stands as yet unchallenged. But I must
congratulate the Attorney General on
the able manner in which ho evaded the
point. The bon. gentleman spoke for
an hour and a half and rarely touched
the point, and failed altogether to refute
the strong argument advanced by the
member for Guildford. I have no desire
to delay this inotion, bat I point out that
it is correct for this House to carry it,
notwithstanding the arguments advanced
by the legal gentlemen who sit on the
Government side. The member for
Claremont (Mr. Foulkes) hesitated some-
what when the question was put to him,
whether if the High Court did not give
the decision that Mr. Holmes desired,
and if Mr. Holmes wished to take the
case to the Privy Council, be (Mr. Foul kes)
would wait for the Privy Council decision
or not. It seems to me that lawyers always
desire to keep a case going from one
court to another, because they invariably
do not lose much through the transit.
It generally affects those who are easily
led from one court to another, and who
have to find the wherewithal to take the
case or cases along. Notwithstanding
the statement made by the Attorney
General I hope this motion will be carried.
I do not w ish to argue from the " State
rights " point of view-that drops out
of the question-hut I wish to maintain
the rights and privileges of this House.
That is the point. The Act gives specific
power to deal with the decision, and I
'hope the House will not los3e the oppor-
tunity. I will support the motion.

[MR. ILLINGOTH took- the Chair.]

Mut. W. D. JOHNSON (in reply as
mover): In rising to reply to some of
the reasons given by members why they
cannot support the motion, I must say
that I am pleased I brought it forward,
if for no other reason than thatt this has
been an interesting and instructive debate.
It will be my duty to try to remove any
doubts as to the power members have Lo
decide the question for themselves. Let
me first refer to some of the remarks
of the Attorney General. I do not
propose to go over the points that
have already been answered by the
speeches delivered by members on
the Opposition side of the House.
The Leader of the Opposition took awa~y

several points that required explaining
by me, and the member for Kanowna did
li kewise, but there are two or th ree points
I desire to refer to. At the outset the
Attorney Generalimisunderstood me when
I made reference to the delay that oc-
curred in connection with the hearing of
the petition. I did not desire to cast
reflection on the Chief jTiiti-ep. who heard
the petition, and T do not desire to east
reflection on anybody int connection with
the delays;, but I desire to remove
the acecusation levelled against the peti-
tioner, that he, and he alone, was
responsible for the delays. I desire to
remove that from the public mind, because
unquestionably it has been held by a,
number of people that the, delay was due
to the petitioner, and the petitioner alone.
The delay was not due to the petitioner,
neither was it due to the respondant, with
the exception that I believe he has delayed
the miatter by going on with an appeal
which is not allowed according to the
Electoral Act. Apart from that, up till
the time the appeal started there was no
delay that anyone could take a great deal
of exception to. I would be the last to
cast reflections on the Judge who sat in
this case, and I am sorry the Attorney
General thought I desired to do so. The
first point made by the Attorney General
was in connection with the change of
opinion that possibly arose in the mind
of the Chief Justice on the two petitions
he heard in connection with the recent
elections. When the first petition was
heard the Chief Justice gave it as his
opinion that his decision was final and
conclusive, and that there was no appeal.
Latter on there was another petition
lodged, and because the Chief Justice
did not deeide that petition and give
the same opinion, the Attorney General
would lead the House to believe that
the Chief Justice saw the error of
his way, and realised that his first
opinion was wrong, and that after mature
consideration he reversed it. Is not this
the real position ? We had the decision
of the Chief Justice wherein he stated
his decision was final, and that there was
no appeal. What followedP What was
the duty of the Government of the day ?
What was the duty of Parliament?
According to the opinion of the Attorney
General, was it not the duty of Parlia-
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meat to immedia-tely declare the seat
vacant, and proceed to the election of a
new member? But we have to realise
that for one month tbis Parliamuent sat
and disregarded altogether the fact that
the Chief Justice had notified us that he
had declared the election null and void,
and practically called on us, to issue a
new writ. We did not do so. What
other decision could the Obiet Justice
come to but that Parliament did not
wish to uphold the rights and privileges
that we bad, and therefore he delayed the
matter for farther consideration ? That
is the true position to my mind. The
fact that thbe Chief Justice did not decide
the Geraldton petition, and did not give
the same decision therein as in the
East Fremantle case, does not cast doubt
on the decision of the Chief Justice as to
whether he was tight or wrong in thle
first place? There is a reflection on the
House in not carrying out its duties
when notified by the Chief Justice that
he had deided that the election was null
and void. Then the Attorney General
proceeded to make a great deal out of the
fact that I read a letter written by the
legal adviser to the petitioner which
was sent to the Governor. I brought
forward that letter, and I did not make a
great point of the fact that the letter was
written to the Governor. T realised after
all that there was a doubt, and a. very grave
doubt, as to whether it was the dunty of
the Governor to issue a writ, and Dot the
duty of the Government; atnd in order to
lead to my argument I read the letter
written by the legal adviser to the

p etitio'ner. I desired to refer to the
letter written by the legal adviser to
the petitioner, and in referring to
it I quoted the fact that Mr. Moss
figured in many ways in the petition. I
did draw attention to the fact that all the
authorities I had looked up, and all the
authorities 1 had spoken to on the ques-
tion, were decidedly against the opinion
given by the then hlead of the Crown Law
Department, Mr. Moss, as adviser to His
Excellency the Governor. Considering
all the authorities were against him I
thought Mr. Moss was wrong on that
occasion, and I am convinced at this
moment that the advice given at that
timue was absolutely wrong. Then the
Attorney General states that after all it

was not only the authority of Mr. Moss,
but he went also to Mr. Burt, a well-
known legal authority in the State. But
the Attorney General did not tell us if
Mr. Burt was consulted on the question
of whether there was a right of appeal.
It is possible Mr. Burt was consulted to
find out whether it was the Speaker who
should issue the writ, or whether the
Governor should issue it. When -the
Governor replied on the advice of Mr.
Moss -for uo dou bt it m us t have been on
his advice when. His Excellency replied-
he did not state it was Dot his duty to
issue the writ. He did not raise that
lpoint at all, but he raised the point that
he understood an appeal was pending;
consequently, although the Attorney
General made a lot out of the poinut, there
was very little in that issue at all. I
only introduced it to show that Mr. Moss,
in replying to the petitioner, did not state
that he was wrong in saying the Gov-
ernor should issue the writ, or that it
should be issued by the Speaker, but he
stated that he understood an appeal was
pending, which was the reason the writ
was not issued. The Attorney General
then got to the crux of the question,
the question that arises and the only
question we have to consider, as to
a right of appeal. That is the big
question, and the Attorney General argues
that there is a right of appeal by quoting
the Constitution Act, Section 73. 1 have
read the subsection referred to by the
A ttorney General, and I have got others to
read it also, and I can not for the life of me
put the same interpretation on that sub-
setion as was given to it by the Attorney
General. The point I mak-e is this. If
there is an appeal to the High Court
there must be an appeal to the Privy
Council. And if there is no appeal to
the Privy Council, then there is no appeal
to the Ifigh Court. In order to make
that clear I quoted certain authorities-I
do not want to repeat them now-to show
that the High Court itself realised that
there was no appeal to the High Court
unless the same appeal rested with the
petitioner or with the defendant to go to
the Privy CounciI That is beyond the
shadow of doubt. If there is no appeal
to the Privy Council, then there is no
appeal to the High Court; and it is idle
for the Attorney General to quote
Section 73, because his interpretation of
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that section does not agree with mine. I
am not' saying that my interpretation is
better than that of the Attorney General.
because we know hie is a better authonity
thau I am. I have asked members and
others, and everyone agrees that the
interpretation put on it by the Attorney
General is open to question. I am not
going over the authorities quoted, but the
fact remiains that the authorities quoted
by me are conclusive; that they do
demonstrate to members that if there is
no appeal to the Privy Council there is
no appeal to the High Court. The
Attorney General Proceeds to draw a,
comparison hetween the Arbitration Act
and the Electoral Act. The member for
Kanbwua has combatted that, therefore
it is not necessary for me to cover the
same ground. I agree with the mem-
ber for Kanowna. that there is no com-
parison between the two measures, there-
fore the argument of the Attorney
General is far-fetched. It seemed. to be
one of those arguments which he grasped
at to bring forward, and if he has con-
vinced members I am sorry for them.
The great point that was emphasised by
me, and I was beginning to thin'k after
hearing the argument or the want of
argument on the part of the Attorney
General that he had overlooked my
point, was the Canadian case, which ha~s
been r-eferred to so much since the
Attorney General spoke. I was of opinion
that I had failed to convince members
that that case was identical with the case
under review, and that the decision of
the Privy Council was sufficient to con-
vince members there was no appeal in
this instance. I thought that I had
failed in my object; but from speeches
delivered since the Attorney General
spoke I find that I did not neglect that
point. Members on this side have
pointed out that the Attorney General
was trying to draw a red-herring across
the trail, by stating that in the Canadian
case there was a question of damages,
and there was a question of the defendant
serving a sentence in gaol, therefore that
ease was not identical with the case under
review. That is beside the question. It
is true there was a question of damages
also other considerations in the Canadian
case, but the Privy Council did not go
into those matters at all. They took into
consideration whether there was an

appeal under the Canadian measure, and
the Canadian measure is identical with
our Electoral Act. When the Privy
Council stated that the Canadian Govern-
ment had laid it down that there should
be no appeal from the Supreme Court,
especially ia connection with a measure
of this description, that shows, when we
have almost the same words in our
ineasure, that there is no appeal to the
Privy' Council, and there is no appeal to
the fligb Court. I submit that the
Attorney General did not go into this
phase of the question, but left it alone.
That was the big point, and it con-
vinces me that my arguments were
right, and my conclusions absolutely
correct. Just let me in a few words
sum up the whole position. In 1904
we passed an Electoral Act, and we
stated in that Act that a Judge of the
Supreme Court should decide for us
questions which were originally decided
by a committee called the Elections and
Qualifications Committee. We stated in
that measure that the Judge should be
guided by equity aind good conscience
rather than by legal technicalities. And
we stated that the Judge's decision
should be final. Let me right here reply
to the arguments of the member for West
Perth and the member for Claremont.
These two members stated that thf y
were prepared to support the motion, or
they inferred that they would have been
prepared to support the motion had we
not left a flaw in the Electoral Act. The
member for West Perth in particular
desired with me, when we were passing
that measure, to make the decision of the
Chief Justice conclusive, and he stated
that had there been no flaw in the Act,
had we carried out our intentions, he
would have supported the motion. WVho
says there is a flaw in our measure? No
one else has said there was a flaw. Our
Chief Justice has not said so. The Chief
Justice said distinctly that he has given
a decision, that his decision was final.
There has been no question as far as the
Chief Justice is concerned as to a flaw in
our Electoral Act. Then we come to the
High Court. The High Court has not
decided that there is a flaw in our Elec-
toral Act. The High Court has not
stated that there is an appeal from our
Electoral Act. The member for West
Perth has led us to believe that he is of
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opinion a right of appeal exists to-day,
and that it has been admitted by the
High Court. There is no right of appeal
admitted so far. There was an em parte
application, on the hearing in relation to
which it has been stated the Chief
Justice is prepared to bear an argument;
but he points out that whilst ready to
hear the argument in favour of tbe appeal,
he has very much doubt whether he has
a right to hear the appeal.

MR. ILLINOWORTH: If he says that,
there would be no flaw. You must wait
and see.

MR. JOHNSON: You have the de-
cision of the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court, and that is exactly what he states,
that there is no appeal. The point I
want to make is that the member for
West Perth in particular says if there
was no flaw-and I want to convince the
bon. member that nobody claims there is
a flaw-he is talking about something
which does not exist. The Chief Justice
of our own State says there is no flaw;
and the Chief Justice of the High Court
does not say there is, either. Even the
Attorney General does not argue that
there is a flaw.

MR. ILLINOWORTH: I never said that
there was.

Ma. JOHNSON: If the bon. member
has not said so, he must vote for the
motion. He said that if there was no
flaw he must support the motion.

MR. ILLINOWOETH: A question has
been raised.

MR. JOHNSON: Who has raised the
question? It has never been raised.
The only people who could possibly raise
it, if it has been raised at all, are the
legal advisers of Mr. Holmes. Of course
they are absolutely justified, and we
would expect. them to raise a flaw or to
try to make a flaw if a flaw does not
exist. Surely the member for West
Perth is not going to take their authority
and is not going to be convinced by an
interested party that there is a flaw in
our Electoral Act? He will surely take
the better authority of the Chief Justice
of our Supreme Court. Surely the Chief
Justice is a better authority than the
advisers of an interested party, whose very
duty it is to try and discover a flaw in
an Act which has been under review by

the Chief Justice of our own State, who
does not hold there is any flaw at all.
Consequently I look with confidence to
securing the vote of the miember for West
Perth on this question, because he said
that if there was no flaw he would vote
for the motion; therefore, if he does not
vote for the motion he is prepared to
accept the opinion of the advisers of Mr.
Holmes in preference to the opinion of
the Chief Justice of our own State. We
say in our Electoral Act that it shall be
decided on equity and good conscience,
and that there shall be no appeal; then
that we were absolutely justified is shown
by the fact that the measure went before
the King-in-Council and His Majesty-
in-Council approved of the measure;
consequently we were justified in having
these election petitions decided as out-
lined in our own measure. I have
pointed out in quoting the Tasmanian
case, which was not referred to by the
Attorney General, that even bh we left
out the section where we state the
decision of the Judge of the Supreme
Court shall be final, and had we simply
had a provision that the Judge should be
guided by equity and good conscience,
then, according to the Privy Council,
there would have been no power of ap-
peal. In the Tasmanian case to which
I referred, or the dec~ision which I
read, the Privy Council decided that
where the statute says the Judges of the
Supreme Court shall be guided in their
decision on any particular matter by
equity and good conscience, there is no
appeal from that. That decision should
he conclusive that there should be no
appeal. But we go one farther. We
state that there shall be no appeal, and
we have been told in the case cited,
Theberger versus Laudry, that the Privy
Council uphold that view. Some members
said they questioned whether they should
vote for tbis motion because of the view
of some legal authorities in this State,
interested parties, the advisers of the
defendant in an election petition. They
are prepared to take that advice in pre-
ference to the advice of the Privy Council
onl a measure that has been assented to
by His Majesty-in-Council. The question
simply boils itself down to this. We
have stated that we are going to reserve
to ourselves the right of handing over
the decision of these election petitions to
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a Judge of the Supreme Court, and his
decision shall be final. Although we
have all right on our side, and our view
is concurred in by two of the great ant hodi-
ties of the land, we say as members of
Parliament that we are not men enough,
that we have not that confidence in our-
selves, to protect our rights from encroach-
ment, and to assert that we are going to
enforce our rights on every occasion.
This is the position. It is no use bring-
ing in the question of there possibly being
two members sitting, or the question
of its only delaying the matter for
another month, or bringing in party
polities. That is beside the question
a]together. The question is; this: are we
going to enforce those rights we un-
doubtedly have, or are we going to
allow outsiders to dictate to us mom-
hers of Parliament who have extreme
power in this matter that we shall do or
shall not do certain things ? We have the
right, and I appeal to members with all
confidence to carry this motion to de-
monstrate to the country that we can pass
laws, and farther that when we pass
laws we are mnen enough to put them
into force. The Attorney General con-
cluded by trying to make out some
imaginary case, and he went on to state
that this motion will not have any in-
fluence on the High Court. It is un-
desirable that it should, and I do not
anticipate that it will. It is true that
this motion will not have any influence
on the High Court ; but while that is
true, is it not a greater truth that no one
should have an influence upon this
Chamber? We have all power; we
have all these privileges given us;
and I appeal with all confidence to
members to carry this motion, to demon-
strate to the world at large that Parlia-
inent passed this Act to reserve to itself
the right to decide these questions, and
consequently I expect members to carry
the motion to demonstrate that we are
going to protect these rights.

Question put, and a division taken with
the following result.-

Ayes
Noes

... .. ... 14
- ... 23

Majority against ... 9

in.a
Mr. Beth
Mr. Bolton
Mr. Collier
Mr. Daglish
Mr. Heitmanau
Mr. Holmuan
Mr. Johnson
Mr. Lynch
Mr. Seaddan
Mr. Taylor
Mr. Uinderwood
Mr. Walker
Mr. were
Mr. Troy (Taller).

NOES.
Mr. Barnett
Mr. Brebber
bit. Brown
Mr. Cowober
Mr. Ewing
Mr. Foulkes
Mr. Gordon
Mr. a"eox

Mr. Hardwiah
Mr. Ha yward
Mr. Illimgworth
Mr. Keann=
Mr. McLarty
Mr. Male
Mr. Monger
Mr. 5. F. Moore
Mr. Plese
Mr. Price
Mr. Smith
Mr: Veryard
Mr. F. Wilson
Mr. Layman (Teler).

Question thus negatived.

ADJOURNMENT.
The Rouse adjourned at thirteen

minutes past 10 o'clock, until the next
day.

Thursday, 6th September, 1.906.

Questions; Liquor Licenses, Local Option .. 1479
Governm ent Printing Office, bow Reorganised 1480

Bills; Constitution Act Amendment, ist. .. .. 1480
Land'Tax Assessment, Recommittal, Amend-

ments moved, reported .. . .. 1480
Land Tax (to impose a tax), 20. moved ... 314D
Mines fesgulation Act Amendment, Corn.

resumed, progress................... 1500
Papers: Water Reticulation, Subiaco ... 1. 1480

Tnn SPEAKER took the Chair at

4-30 o'clock p.m.

PRAYERS.

QUESTION-LIQUOR LICENSES, LOCAL
OPTION.

Mn. BATH (for Mr. Daglish) asked
the Premier: Is it the intention of the
Government to introduce during the
present session a Bill to provide for local
option in regard to licenses to sell
liquorP

East Fremanile Seat. [6 sEnEMIJBit, 1906.)


