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ADJOURNMENT.

Tee COLONIAL SECRETARY
moved that the House at its rising do
adjourn until the 17th October.

Put and passed.

The House adjourned at 855 until the
17th October.

Legrslatibe Bssembly,
Tuesday, 3rd October, 1399.

Midland Railway Company, Joint Committee, extension
of time—Constitution Ac¢ts Amendment Bill, Re.
committal; Amendaent, plural voting, Points of
Order, Division; also, Schedule 2; reported—
Dentists Act Amendment Bill, second rending—
Agricuttura] Bank Act Amendment Bill, in Gow-
wmittee, Clanses 1 to end. reported—Adjournment.

The SPEAKER took the Chair at
430 o’clock p.m.

PrayERs.

MIDLAND RAILWAY COMPANY, JOINT
COMMITTEE.

EXTENSION OF TIME.

Me. ILLINGWORTH asked the in-
dulgence of the House to extend the
time for bringing up the report of the
Joint Select Commiittee. He moved that
the time be extended another fortnight.
It had been impossible to get a meeting
of the committee, 80 many of its members
being engaged on other committees.

Tue PREMIER: This committee had
been in existence a long while, and he
would like to know whether anything
had been done, Xf the committee had set
to work, he would be glad to consent
to an extension of time; but if nothing
had been done by the committee, it would
be well to discharge the order, Was
there any hope of the committee being
able to sit ?

4

Constitution Bill.

Me. ILLINGWORTH: The com-
mittee would be able to present a report
in a fortnight.

Question put and passed.

CONSTITUTION ACTS AMENDMENT
BILL.
On motion by the Premier, Bill re-
committed for amendments in certain
parts.

RECOMMITTAL.

Clause 23— Qualification of electors:

Mgz. LEAKE (Albany), in accordance
with notice, moved that i Sub-clause 1,
all words after “registered” be struck
out.

Mr. Vospir: Was it competent to
deal with other clauses prior to this one?

Tur CrateMax: Not now, no notice
having been given.

Mr. LEAKE: The object of the
amendment was to abolish plural voting.
The Bill as drafted recognised what most
people would admit was a pernicious
practice, which had prevailed in this
country far too long, a practice whereby
one man might exercise a vote in each
one of the 44 electorates in the colony ;
and the object of the amendment was
to put a stop to this, and to affirmn
the principle that it was sufficient for
one person to have one vote. The
amendment aimed at the abolition of
plural voting ; but if that were thought
by the majority of the committee to
be too drastic a proposal at present, he
would be prepared, by way of com-
promise, although he was in favour of
the abolition of plural voting

Tre Premier: Had the hon. member
always been of that opinion P

Mr. LEAKE said he would be pre-
pared, by way of compromise, to permit
one person to have one vote for his man-
hood or residence, and another vote for
his property; but, in any event, the elec-
tor should be asked to say for which por-
tion of the country he would vote. This
question was considered in a casual wuy
duoring the progress of the Bill in Com-
mittee, and an amendment was sprung
on the House, when few members were
present, and without the proper notice or
consideration which an amendment of
such importance required. The difficulty
was to find any justification for main-
taining the principle of plural voting;
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and he trusted the majority of members
were in favour of abolishing the practice,
and that there would no longer be at-
tempts made to perpetuate a principle
which had been recogunised as pernicious,

[3 Ocromer, 1899.]

abd which ought to be abolished, if not -

already abolished, in all the Australian
colonies. The ameundment, if carried,
would affect many rmembers of the
House, who had a vote in perhﬂ,ps a
dozen or so electorates; and, speaking

for himself, he hud a propertv vote in

several electorates which he had never
visited, though he was not singular in
that respect; and it was not fair or
right that he should have an equal
voice in the return of a member for an
outlying district which he had never

Plural Vole. 1528

to be imbued with anything approaching
democratic ideas, could not vote againat
the amendment.

TrRE PREMIER:
ideas ?

Mr. LEAKE : Those “ so-called demo-
cratic ideas ” which at times, when it
suited the occasion, the right hon. gentle-
man endeavoured to assume. Hon.
members had heard it said that the
Premier had attempted to pose as a
democrat, and with that idea had intro-
duced certain proposals into the Gover-

So-called democratic

" nor's Speech.

visited, as compared with the man who

resided or carried on his business in that
district. The member for West Kimberley

(Mr. A. Forrest) no doubt had a vote in -

every one of the 44 electorates.

M. A. Forrest: No doubt the hen. '
member would like to have the same .

privilege.

Me. LEAKE : That was not se. The
same remark as to plural voting applied
fo the Premier.

Toe Premier: No.
man.

Mr. LEAKEF : No doubt the Premier
had a vote in nearly every electorate.

Tae PreMiER: No.

Me. LEAKE: The same remark ap-
plied, though perhaps not to the same
extent, to other hon. members, and there
was no doubt that plurality of voting was
in vogue.

TxHE PremiEr: In England.

Mr. LEAKE : Plurality of voting was

He was a poor

carried on to a great extent. The amend- -

ment did not aim at the abolition of
what, for want of a better name, was

known as distant voting, but merely to
abolish plural voting; and this was the -
. question, and he sincerely trusted that

time to do that. 1t was only by an over-
sight that this matter was not referred
to with greater emphasis when the Bill
was going through Committee, or
the second-reading debate. If the Con-
stitution Bill were not amended in this
respect now, there would not be another
opportunity perhaps for four or five
years, or till the end of the next session,
or whenever the Constitution Act came
up again for amendment. All hov. mem-

bers, and particularly those who claimed |

Mr. A. Formest : When did the
member for Albany hecome » demo-
crat?

Mz. LEAKE said he did not know
when he became a democrat, but he had
always had an’ idea that what was fair
for the majority of the people was fair
for all. He must confess, however, that
if the member for West Kimberley (Mr.
A. Forrest) and his colleagues and sup-
porters carried on the tactics which they
had intreduced lately, or had attempted
in this Hougce, they ‘would ropidly make
a rebel of him. The Constitution bristled
with anomalies, and the practice of plural
voting was anything but what it should
be; and if in any respect it were possible
to ameliorate the disadvantages under
which people existed at present, so much
the better for all concerned. It was not
necessary to enlarge on this subject at
great length., Whether the caucus of
Government members held this afternoon
had in view the possibility of this pro-
posal for the abolition of plural voting,
he did not know; but it was gratifying
to see the Governmeni benches were
filled, so that when the division bell Tang,
members would he seen flocking in on
the other side and, as usual, following
their leader. IHowever, there was a
determination to have a vote on this

when the time came a majorily would
be found in favour of the amendment.
He desired to expluin that the amend-
ment was put in the form for striking
out certain words in the clause, with the
idea of testing the principle; because, if
the amendment were carried, it would
necessitate the recasting of this and
several other clauses.

Tae PREMIER (Right Hon. Sir J.
Forrest) : It was ewvideni the hon.
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member only intended to test the prin-
ciple, and had not given the matter much
consideration, because it was clear that if
he had fully considered the effect of the
amendment, he would have moved it in
such a form as would have been final, for
the purpose of giving eomplete effect to
it. A member acting as the hon. member
had done in this ease counld not expect to
succeed in carrying his amendment, and
probably the hon. member would be dis-
appointed if be did succeed. Recently
the hon. member had taken what might
be called 2 *democratic” course, in
advocating ideas that were foreign to
those he had held in previous years;
though it was quite reasomable a man
should change his opinions, for we all
changed sometimes, and he (the Premier)
knew he had changed opinions in his life-
time. While it might be said that o man
who never changed his mind hLad prob-
ably no mind to change, there were high
examples in British history of men having
changed their views at different periods of
their lives; and that was perhaps the
case of the hon. member. The fact that
he had changed hiz mind by becoming
ultra-radical —

Mr. Leake: In what way had be
changed his mind ?

Tae PREMIER: Had the hon. mem-
ber always been in favour of one-man-
one-vote?

Mzr. LEAgE: Yes; he thought so.

Tar PREMIER: The hon. member
was not quite sure of it. He was de-
veloping. in a direction foreign to that
which he had taken years ago, especially
when he talked about becoming a ¢ rebel.”
In his youth the hon. member was not
known to have bad very * rebellious *
ideas; But some allowance must be made
for an hon. member who was trying to
be equal to his opportunities, The hon.
member talked about plural voting being
a pernicious praciice. Well, the world
had got on very well under this pernicious
practice during a long period; and if
1t were a question of age, this pernicious
practice was much older than the practice
which the hon. member desired to in-
troduce. Experience had shown the
working of the existing practice in his-
tory; but the hon. member could not
point to any experience with regard to
the practice he now desired to set up.
The new practice might possibly prove to
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be a better system ; and in the next few
hundred years it might be said the
beginning of the prosperity and advance-
ment of this colony dated from the in-
troduction of the mnew practice. But
thiz great benefit that was anticipated
could not be assumed as a fact, because
there was no experience at present to
warrant the assumption, The present
system which the hon. member con-
demned as pernicious had existed a long
time in the old country, where a man who
did not possess or occupy a house had no
qualifieation to vete in an election, and
where the man-in-the-street who had got
nothing was not allowed a vote.

Me. Vosper: He had a vote if he was
a lodger.

Tae PREMIER: Yes; but, if he was
not a householder and was not a lodger,
he could not vote. This system having
existed so long in England, he (the
Premier) was somewhat tempted to say
that if it was good enough for old Eng-
land, Ireland, and Scotland, it could not
be very bad for Western Australia. How-
ever, the hon. member believed now in his
new-found doctrine that it was almost a
erime to possess property, and that the
only persons who bad any wisdom were
those who had got nething.  Vox populi
was a common ery, and it was wonderful
to find how ofien vow populi was right, as
no doubt it often was right; but he (the
Premier) could not believe that a man
who was possessed of nothing had got all
the wisdom, and that the man who had
got property shonld be regarded as having
no wisdom. In reality, the man who had
nothing was in a very difficult position to
do right, for it was too often found that
a 1nan possessed of nothing was more sub-
ject to temptation than one who had some
possessions. He (the DPremier) would
not go so fur as to say the poor were bad
because they had nothing ; vet he was not
prepared to say the possession of property
was disadvantageons to anyone. He
would go farther, and say the man who
possessed property would bave a greater
mterest in a country than the man who
possessed nothing. It was often argued
that so long as a country possessed all
that a person had got, whether lurge or
small, whether something or nothing, it
was just the same to that inan so far as
his interest in the country was concerned.
He (the Premier) was not prepared to
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admit this doctrine, for a man who had
nothing in a country might easily leave
it, and was not likely to be so much
attached to it as one who had something.
The hon. member had not gone far
enough in his amendment, because he
allowed that a person might have more
than one vote for electing members of the
Legislative Council, but would not allow
a person to huve more than one vote
for electing members of the Legislative
Assembly, and would confine the vote to
those persons who resided in the particular
electoral district.  So long as our system
was that of representation in Parliament

by districts, it seemed not unreasonable_

that persons who had interests in more
than one district should bave a voice in
the representation of each of those dis-
tricts in which he had an interest. If the
hon. member were to recommend that the
whole colony should be one electorate for
the Upper and TLower Houses of Par-
liament, perhaps under different qualifi-
cations for each, then he (the Premier)
could understand that the principle
of one-man-one-vote should apply; and,
theoretically, that wowld be an ex-
cellent system, but in practice it had
to be abandoned, and the country had to
be divided into electorates. Each elec-
torate returned its member, and the
persons interested in that electorate were
supposed to elect the member. It did
not seem unreasonable that if a person
had an interest in a, Northern district, for
instance, just as he had bimself an inte-
rest in the Ashburton distriet, though he
regretted to say it was not free from
encumbrance, therefore he ought to have
a voice in electing a representative in
Parliament for that district. Tt did not
seem unreasonable that a person should
have not only a vote as an individual, but
a vote for the property or interest he pos-
sesged in the district, If electors were
asked the question, he believed nine out
of ten would say it was only reasonable
that a person who owned property in a
district should have a voice in electing
the representative of that distriet; al-
though if 10,000 men were got together,
they might possibly regard the question
in a different way. Scarcely a member
in this Honse would say, if taken indi-
vidozlly, that a man who had large
interests in a district should not have a
voice in electing o representative for that

[8 OcroBER, 1899.]
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district, but should have a voice only in
the district in which the individual re-
sided. The march of democracy was
going forward, and in a few years we
might have the principle of one-man-
one-vote, and, consequently, the prin-
ciple of one-woman-one-vote; but he
(the Premier) was not prepared to admnit,
that this colony should advance in an
experimental way at a terrific rate, trying
even to get abead of other places in Aus-
tralia ; and unless there was great neces-
sity—it was sald that necessity knew no
law—he did not see why we should rush
along at this rapid rate and try to get in
advance of the older eolonies of Australia.
New South Wales had had responsible
government for over 40 years, Victoria
for nearly as long, Tasmania for about
40 years, and Queensland had had seli-
government since she separated from
New South Wales; yet it was only now,
after all these years of self-government,
that New South Wales and Victoria had
adopted the principle of one-man-one-
vote. South Australia had it from the
beginning, yet he did not know that
SBouth Australiz was any better off for
that. Take Queensland, one of the great-
est of the colonies in Australia and one
of the most promising: she had not got
the principle, and was content to have the
same constitntion as we had in this colony.
Then why this desire to bring the colony
into the front rank in regard to such-
matters ? This colony differed very much
from any other colony in Australia, in its
immense area, its varied climates and in-
terests ; and there was no reason why the
system of voting should be changed from
that which had been in existence so long
in most of the Australian provinees, and
which at present obtained in Queensland
and Tasmania and in the mother country.
It was curious that hon. members should
think this fetish of one-man-one-vote was
a panacea for all the evils of society.
No one really believed that one man
was as good as another. Almost every
man who earned his bread and supported
hig family could recognise numerous
instances of men who were not equal
to him, and whe, in that man’s opinion,
ought not to have the same voice as
he in the conduct of public affairs.
There were many men in the country
whom none would trust with a single

penny.
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Mz. Winsox: Such people should not | what were his ideas, and refuse to con-

be allowed to vote at all.

Tae PREMIER : Would the hon.
member prevent them from voting ?

Mr. Wiison: Yes; if they could not
be trusted with a penny.

Tar PREMIER: There were thou-
sands and tens of thousands in Australia
who did no work, who slept in the open
air, and who were a menace to society ;
yet those persons, it was said, should be
made equal in voting power at Parlia-
mentary elections to the best and most
virtuous law-abiding men in the com-
muntty. It was very well to make such
demands ou the platform, for the purpose
of gaining a few votes, but no one really
believed in the justice of the principle.

Mg. GreEcorY: Such men had no votes
now.

Tee PREMIER: The hon member
{Mr. Leake) did not believe in the prin-
ciple any more than he. TUnfortunately,
under our system of Government, all hon.
members were more or less amenable to
the desire to please their constituents,
the desire to get votes from this and that
source, the temptation to advocate things
in which one did not believe-—

Mz. Leaxk: Did the Premier admit
that he himself did so ¥

Tee PREMIER: That was the case
with the hon. member; and such a mem-
ber afterwards went his way, and brolke
"his solemn promise to his comstituents,
The hon. member need not be reminded
of the pledges he had broken when he
sold the people at Albany, after they had
first elected him, for he well remembered
the fact.

Me. Luarg: What?

Tue PREMIER: The hon. member
well knew what he meant. The hon
member had been elected to this House
by one vote, and afterwards proved false
to the pledges given to his constitnents.
One would not blame the hon. member
too much.

Mr. LEagkE: No; for the Premier did
50 himself.

Tae PREMIER: But the hon mem-
ber's conduct showed what people would
do who lacked “backbone,” and who were
opportunists : when they were found in
o tight place and in difficulties, then
it Dbecane appareut of what stuff men
were made, for such a man conld not
stand up and tell the public honestly

form to popular clamour. At a public
meeting, someone would ask, “ Are vou
in favour of one-man-one-vote ” ? and the
candidate would reply, * Yes; I think I
am " ; though well knowing in his heart
that he was not. As time went on, that
failing would undoubtedly be the down-
fall of parliamentary institutions, through
people who knew better not being plucky
enough und manly enough to utter their
Lonest opinions. There was no pressing
necesgity for this change. The trend of
public opinion in Australia was no doubt
in this direction ; but the change was not
required in this colony, and there was
much to be said against it. Moreover,
the hon. member's only object in moving
the amendment was to gain a small, pal-
try, party advantage.

M=z. Leaxe: Which advantage would
not be gained.

Tee PREMIER: It would be easy
for him, if made of the same mettle as the
hon. member, to grovel before this popular
feeling and to profess himself in favour
of this principle, because it was in force
elsewhere and had recently been made the
law in Victoria. He (the Premier) would
not do that; and he believed the people
of this colony would respect just as much
one who gave his honest opinion on this
matter, as they would the man who sup-
pressed his opinion or who had no opinion
whatever, and spoke and voted as desired
by his supporters. If in three or four
more years public opinion continued to
grow on similar lines, the matter could
then be considered. Personally, he be-
lieved that the general opinion of thought-
ful people in this country, of those who
were endeavouring to build it up and to
make it a great colony, was against this
proposal. Victoria had been able to with-
hold the privilege of one-man-one-vote
for many years, as had Queensland up to
the present.

Mgr. Leaxe: Victoria had granted the
privilege.

Tur PREMIER: Only recently; and
in New South Wales, until within the
last few years, the system of voting
was the same as our own, as it
wag also in Victoria until a few days
ago. When the Constitution Amend-
ment. Bill was passed, this colony would
he in advance both of Victoria and of
New Sonth Wales in regard to female
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suffrage; and if, while giving ‘women a
vote, hon. members felt themselves un-
able to grant omne-man-one-vote, never-
theless, seeing that female suffrage was
to be found in none of the other colonies
save in South Australia, this éolony would
have no reason to be ashamed of the non-
progressive character of its legislation.
In Victoria the Legislative Council had
thrown out the Women’s Suffrage Bill,
and if our Constitution Amendment Bill
passed in the Upper House, as it doubt-
less would, this colony would be more
advanced, from a progressive point or
gocialistic standpoint, than either Victoria
or New South Wales. Though it was
not always wise to give advice, he would
say to hon. members: Let there be some
stamina in this House, and do not sup-
port every new idea put before Parlia-
ment, on the plea that such idea was
democratic. If legislators in other eolo-
nies had not shown some stamina, those
colonies would have been much further
advanced on the road to nltra-democracy
than they were now. The statesmen of
those colonies, notwithstanding all the
influence surrounding them, had had some
opiniong of their own, and had taken an
independent stand; and that example
should be followed here. Let hon. mem-
bers have opinions of their own—not
second-hand opinions.

M=r. Vosper: Why not have one-man-
ten-votes ¥

Tas PREMIER: Let each search his
own mind, and then point out what, in
his opinion, was the right path to pur-
gsue. If that were done, Parhiament could
not go far wrong ; but if hon. members
were only desirous of tuking up this or
that idea because it was ultra-democratic,
or would give them greater influence with
a certain class of people, or for any other
personal object, then the colony would
find itself left in the lurch in the end, and,
worse than all, members of Parliament
would feel that they bad not acted a
worthy part. He hoped the amendment
would not be carried.

Me. MORAN (East Coolgardie) :
During the whole course of his public
life he had been a firm and consistent
supporter of one-man-one-vote, and he
was 80 sbill. In this country, with a
bi-caineral system of parliamentary gov-
ernment, there were a popnlar House and
also a House for the protection of the
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interests of property; and, according to
the Constitution, it was generally under-
stood that the Lower House represented
the people of the country, or represented
heads, while the Upper House existed for
the revision of popular legislation. The
Opposition and the Government were
probably faily well satizfied with and
proud of this colony’s Upper House,
That House had been liberal and broad-
minded, and had never blocked any good
legislation, so far as he knew; and,
further, it had always been foremost in
supporting the progressive public works
policy of the Government. It was well
that, by the Upper House, the colony
should be protected against hasty legis-
lation affecting the permanent rights of
property; and having a people's House
and a [House representing property, it
wag wise to keep them distanct; preserv-
ing the Lower House as the popular
Chamber for the representation of the
people, and knowing that there was
always an absolute protection against
hasty legislation in the fact that such
legislation must pass through the
Council. If there were only one Chamber
the matter might be different, for there
would then be no distinet representation
of the rights of property; but as such
a system did not obtain, 1t was unneces-
sary to say more oun that point; though
were thesystem of government uni-cameral
there would be mueh more justice in the
argument for plural voting than there was
under the present gystem, Again, the
rights of property were powerfully repre-
gented in mumeipal counecils in this
colony. It was difficult fo distingnish
between the rich and the poor, for a man
who was rich to-day might in this country
be poor to-morrow, and a poor man had a
good chance of becoming rich. Legislation
could not make men perfect. The man
who slept in a park could not be foreed
to sleep indoors if he preferred the
former method, nor could a spendthrift
be compelled to hoard wp his savings.
As the Premier had said, legislation
could not make men equal; but legisla-
tion could give men equal opportunities
in respect to the popular House, and thak
was the awmendment proposed to-day.
Even with regard to municipalities, there
had Ilately Dbeen on the goldfields an
attempt to abolish plural voting, what-
ever that might mean, for it was difficult-



1528 Constitution Bill :

to see what plural voting meant as applied !

to municipalities, as in each municipality
every ratepaver had his fair share of
representation ; and he would venture
to say that those who would sup-
port one-man-one-vote in the Legislative
Assembly would not follow out that
principle in municipal affairs. A muni-
cipality existed for the benefit of its own
distriet, and to give rights to the people
resident there; and thers was no analogy
whatever between a municipality and
this Assembly, which was the only popu-
lar House in the colony; and therefore
plural voting meant that one man
might have nine or ten votes in return-
ing representatives, whereas each muni-
cipality was distinctly a local body,
existing for the protection, the govern-
ment, and the good administration of
property in its district. There was
therefore no analogy between muniei-
palities and Parlisment. Further, he
would mot give his allegiance to any
movement which would deprive an absen-
tee property-holder of a municipal vote.
He had always held that there should
be manhood or womanhood suffrage,
especially where there was the bi-cameral
gystem of government; and the whole
trend of thought and education had been
towards that end. When federation be-
came accomplished, the highest Govern-
ment on this continent would be found
affirming the principle of one-man-one-
vote; but he did not want to take an
undue advantage of that argument. It
could not be said there was homogeneity
in the United States, as between the
Congress franchise and the States fran-
chise ; but the fact that under federation
there would be one.man-one-vote must
have its effect. He had a great re-
spect for the Premier and his opinions,
and was sorry to differ from the
right hon. gentleman on this question.
The Premier deserved a great deal of
credit for speaking his honest opinion,
and was quite right when he said we could
not make men equal by law. At the
same time, law could give equal oppor-
tunities to all men, and he (Mr. Moran)
hoped the system of one-man-one-vote
would become law in Western Australia.
It was inevitable that this would have to
be the law sooner or later, and it would
be just as well to have it sooner than
later, and, in any case, to pass such a
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law wonld only bring us in line with the
other colonies. The Premier, with the
Conciliation and Arbitration Bill, was an
advanced socialist, and it was difficult to
see he should stunble at such a reform
as one-man-one vote. Whilst there was
a bi-cameral system of voting in this
colony, he (Mr. Moran) would always be
a supporter of one-man-one-vote for the
popwlar Chamber.

Mr. KINGSMILI: (Pilbarra): One
was at a loss to understand the attitude
of the Premier on this subject. If
politics were a science, there ought to be
the same advance possible as in other
sciences ; but if everybody took the same
attitude as the Premier had taken, how
could there be any advance? The
Premier had said that it was only latterly
New South Wales had enjoyed one-man.
one-vote; but New South Wales had not
for many years enjoyed telegraphy, steam,
or the telephone; and why should there
not be the same advance in politics as in
other sciences? The member for Bast
Coolgardie {Mr. Moran) had put the
matter in a nutshell, when he announced
his intention of supporting one-man-one-
vote so long as we had a bi-cameral
system of Government. The Upper
Chamber provided protection for the
rights of property, and the member for
Albany (Mr. Leake), in not extending
his amendment to the Upper House, had
shown he was as anxious to protect the
rights of property as anyone could wish
him to be. There were one or two ex-
pressions used by the Premier which
might have been left unsaid, particularly
when he practically accused the sup-
porters of the amendment of voting
simply from what might almost be called
the dishonest motive of wishing to catch
voles,

M=.
round.

Mr. KINGSMILL: That was oue of
those interjections which really no one
knew how to answer, because 1t was an
interjection utterly and totally irrelevant.
The Premier might at least have given
the supporters of the amendment credit
for some honesty of purpose. Tt was only
lately that he (Mr. Kingsmill) had been
engaged in politics, but he had been led
to believe for years that the Lower House
should represent men, and the Upper
House, if necessary, should represent

Mircaertn: That applied all
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property. He would support the amend-
ment.
Me. ILLINGWORTH (Central Mur-

chison) : It was scarcely necessary to say

M3 OcrosEs, 1899.]

he intended to support the amendment, . _
' that was represented. in plural voling. A
: man, for instance, might have all his

having already moved in the same direc-
tion whenr the Bill was in Committee.
Members were well acquainted with the
reasons he gave for the action he then
took, and these reasons had been repeated
by the member for East Coolgardie (Mr.
Moran}., Whether rightly or wrongly,
the Legislative Assembly under the
British Constitution was supposed to
represent the manhood of the nation,
and lately the Premier had gone so far
as to propose that it should represent the
womanhood. He (Mr. Ilingworth) was
at a loss to understand on what basis it
was desirable that one member of the
community should claim to cast 10 votes
while another member of the community
eondd only cast one. This question of
one-man-one-vote was no new guestion
with him.

TrE PrEMIER: The hon. member did

not have one-man-one-vote in Victoria in

his time.
Mr. ILLINGWORTH: This was a

question which had been bLefore him for '

the last 25 years, and he had never heard
an argument of any force against the
principle of one-man-one-vote. No argu-
ment had ever been advanced to show
that one member of the community had
an inherent right to vote 10 times, while
another could only vote once; and the
argument as to the representation of
property had its complete answer in places
where property was vepresented in an
Upper House. In the munieipality, prop-
erty was represented according to its
value, and the man who lhad the most

property had the most power, on the .

hasis that he paid the more taxes.

But

the man who had £1,000 or £10,000 .

invested in business had surely as much
interest and stake in the couniry as a
man who had the same amount of money
invested in property. A man might have

his money invested in machinery, and .

have as much actual interest in the coun-
try as a man who happened to possess
houses and land. Why should a man
who pogsessed machinery worth £10,000
be compelled to be satisfied with one
vote, while a man who elected to invest
his money in houses and land be given a

Plural Vole. 1529

vote for every piece of land and for every
house heowned? The Premier was unfair
when he suggested that this was a ques-
tion of rich and poor. That was not the
question, because it was not wealth

wealth in shares, but that share property
did not give him increused voting power.
A man might have his money invested in
merchandise or in machinery, but that
investment gave no plural votes: it was
only the man who happened to have his
wealth in the shape of land and property
who got increased voting power. There
was really no answer to the guestion as to
why the man with land and property
should have more votes than the man
who had invested his money in other
directions. If it were sald that the
possession of property gave a man a
greater stake in the country, the complete
angwer to that, if it were a true proposi-
tion, which it was not, had been given
by the member for East Coolgardie (Mr.
Moran), nawmely, that the property-owner
had his representation first of all in the
municipal ceuncil, and then in the Tegis.
lative Council. There had always been
some unfairness in the representation in
the Legislative Council, for he could not
quite see why a man whe did not happen
to have land and property should net
have the rigcht to vote for the second
Chamber. If it were admitted that the
sacred right of property, which was
simply land and houses, was to enable a
man to vote 10 times, whilst his neigh-
bour only voted once, then the representa-
tion of the man with the landed property
was in the Legislative (‘ouncil, which
possessed the power, if it chose to
exercise it, of vetoing the legislation
of the popular Chamber. If the sacred
right of property were attacked by
the popular House, that sacred right
was congerved and preserved by the
representation in another place. It
might be said that, consistently, we
shonld argue that the Legislative Coungil
ghould be on the same basis as the
Legislative Assembly; but all that was
asked in this amendment was that those
who voted for representatives in the
popular House, in which all men were
supposed to be equal, should bave un
equal vote in electing the representatives
they sent to Parliament. How hon.
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members could consistently vote against
the proposition was beyond his compre-
hension. He did not care to reply to
such arguments as that hon. members
who supported the amendment were onlv
trying to catch the popular vote.

Tee Premier: That was a little
misrepresentation.

Me. ILLINGWORTH: That argu-
ment had been used, and the Premier
should know that members who sup-
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members seemed to imagine this House
should only represent individuals, and
should not represent interests. Capital
was simply concentrated labour in a
small compass, and that accumulation
ought to be represented in this House
just as much as individuals should he
reprezented. He hoped the majority in
this House would support that view.
It had been said that the present system

" was pernicious; but he wondered how it

ported this principle were just as honest

on the question as were those who
opposed it. Members on this (Opposi-
tion) side claimed an equal desire to do
what they believed to be right in the
interests of the nation.

Tue MINISTER OF MINES: (Hen.
H. B. Lefroy) : The amendment was not
necessary. Lt was unfair and inequit-
able that a man who owuned property ina
distriet which returned a member to
Parliament should not have a vote in the
election of his representative. Sowme hon.
members seemed to imagine that the
Legislative Assembly was not elected
to represent property as well as people,
yet those very members who urged
that argument would probably be the
first to say there should he no taxa-
tion without representation. The pevple
of this colony did not vote as one
constituency in the election of members
for this Assembly; but if the people did
vote as one constituency, he would say
that a man should not have more than
one vote. The people returned members
for 44 separate electoral districts repre-
gented in this Assembly, and he con-
gidered that the man who paid taxation
on his property in a district should have
a voice in electing the member who was
to represent that district in Parliznent.
The owner of property in a distriet paid
the bulk of the taxes.

Me. Vosper: In what way ¥

M‘?. Kinasminn : What taxes did he

ay ?

Tar MINISTER OF MINES: He
had to pay taxes on everything he used.
Whe squatter, for instance, had to pay
taxes on everything he used on a station.
The mine-owner had to pay taxes on all
he used. He (the Minister) did not be-
lieve in single voting, and he affirmed
that this House did and ought to repre-
sent property. What was property but
theaccumulation of labour? Some hon.

bhecame hurtful or pernicions to a country.
We knew that countries had prospered
under plural voting, and he was at a loss
to know how any hon. member could
satisfy himself that plural voting had
been injurious to any country. He be-
lieved that many electors in Western
Australin did not understand what the
question of plural voting was, in reality ;
and in many cases, if electors were asked
whether they considered a man should
have wore than one vote, those electors
would say “no,” butif asked further to
say whether a man who had a valuable
propertv m a district should have some
voice in electing the representative for
that district, those electors would say,
“ Certainly he ought to have a vote for
property.” Many electors believed that
the plural voting meant dual voting, that
a person had more than one vote for one
district; that he voted not only as an
individual, but had another vote as an
owner of property. If the question were
put straight to electors, he believed a
majority of them would say that a man
who owned property should have a vote
for it; and if those electors were ambitious
and desirous of accumulating property,
ke believed they would say that the owner
of property ought to have a vote in that
district, in addition to voting as a resident.
init. This Assembly made laws to govern
municipalities, and why should a person
who had property in a municipality not
have a vote in electing the parhamentary
representative for that municipality ?
Property should be fully and amply
represented in this House. The Mumni-
cipalities Bill which came before the
House this session showed how necessary
it was that property should be represented
in this Chamber. The member for
Central Murchison (Mr. Illingworth} had
asled, why should one man have a vote
for manhood and also be able to vote 10
times over in other districts in which he
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did not reside, but where he had in-
terests ¥ The fact was that a man who
had property did not vote 10 times in
any one constituency, but voted in dif-
ferent electorates where his property was
situate.

M. InLineworTH : That man returned
10 representatives to this Chamber,

Tae MINISTER OF MINES: The
representation of the interests of this
country was most material to the
country’s development, and those persons
who owned industries in a district, and
were responsible for the working of them,
should bave a voice in the election of
their representative in Parliament. A
man who owned property in the Northern
part of this colony, for ingtance, wmight
have spent enormous sums in improving
and working that property, and why
should he not have a vote in electing the
member who was to represent that dis-
trict in Parliament? He (the Minister)
believed it was a mere cry, to advocate
one-man-one-vote; and he hoped the
people of the country would thoroughly
understand this question.

Mr. VOSPER (North- East Cool-
gardie) congratulated the Minister of
Mines on the academic address he had
given on the science of political economy,
more particularly in regard to the first
part of it. According to that Minister,
property was the accumulation of labour ;
but the definition might be extended, for
property was the accumulation of laboor
contributed by many persons, and by some
means concentrated in the hands of one.
Apparently the hon. member was anxious
that political power should follow on the
same lines, that the man who had the
most property should also have the mest
votes. In the evolution of modern com-
nerce, the tendency was for wealth to be
concentrated.

Tre Mrxrgrer oF Moves : Both capital
and labour were necessary for its pro-
duction.

Mzr. VOSPER : TFrue; but the hon.
member suggested that we should con-
tinue to « grease the fatted hog,” and that
a man, because he was wealthy, should
have all the political power. That was a
transparent fallacy. The Premier had
denied that the practice of plural voting
was pernicious, and had defended the
system firstly on the ground of its anti-
quity. True, it was antiquated ; but, like

[3 Ocroner, 1899.7

Plural Vote. 1531

many other antiquities, it had become
absurd. If the respectability or the
value of a principle were to be measured
by its antiquity, then, as feudalism was
older than plural veting, as autocracy
was older than feudalism, and amarchy
older than autecracy, as fingers had been
made before lmives and forks, and us
primitive man eschewed the use of
clothes and used puint instead, then if
antiquity constituted a proper basis of
respectability and usefulness, it would be
proper to revert to a condition of anarchy,
and for men to paint themselves in all
coleurs of the rainbow. That argument
was, of course, the reductio ad absurdum.
but it showed how ridiculous it was to
defend an institution simply on the score
of its antiquity.

Tue Premier: Old age counted for
something.

Mr. VOSPER: True; it generally
meant ruin, and decrepitude, and senility.
If old age were the one thing needful,
then the wore decrepid a political institu-
tion became and the less chance it had of
holding itself together, the more should
people endeavour to preserve it! Many
institutions, political and otherwise, had
outlived their usefulness, and the work of
the reformer was to clear the country of
such antiquated rubbish, thus preparing
the wuy for something stronger and
better.

Tue PreMiBr: It was unnecessary to
go too fast.

Mzr. VOSPER: Yes; but there would
be no frantic haste in adopfing one-man-
one-vote. The Premier had said there
was ho experience to gnide hon members ;
but on the contrary, there was the very
respectable example of one of the greatest,
powers in the world, the United States of
America, where it was a fundamental
principle of the Constitution, laid down
over a century ago, that one man should
have one vote and no more. The utility
of the prineipls was amply shown when
one considered what would have hap-
pened if & property vofe had obtained in
America—if such men as Rockefeller and
Jay Gould bad been allowed votes in
proportion to their property.

Tre Preyier : They could only have
voted once in one distriet.

Mz, VOSPER : But in the States one
man had no more than one vote.
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Mz IrzineworTH: Whereas a man
voting in 10 different districts returned
10 representatives.

Tre PrEMiER: No; he took part in
returning them.

Mr. VOSPER : Had the single vote
not been incorporated in the American
Constituation, 2 man like W, K. Vanderbilt
could have controlled the vote for a large
portion of the States.

Tae PreMier : A millionaire could do
80 DOW.

Mz. VOSPER said he would answer
that presently. The framers of the
Amernican Constitution had foreseen and
provided against this danger.
not deal with the argument that wisdom
was not equally distributed;
poverty-stricken might sometimes possess
as much wisdom as the wealthy. There
was a vast difference between yenius and
that vulpine sagacity which enabled a
man to grope in the gutter and pick up
every stray sovereign. It was not the
wisest man who wost readily acenmu-
lated property. The more selfish, fero-
cious and unscrupulous a man was, the
better opportunities would he have in the
race for wealth ; and a genius like Edison
or Lord Kelvin had not one-tenth of
the chance of making money as had a
man like Jay Gould.
most worthy citizen, but frequently the
most unworthy, who acquired wealth.
Was a great artist or author to be left
without a vote, while another man had
the voting power forced upon him merely
because he happened to be possessed of
more money than his less fortunate
neighbour ¥ The idea was unjust in
principle and in its application. Wealth
was protected by its representation in
municipal councils and in the Upper
Houses of this and other colonies ; and,
moreover, wealth had an inherent power
and a protection vot possessed by any-
thing else. The Premier had interjected
that men like Rockefeller and Jay Gould
practically governed in the United States
now.

TaE PREMIER : Quite true.

Mr, VOSPER: Yes; but that only
proved thut wealth had an independent
power of protecting itself apart from the
franchise.

Tee Premier: Such men, in addition
to being wealthy, were also voters.
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Mz. VOSPER: And., moreover, the

. votes given fo property were in many

He would . was beside the mark, for the Constitution

but the :

> thing known in the colonies.

cases given practically to the bauks. A
wealthy man commanded so much in-
fluence and bad such power over his
neighbours’ minds that tgere was always
a nnd of bias, perhaps unconscious, in
faveur of a man with a good coat. Such
a man was amply protected by the power
and consideration arising from the exer-
cise of his own beneficence or benevo-
lence, and there was no necessity for
Parliament to go out of its way to confer
special facilities for the protection of
property. The argument that the mother
country had nol adopted the principle |

of Great Britain bad its origin in eon-
ditions altogether different from any-
That Con-
stitution arose out of the feudal system,
and the first recognition of parliamentary
government was in conferring the fran-
chise, not upon individuals, but on cor-
porate bodies. The shires and the

. boroughs were the first to return mem-
. bers, snch members being not represen-

It was not the :

tafives of individuals, but members for
corporations; and so far was the prin-
ciple carried that members of Parliament
could then sue the corporations they re.
presented for their salaries during the
time they were employed in Parliament :
henee many shires and boroughs declined
to return members because of the expense

- entailed. The individual did not then

© were vastly different.

receive the slightest comsideration in the
Constitution, and even to-day in England,
as in most European countries, the indi-
vidual was not considered, but was looked
on simply as & member of a corporation,
o the colonies, however, circumstances
Here were paper
constitutions devised by the Tmperial
Parliament, and here were no corporate

' bodies entitled to parliamentary repre-

sentation : our municipalities were created
by Parliament, whereas in the old country
municipalities had generally been the
creators of Parliament. If the demo-
cratic principles of the Australian Con-
stitutions were to be observed, il must
be recognised that the individnals repre-
sented n the Legislature were free and
equal, and they could only be free and
equal when enjoving the right of one-
man-one-vote. As for the argument with
regard to taxation, as a matter of fact
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every individual contributed to the taxa-
tion of the country. It was useless to
say that only the wealthy contributed,
because the practice of wealthy men was
invariably to endeavour to pass on the
burden of taxation to those less fortunate.
If the grocer were taxed, he charged more
for his goods; the landlord in similar
circumstances would raise the rent of his
tenants; the employer paid his taxes by
charging them to the consumer, or by
reducing his workmen’s wages; so0 no
matter how the political edifice was built,

its weight must rest ultimately upon the 1

foundaticon stone, the proletariat; and
the superstructure suffered relatively

little compared with the foundation. |

Then, seeing that every man paid taxes
directly or mdirectly, and that all taxes
must be raised from the class standing
lowest in the social scale, surely the
source of taxation should also be the
source of representation. If the principle
of no taxation without representation
were right, surely all who were taxed
should be entitled to be represented.
Moreover, by the expenditure of the
moneys derived from taxation, the wealthy
man, though he contributed proportion-
ately less than the poor, received the
greater amount of benefit.

Mr. Georer: Who were the wealthy
men in Western Australia ?

Me. VOSPER said he was not speak-
ing of Western Australia particularly.
A railway, road, street, canal, or water
scheme could not be constructed without
benefiting someone, and the wealthy man
benefited more than anyone else.  So-
ciety had to spend more for the protection
of property than for individnal protection,
and, consequently, the wealthy man con-
tributed by far the smallest share of
taxation, and got the largest amount of
benefit. Then, why should he be entitled
to more politicul power than his neigh-
bour? The argument was as devoid of
justice ag it was illogical. He had been
surprised to hear the Premier say he had
known some tens of thousands of idle
men throughout Australia, who consti-
tuted a menace to the continent. The
right hon. gentleman's experience must
have been unfortunate, for he (Mr.

Vosper) had never had the privilege of .

meeting tens of thousands of men who
had never done any work, and never
would do any. Where did they exist?

[8 OcroBeR, 1899.]
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, If such people did not pay taxes, they
must live on those who did pay; and
certainly a mere vagrant, who was a
burden upon society, should not receive a
vote. On the contrary, Parliaments had
. passed laws to imprison such peopte, thus
enabling them to live on the taxes, so that
such people had no chance of having a vote.
If such a law were carried out to its full
logical extreme, such class of men could
not exist, and the Premier must have
been exaggerating when he said there
were 10,000 Tuen of that condition. At
any rate, there were no men of that
. class in this colony representing anything
like the number mentioned.

Tre Premier: Not in this colony: he
meant in Australia,

Mr. VOSPER : No member in the
House would see the propriety of enfran-
chising men who were in the habit of
travelling. and seldom stayed long enough
in one place to secure a vote.

Tue PrEmIER: They did not take the
trouble to secure a vote.

Mr. VOSPER: Such men were not
keen politicians, except round the cawmp
fire or in the public-honse bar: they did
not worry about politics or anything else.
The Premier was a delegate at the Federal
Convention, and if he there voted in favour
of one-man-one-vote, it would be hard to
justify his present position. That Con-
vention was composed of the leading
statesmen of the colonies, who deliberately
voted for a clause containing the principle
of one-man-one-vote.

Tere Premier: The Federal Coaven-
tion were against one-man-one-vote in
1891.

Mz. VOSPER: The years 1891 and
1899 were as far asunder as the poles.
One of the chief ornaments of the Fede-
ral Convention was the Premier, who did
not take the trouble to vote against the
principle of one-man-one-vote then, but
was now prepared, along with his sup-
porters, to both speak and vote against
it.

Tae Premier said he was against
one-man-one-vote at the Convention,
t}:ll;,)élegh he forgot specially what took

P Mzr. VOSPER: Then it was a matter
of such indifference thut the Premier
could not remember what took place, but,
at any rate, he did not apeak or vote
against one-man-one-vote.
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Tax Premier: Each colony was a !

single electorate for the purposes of the
Convention, whereas there would he 44
electorates in this colony.

Mr. VOSPER: If under federation '

the same system were pursued as in this
colony, & man who owned property in
each Siate would be able to vote 75
times, whereas he was only able to vote
44 times here.

Ter PreEmier: In this colony there
was a inuch more locul form of govern-
ment than there would be under the
federation.

Mx. VOSPER: Quite true.

Tee Premier: In a municipality a
man could have four votes.

Mz. VOSPER: No fault was being
found with that principle. The differ-
ence between a Parliament and a munici-
pality was that the municipality was only
a corporate body, and the ratepayers who
elected the councillors were looked on as
shareholders, organised for the purpose
of locking after a certain town; while
parliamentary government was on a
different basis altogether, controlling
what purported to be a nation in which
the people were not regarded as share-
holders in the same sense.

Tre Presier: What about people
who did not pay their rates in the muni.
cipality ?

Mz. VOSPER: It had already been
pointed out that although the landlord
was supposed to pay the rates, he took
good care to take those rates out of the
tenant in the form of rent, so that the
proletariat or the working classes, who
were at the bottom, were those whe paid
the taxes. The wealthy man always had
means of passing taxes on to those who
were not so wealthy, and those who paid
the biggest portion of the taxes got the
least benefit from them.

Tue PrEMIER : But the wealthy people
imported capital.

Mr VOSPER.: A man did not get an
extra vote because he held, for instance,
Boulder shares, and the principle of
plural voting did not give any more con-
sideration to capital than it did to labour.
The principle of plural voting was entirely
illogical from beginning to end.

THE PrREMIER: There must be some-
thing in plural voting, or it wouid never
have lasted so long.

|
i
|
!

Plural Vote.

Mr. VOSPER: It had already been
pointed out that plural voting was a
remnant of the feudal system, and of the
days when Parliament was elected by
corporate bodies.

Tre PreEmier: The country had not
done so badly under plural voting.

Mz. VOSPER : There were examples
of countries doing exceedingly well under
despotism : he knew of one connfry where
that was so; but of course that was no
argument in favour of plural voting.

Tue Premigr: What country was
that ¥

Mz VOSPER : Mexico.

A MempEr: And Western Australia.

Mr. VOSPER: Yes; Western Aus-
tralis might be said to be under u
despotism, although we had scmcthing
of a simulacrum, or copy, or shadow of
constitutional government. He urged on
the House to demand the system of one-
man-one-vote. At the last election and
since, every progressive body had voted m
favour of that principle, and it had
already beeu adopted to a large extent by
the other colonies. It was said that the
principle had only lately been adopted in
Victoria ; but, as u matter of fact, the
principle was adopled in that colony over
20 years ago. In the Constitution
Act of WVietoria, which was amended
only the other day, there was a sec-
tion which laid down that in elec-
tions of members for the Lower House,
a man should vote only once. But,
unfortunately. that was a clause resem-
bling Clanse 41 of the Commonwealth
Bill, which had been interpreted to mean
that a man could vote only once in one
electorate, and consequently the principle
of one-man-one-vote was lost. Tn the
Governor's Speech in Queensland the
other day there was promised a Bill
providing for one-man-one-vote.

Tue Premier : The Queensland Gover-
nor's Speech he had read to mean exactly
the opposite.

Mr. VOSPER: When reading up
some federal matter he saw the Bpeech,
and the meaning he attached to it was
what he had described. If it were con.
tended that the system of plural voting
should be continved on account of its
antiquity, he would point out that there
was at least one system of voting in this
colony which could notclaim that virtue,
namely, the svstem of proxy voting.
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TeE PrEMIER: Not proxy voting:
was absentee voting. ‘
Mr. VOSPER: S0 far as he knew,
there was no system of the kind in any ]

of the other colonies.

Tae PreEmier : In South Australia.

Mg. VOSPER: There was the system
of distant voting in Western Australia.

Tar Puemier: Absentee voting.

Mr. VOSPER: Bui the system was
more generally called proxy voting, and
there was nothing at all parallal to it
in any other colony, or in any other
country in the world, not even Sonth
Australia. In South Australia a person
was given a right to vote at a distance;
but in this colony the system meant
that if a man had property in 44
electorates, he could record a, vote in each
electorate. Here the privilege was cou-
fined to the man who held property, and
was not given to the residential voter as
in South Australia. Surely there was
something unjust and anomalous about
this, and it was an abuse of which this
colony had a complete monopoly in the
whole British Empire.

T PrEMiEr: If a man were given
u vote, he ought to be given the ineans of
exercising it.

Mr. VOSPER: Then why not give it
to the residential voter as well as to the
property owney ?

Tue PrEmMIER: Property was there,
and it did not move, whereas the man
might move.

Mr. VOSPER: Then it was the
property that had the vote, not the |
man ¥

Ty Premier: Certainly.

Mr. VOSPER : Then he would con-
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clude his remarks by reciting a short
story told over a hundred years ago by
Benjamin Franklin, when this question
was under discussion in Congress in
America, as illustrating how the property
vote worked out. Benjamin Franklin
told Congress that at one time a man
named John Smith was possessed of aun
ass, and because of the possession of that
property, had a vote. It happened that
on the morning of the polling day the
ass died, and John Smith consequently
lost his vote; so that it was the ass
which possessed the vote, and not Johu
Swmith. The question before the House
wag whether votes should be given to
men or to hricks and mortar, and he
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(Mr. Vogper) thought that *asses” had
had control of the ecuntry long enough,
and it was time to put an end to the
system.

At 6-30, the CratrMaw left the Chaidr.
At 7-30, Chair resumed.

Me. SOLOMON (South Fremantle):
Plural voting had become the more ob-
noxious, because the new Electoral Bill
provided for female suffrage; and it
would then be open to a wealthy man,
besides having his plural votes, to exer-
cise 12 or 15 other votes; for if a wealthy
man had a family, every member over 21
years of age might have plural votes, and
such a family might exercise a number of
votes prejudicially to those who had only
a single vote. This question had agitated
the public to a considerable extent, and
now that Parliament had an opportunity,
it should put an end to the agitation by
passing the amendment which had been
proposed. This was a fitting time for
expunging plural voting; and if the
amendinent were carried, other portions
of the clause could be amended conse-
quentially afterwards.

Mr. WILSON (Canning): From his
standpoint, this was a question whether
it was right or wrong to bave plural
voting; aud be unhesitatingly affirmed
that ever since he had taken any part in
public affairs in Western Australia, he
had alwavs supported the principle of
one-man-one-vote, for the Lower House
at any rate. He did not approve of one
man haviog o dozen or more votes for
electing representatives to this Assembly.
The Lower House in any country
under self-government represented human
beings first, and property next, if it
were thought wnecessary to represent
property in that House. Bembers of
this Assembly were not here to legis-
late for property, und for property only.
The Premier had admitted that the
arend ment was travelliug in the direction
favoured by public opinion, yet he had
twitted the mover for bringing forward
the smendment. All government in
Australia was by the people for the
people, and public opinion could not be
ijgnored. There were many arguments in
tavour of property qualification, and he
would not object to what was called on
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the other side a * vote for thrift"; that a
man should have oot only a vote asa
resident, but also a vote for his property,
or what was called a vote for thrift. This
would apply not ocnly to the wealthy
classes, but to the working men.
some people being impecunious, lazy,
vagabonde and rogues, we should rather

[ASSEMBLY.]

Ag to

look at the question as affecting the trad- .

ing community, and certainly they were
entitled to an equal say in the election of
members sent to this House, as compared
with those voters who claimed to repre-
gent property. To show how unfair it
was even from the standpoint of wealthy
men, suppose he (Mr. Wilson) had accu-
mulated £50,000 and invested it all in
his electorate, that property would entitle
him ounly to one additional vote, the prop-
erty being all in one electorate; but
suppose his neighbour had accumulated
only £20,000, and invested it in different
electorates, £100 here, £500 there, and
80 on, that neighbour might exercise votes
sufficient to influence the election of every
member sent to this House. This example
proved that the system of plural voting
was inequifable, from the standpoint of
the wealthy classes as well as from that
of the working men. We must keep
abreast of the times, and, as it was
admitted that this was one of the ad-
vanced movements of the day, and as
our delegates to the Federal Convention
all supported the abolition of plural vot-
ing under the Federal Government, we
here should also endeavour to advance
with the times, and if the principle was
zood for the Federal Governiment, it was
equally good for the administration of
Western Anstralia. A man who had all
his stake in the country, whether much
or little, had just as much interest in the
country, even if he had only his manhood
and his labour, as bad the man who
accumulated wealth and invested it in the
country. Indeed the working man who
had only his iabour had really more stake
in the country, especially if he had a
family, than had the man who acecumn-
lated property. The Premier had charged
the mover of the amendment (Mr. Leake)
with insincerity, and had said this action
was intended merely to catch the votes of
the people : but the same might be said
for the vote the Premier gave in favour of
women's suffrage, because it was only
necessary to turn to the Premier’s speech

Plural Vote.

last. year to find the right hon. gentleman
opposing that movement, though he spoke
in favour of it this session and carried
it through this House. No doubt the
Premier had good reasons for so doing:
but the desire to catch votes was more
apparent in his action in regard to the
female franchise than it was in this
amendment. The argument of the
Minister of Mines regarding taxation
had little force, because all were agreed
that there should be no taxation without
representation, but none could agree with
the Minister that stativn-owners, factory.
owners, and mine-owners paid the taxa-
tion of the country. As shown by the
Government accounts, the bulk of the
taxation wag derived from the customs,
and amounted to some £6 per head.

Te: PrEniEr: To about £5.

Mr. Vospxr : That was bad enough.

Mr. WILSON: The bulk was derived
from the customs. It was the people
employed on stations and in mines and
factories who paid the taxes of the coun-
try; they at least paid as much as their
employers, and therefore everv man in
the country was entitled to an equal voting
power at Parliamentary elections. Even
admitting that wealth should have the
greater power at such elections, the prin-
ciple was unworkable and wag not carried
out now, because wealth might be in-
vested in many different avenues. For
instance, who was to have a vote for a
mine? The proprietore of our mines
were distributed thronghout the world,
and their wealth was represented by scrip.
How could such men be given a vote?
The tendency of the arguments of the
Government supporters had been to show
that the only men in a country who
should have the plural vote were those
who had their money in land and house
property.

Mge. Hiouam: Such property could not
be shifted.

Mr. WILSON said he owned a few
allotments of land ; but if the man invest-
ing his money in land were entitled fo a
plural vote, then he who invested in bank
shares or in a mine, or who took up Gov-
ernment stock, should have the same
privilege.

Mr. HussLE:
parallel.

Mr. WILSON: Such a man had as
great a stake in the country as he who

The cases were not
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put his money into a sheep station; bui
the present law was inequitable, therefore
abolish it. ‘The system of one-man-one-
vote was the most equitable that could
possibly be deviged, and he would give it
the same hearty support as he had pub-
licly manifested during the three or four
years of his political life in the colony.

Mgr. HOLMES (East Fremantle) sup-
ported the amendment. All were agreed
on the necessity for a Tegislative Couneil
to protect the interests of property; but
every man in the country should have an
equal power in electing representatives to
the people’s House. The Premier, who
was fond of Biblical quotations, would
remember the widow’s two 1nites which
were all she had. Every man who came
to live in the colony, no mutter how small
his interest, should have some voice in
the administration.

Tut PREMIER:
could vote.

Mz. HOLMES: But they were
limited to one vote, while a man with
property in different parts of the colony
might have as manv as 50 votes by the
Bill now being forced through the House
with the object of keeping the present
Ministry in office. At present he (Mr.
Holmes) had no less than 15 votes, which
was a mafter for the consideration of the
GGovernment heuches, seeing that the
votes would be used against the Ministry.
Unfortunately, there were not many such
property-holders among the Opposition.
By the Bill, o man who invested £2,000
amongst 20 different electorates might
have 20 votes, while he who invested
£20,000 in one electorate would have
only one vote; yet this was called prop-
erty representation! With the House
as at present constituted, argument was
almost useless ; in fact, as he had stated
on the Address-in-Replv debate, the
Government had better say exactly what
they intended to do, then carry their
measures, and prorogue Parliament.

Every such man

Mg. Voseer: Govermment by phono-
graph.
‘Mr. HOLMES: It was deplorable

that such legislation should be forced
through the House without consideration,
by members who had made pledges which
they failed to out. However, it
was useless to attempt to influence the
automatic machinery opposite.  Heon.
members on the Government side had

(8 OcrosEe, 1899.]
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received their instractions this afternoon.
He did not envy Ministers the laurels
with which they were now crowning
themselves, for the day would come when
they would have to answer for their
deeds. The object of the clause lefore
the Committee was to stifie the voice of
the people; and this want of confidence
in the public had much to do with the
tardy progress of the colony. There was
no sympathy between the Administration
and the people; the Government would
not take the public into their confidence ;
the country was being run in a high-
handed manner, and the people were
ignored. No national prosperity could
be expected till psople migrating to the
eolony knew that thev would have a fair
share in the administration. Surely it
was not honourable for Ministers to
represent people whom they were afraid
to trust; and this clause, which gave the
older and wealthier sections of the com-
munity an unequal and overwhelming
voice in the affairs of the country, would
do much to keep Ministers in their
present pogition ; and that was why the
Governnent clung so closely to the plural
vote. He would support the amendment.

Mr. GREGORY (North Coolgardie) :
The Premier had stated he was afraid
that this rush of democratic policy would
tend to the downfall of parliamentary
government.

Tee Premier: The hon. member
ought not to misquote. It would be
better to not misrepresent what had heen
said.

Mz. GREGORY : But if the people of
the country were given every facility to
place themselves on the roll and were
given votes, that would tend more to-
wards the downfall of the Forrest
Administration than of parliamentary
government. The Premier had spoken
warmly against the principle of one-man-
ene-vote, though it would appear that at
the Federal Convention, when in the
midst of statesmen and democratic poli-
ticians, he never said one word againat
the principle. The Premier at the Con-
vention voted in a division.

Tre PrEMIER: On this question ?

Mz. GREGORY : In regard to plural
voting.

Ter PrEMIER: When?

Mr. GREGORY : At the Sydney

: Convention, when the question was being
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discussed as to persons voting in several
electorates, in no case did the Premier
speak in any way against one-man-cue-
vote.

Tae Premier: Would the how. mem-
ber give the page in the Hansard reports
of the Couvention to which he was re-
ferring ?

Mr. GREGORY: Page 456. The
principle of plural voting, aided as it was
by absentee voting, which allowed a wan
to sit in his office in Perth and vote
perhaps in every electorate in the colony,
was most pernicions. There ought either
to be an amendment made in the Elec-
toral Aet compelling every elector to vote
personally, or the right to vote in
more than one electorate ocught to be
abolished.

Tue Premier (referring to the Fed-
eral Convention debates): What the
hon. member had quoted was just the
opposite of what he (the Premer) had
said at the Convention.

Mz. GREGORY said be did not think
he was wrong in his reference to the
Premier’s attitude at the Federal Con-
vention. Tt had been pointed out that m
municipal government, a person had a
right to more than one vote; but a
municipality was simply a corporate body
who agreed to rate themselves, and n
guch n body it was not right that o
person who did not pay rates should
have a right to say how the money
should be spent. But the Legislutive
Assembly had to make laws for the
populace as well as for the propertied
people, and every. man who had to pay a
portion of the taxes had a right to an
equal voice in saying who should be
sent to represent him in Parliament.
The propertied classes had a second
vote in electing members to the Legis-
lative Council, which wmembers were
quite able to protect the interests of
property in Western Australia. The
present Bill, with its pocket boroughs,
anequal representation, plural voting, and
absentee voting, was a most pernicious
measure, and every effort should be made
to bleck it.

Mr. GEORGE (Murray) rose to sim-

[ASSEMBLY.]

ply say he would support the amendment, |

becanse he believed in the principle of
one-man-one-vote. The question did not
need argument, for with him it was a
matter of convietion.

He' believed that

Plural Vole.

every member had wmade up his mind on
the question, as he had.

Mr. EWING (Swan): This question
had bLeen discussed at considerable length,
both in the House and on the husfings,
and he supposed every member was com-
mitted one way or the other. At almost
every place he spoke at during his can-
vass of his electors, he was asked the
question whether he was in favour of the
principle of one-man.one-vote, and on
every occasion he told the electors that he
was. There was nothing in the argument
that the ownership of land qualified a
man speciaily to vote either intelligently
or otherwise. If he were satisfied for a
moment that the fact that a man was
possessed of a certain amount of landed
property was a direct evidence of his
ability to esercise his vote intelligently on
any political question, he would without
doubt vote in favour of plural voting.
But surely the question that bad to
be considered was whether the qualifi-
cation placed on the exercise of the vote
was one which would enable those per-
sunls who were best qualified, to have the
largest stake and interest in the affairs of
the community. Had it ever been sug-
gested on the Government side of the
House, or fromn the hustings in this or
any other colony, that the mere fact a
man was the owner of property wade
him better qualified to intelligently vote
on u political question? Tt was almost
always admitted that the mere fact of
ownership of property, which was very
often acquired in a hereditary way
without any special effort on the part of
the person acquiring it, was no distinet
evidence that the person holding the
property was best cualified to exercise
the right of voting. If the ownership
of property was always the direct conse-
quence of individual effort and intellect-
vality, and individual merit and Jabour,
there might be a great deal in the argu-
ment that the man who owned property
had proved himself by the ownership of
that property, a man better qualified than
his fellows to exercise the suffrage.

Mz. HussiE: That was the rule with-
out the exception.

Mr. EWING: One failed to see any
force in that interjection, Dbecause it
could not be said the mere ownership of
property was any evidence of ability to
well and properly exercise the franchise.
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Everybody must admit that if the owner-
ship of property depended on individual |
werit, or was a conseguence of a hlgher
intellectuality, there would be a great
deal in the argument which had been
used. But what were the facts? Did
we not find in nine cases out of ten that
a man who was fortunate encugh to
have a large amount of property, derived
that property from his father or some
relative ? In some cases, no doubt, the
accumulation of property was the out-
come of individual effort, but it must be
remembered that the ownership of prop-
erty was usually the result of other
people’s labour. "This ownership of land,
independently of the vote which it carried,
conferred the great power of the purse,
which was quite strong enough to protect
men of property. It must be remem-
bered that the amendment ouly applied
the principle of ong-man-one-vote to the
Legislative Assembly, property being re-
presented and protected in the other
House. If there were only one House of
Parliament in the country, instead of the
dual system, it might be argued that
hon. members should be careful to give
property some representation; but, as a
matter of fact, every law had to pass the
Upper Chamber, and that Chamber was
elected on a property qualification. Surely
that ought to be sufficient protection to
property owners, who had large influence
1n mumnicipal natiers, an infAuence which
was the direet outcome of the ownership
of wealth and power. It would appear that
the only class of property worthy of con-
sideration was landed property ; but when
the Pretier was speaking it struck him
(BMr. Ewing) that there was a great deul
in what was said about the banks and
mortgagees. In very many cases persons
had mortgaged their property in full to
the banks and other financial institutions
in the colony ; and if the person who had
the greatest interest in the land was to
have the vote, why should the nominal
owner of the land get that vote, when as
a maitter of fact t.he buank was the owner
of the property ?  Why not apply the
principle to its full extent, and say that if
the banks owned half the landed prop-
erty in the colony, the banks should
have an equal say with the people in the
election of representatives ?

Mr. Vosper: How would it he to
have a House of mnortgagees *

{3 OcroBesR, 1899.]
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' Mge. EWING: Perhaps that would be
a solution of the dificulty. It was an
absurdity, no donbt, but it was an ab-
gurdity to which hon. members were led
by the arguments of the members on the
Government side of the House. If those
arguments were sound, why not give the
banks the larger nunmber of votes, and
also give sharcholders in financial insti-
tutions a large number of votes? If, as
he had said, there was anything in the
argument, the Perth Land and Discount
Bank, which bad a morigage on a good
many people in the commumty, ought to
have ua large number of votes. These
nortgagees had a distinet interest in the
welfare of the colony; and if wealth and
ownership of property were the only
guide, then let the pawnbrekers, mortga-
gees, banks, and financial institutions
rule the country. But he hoped the day
was far distant when we as a Legisla-
ture would approve of & principle which
would lead to that absurd conclosion.

The principle that had always actnated
this and other democrabic cowmunities
was that in the Lower House or popular
House there were to be the representa-
tives of the people, and of the people
only. The idea was that a man had to
vote according to his political principles,
and that oue section of the community
should not be given the power to deminate
over ancther. Power was given to the
Legislative Council to protect and safe-
guard vested interests, but why should
property ownership be glven the same
power in the Assembly?r Could any
hon. member urge a reason? He had
listened 1n vain to the arguments of the
members on the Goverminent side of the
House, and not once had he heard a
reasonable or rational argument why
representation in the Legislative As-
sembly should be based on a property
quelification.  Admitting for the sake
of argwmnent the right of the property
owner to be represented in the Legis.

lative Assembly, there should surely be
drawn a line between the man who held
an allotment worth £70 or £80 and the
man who owned property worth half a
million. IE the principle was right that
a mun should have political power in pro-
portion to the property he owned, was it
right to say that the man owning an
allotment of land worth £70 should have
} the same power in the community as the
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man who owned land worth balf a million ¥
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If hon. members were prepared to advo- .

cate the principle of plural voting they

ought to carry it to its logical conclusion. .

He thought he bad made a mistake in
saying “ logical conclusion”: it vught to
be “illogical conclusion,” seeiny that any

conclusion to which such urguments could -

lead must be absolutely illogicul. There

was only one principle that could be recog- .

nised in a Legislative Assembly, which
wag snpposed to be composed uof repre-
sentatives of the people, and the principle
was that the right to vote was ainan’s
birthright, and was not affected or guali-
fied in any sense by the ownership of
property. If the advocates of duul or
plural voting would for one moment urge

Plural Vote.

doubt that was the result of the caucus
meeting held this afternoon—that was the
understanding that had been come to. If
there was anything in prediction, he
would venture to say the member for
Coolgardie (Mr. Morgans) would not ap-
pear in the division this evening; the
member for West Perth (Mr. Wood)
would not appear; the member for Perth
(Mr. Hall) would not appear; and we
would not be likely to see the member for

" Bouth Murchison (Mr. Rason)} when the

the adoption of a principle which would .

enable those who were best qualified to
exercise the franchise, the point might be
argued with some reason. There would
be some reason in saying that men
with a certain amount of education and
learning could best exercise their votes
i the interests of the community;
but it could not be contended that
political rectitude was a direct result of
the ownership of landed property, of so
many acres of sand. Therefore he would
support the amendment, believing that it
embodied, as far as the Lower House was
concerned, the only true principle on
which the right to vote should be given,
and on which representation should be
hased.

Mr. LEAKE (in replv): Having
waited anxiously to hear what arguments
could be used against the amendment, he
had heard no argumnent so far. Theonly
member who had spoken against it was
the Premier, and he (Mr. Leake) would
not condescend to term his expressions as
 arguments,” because what he remem-
bered of them was simply all abuse of
the member for Albany, who for some
reason had managed once more to raise
the ire of the right hon. gentleman,
merely because he (Mr. Leake) had
voiced the opinion which had a firm hold
of the people of this colony. He was
impressed with the fact that if members
of this House were true to the pledges
which they made in publie, this amend-
ment would be carried. Certain hon.
members were known to be in favour of

divison-bell rang.

Mk. Georer: He was outside.

Mr. LEAKE : They were all outside,
and they would not be in when the
division-bell rang.

TueE ATToORNEY GENERAL: Then they
had paired.

Mz. LEAKE: They could not bave
paired, unless it was arranged with the
whip on thizs (Opposition) side of the
House, and when he told hon. members
there had been no pairs arranged with
the whip on this side, we knew the re-
marks of the Attorney General were on a
par with other observations he made.
Most hon. members were known to be in
favour of the amendment, but certain
hon. members on the Government side of
the House would not vote against it.
This was dragging down the pname of
Parliament to the lowest level imaginable.
In no part of Australia had the name of
“Parliament” or “ member of Parlia-
ment” been dragged in the dirt to the
extent it had been in recent years in
Western Australia. That insatiable de-
sire to support in office at any price the
Government which could make the highest
bid for the vote of each wember of each
constituency—that was what it came to.

Tee Premisr: That was out of order.

Mz. LEAKE: Onecould not be out of
order in anything one said in this House.
It was difficult, with justice, to rule a
member out of order in this House.
[Me. GeoreE: Hear, hear.] And par-
ticularly when we were dealing with the
tactics pursued by the right hon. gentle-
man opposite and those of his colleagues,
a poliey which had been one of flouting
Parliament and flouting the constituencies
for years past. He, for one, was nearly

' sick of it, and many hon. members had a

the amendment, but they wounld not be '

here when the division bell rang, and no

similar feeling. We were told we
should have a liberalised constitution
under thiz Bill. One of the first ideas of
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liberalism was an extension of the fran-
chise, and certainly the abolition or cur-
tailment of the plural vote; but no
attempt in that direction was made in
the Bill. The only attempt which could
be called *“liberalism ™ was the increase
of members in both Houses of Parlia-
ment; bul of what avail was that to the
constituencies, if the property qualifica-
tion was maintained ? We had members
returned by this iniquitous process of
plural voting, and we knew that at the
next, election we would have many of
those members now on the Government
side declaring in favour of the abolition
of plural voting; yef, as wag usual when
it came to a question of a test vote, they
were afraid to appear in the division. 1f
there was one advantage that would result
from the abolition of plural voting. it would
be the abolition of those pocket boroughs
it seemed to have been the desire of the
Government to maintain under this Con-
stitution Bill. TUnder a liberalised fran-
chise, this sort of thing could not exist,
and there was no doubt that constituen-
cies such as that of East Kimberley, for
instance, were maintained in this measure
by the existence of this plural voting,
because a large proportion of the voters
on the roll were landholders who did not
live in the district, and had never been
there ; men who acquired property at the
time of the Kimberley < boom,” and had
been forced te retain it hecause they
could not get rid of it; and although
there were about 92 electors on the roll,
those names did not represent anything
like the number of residents who were
entitled to vote. Tt was a crying shame
and a scandal to this country, that such
a thing ghould be allowed to exist. The
right hon. gentleman plumed himself on

[8 OcToBER, 18991

! their merits.

Plaral Tale. 1541

and we could see that neither of
those members was equal mentally,
physically, or in any other way, to the
right hon. gentleman, who would out-
weigh them eagily, There was not much
force in that argument, but it appealed
for the moment to the seuse or the absence
of sense of some hon. members. He did
not think a principle of this kind could
be advanced by adopting a policy of
scolding, that the right hon. gentleman
assumed on an oceasion of this kind ; and
perhaps it would be more satisfactory if
we were able to thresh guestions out on
Ag pointed out by the
member for Central Murchison, in retain-
ing this property qualification we recog-
nised only one class of property, namely
land, and why should a vote be given for
£100 worth of sand and not for £100
worth of sugar? That was putting the
argumment in a concrete shape, and one
which could be grasped if not appreciated
by the right hon. gentleman opposite.
‘We realised how absurd it was to recog-
nige this land qualification as entitling a
person to vote, when on the other hand a
person with £10,000 invested on wmertgage
in a constituency did not obtain a vote.

MEe. VosrER: A property vote which
was not a property vote. '

Mz. LEAKE: Yes; and he would ap-
peal to hon. members to say honestly—
he did not say whether they wonld have
the mental ability te do it, but could they
honestly oppose this amemdment? TIf
they could, then even honesty i
this Parliament would require reforma-
tion. Tt would be interesting to see
to what extent hon. members could he

' carried in their blind idolatry of the

this little handful of power which he '

most jealously guarded and retained. He
(Mr. Leake) admitted the force of the
argument used by the right hon. gentle-
mzan, that all men were not equal; but
when once we recognised that equality by
giving men a vote, there was no right, by
a sidewind, to introduce again an element
of inequality by means of plural voting.
To show that he sericusly recognised the
principle that all men were not equal, he
would place in juxtaposition the right
hon. gentleman with the member for
South Murchison, the member for the
Murchison, or the member for Sussex,

leader of the Government, on a question
of this kind. Were we fighting for
public rights or for individval rights*
We were fighting for public rights; and
the sooner Parliament set its face against
anvthing but true prineiples, the better
for the country at large. We had the’
Commonwealth Constitution approved by
the whole of the Australian people, and
therein the prineiple of this amendment
had be:n recognised; and how could we
in this House say that only in the States
the more restricted franchise should he
recognised 7 The right hon. gentleman
himself had already recognised this prin-
ciple, in approving of the Commonwealth
Bilt and in committing himeelf to its
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adoption ; and the right hon. gentleman,
as a member of the Joint Select Com-
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mittee on the Commonwealth Bill, had .

not asked for any alteration in this
direction.
sistently deny to the State that which he
approved for the whole of Australia ?

Ter ATTORNEY GENERAL (Hon.
R. W. Pennefather): The wember for
Albany had made use of an observation
which he (the Attorney General) rose to
correct. The hon. member had said, with
regard to the member for Coolgardie
(Mr. Morgans) huving paired on this
amendment, that he could not have
paired. The member for Coolgardie had
assured him (the Attorney General) that
he had paired.

Me. Leake: With whom?

Tae ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
hon. member's assurance was taken as
sufficient, and no further question was
asked. When the member for Albany,
on being informed to that effect, gave
almost the lie flatly, as he did without
qualification, the hon. member was not
justified in doing so.

Mg. James: But ought not pairs to be
arranged with the whip ?

Tre ATTORNEY GENERAL: Pairs
were 1ot always arranged with the whips.
The speech of the member for Albany on
this question had been a consummate
piece of acting; and it was not easy to
understand how the hon. member could
ever have chosen another profession,
instead of following that for which he
was so admirably fitted by nature,
because he had been endowed with
features which stamped him as an actor
of the highest quality; and even in the
verv tones of voice with which he
addressed the House on a subject from
which his heart was absent, there were
“tears in his voice” pleading for the
man who had only one vote. It was as
well to tear down the veil that hid this
acting face, and show the stern reality
behind it.

Mz. Leaxe:
member do so ?

Tae ATTORNEY GENERAL:

Why did not the hon,
The

Therefore, how could he con- -

hon. member interjecting, though sitting -

securely in a select coterie, surrcunded by
some half-dozen unanimous followers,
should not imagine that he voiced the
opinion of the whole country, for he
would, perhaps, discover some day that

Plural Fole.

such was not the case. To hear the
phrase, ¢ this pernicious and disgraceful
system,” applied to the present mode of
voting, one would think that the present
syatem was an innovation; but the hon.
member, in addition to passing severe
strictures on (fovernment supporters, and
sheering at them in a manner unbecom-
ing to one who hoped some day to lead
the Parlianzent of the country, had asked
questions which he himself could easily
have answered: such, for instance, as
“ Why should a man possessing a piece
of landed property have an extra vote,
while a man possessing shares or personal
property does not receive that privilege?”
The hon. member, as o lawyer, well knew
the history of the plural vote, which could
be traced downward from the Middle
Ages. Land had that privilege, because
the landowner was bound to the land.
He was not “ here to-day and gone to-
morrow.”

Mg. LEsRE:
apply to-day.

Tae ATTORNEY GENERAL: There-
fore the legislature gave landowners cer-
tain privileges because they were tied to
the soil : they were not people who came
to exploit the country and then leave if.
The distinction made between real and
personal property was that the real prop-
erty wes irremovable, while personal
property followed its possessor, and
therefore required no special representa-
tion in Parhament. The hon. memher
could have answered his own question.

Mr. LEaRE: Yes; but he wonld not
have given that answer.

Tee ATTORNEY GENERAL: Per-
haps not.

Mr. Leags: The grounds were as
falge as the hon. member’s arguments.

Trer ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
proposition that one man should bave
only one vote could not be logical unless
the whole country was thrown into one
electorate. Where a country was split
up, as was this colony by the Constitu-
tion Act, the member for an electorate
represented not ouly the people but the
distriet itself—-the land within the dis-
trict.

Mr. Leage: Then the Minister did
not approve of the provisions of the
Commonwealth Bill ¢

Tae ATTORNEY GENERAL: There-
fore the representative of an electorate

The argument did not
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represented two interests, the interests
of individuals and the landed interests.
Mgr. Vosper: In other words,

I3 Ocromer, 1899.

of .

individuals and of certain nthers who

lived on those individuals.

Mgr. IrriveworTH: Land was repre-
sented in the Upper House.

Tue ATTORNEY GENERAL: That
might be another argument; but in this
eolony municipal government was not so
strongly developed as in other colonies,

Me. GrEGorY : But “ pocket borough”
representation was very strongly de-
veloped.

Tre ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
hon. member who had just interjected was
a man of omniscient prescience, often
mzking remarks without being careful as
to their truth. This evening, for instance,
that hon. member had made a statement,
had held up a book, and had pretended
to read something which the Premier had
said at the Sydney Federal Convention ;
yet when the hon. member had been
asked for the page, and when the page
had been turned up, it had been found
that the expression put into the mouth of
the Premier was not warranted by the
printed report. Yet this was the hon.
member who interjected in a debate!
When the hon. member again made a
statement, one hoped he wonld be careful
about its truth bkefore asserting it as
u fact.

POINTS OF ORDER.

M=. VOSPER rose to a point of order.
The Attorney General had charged an
hon. member (Mr. Gregory) with baving
falsified a quotation, and with having
stated a deliberate nntruth. Was that
justified, and should not the Minister
adduce proof of the charge ¢

Tee CHAIRMAN : The Minister had
simply indicated a misquotation.

Mz. GreeorY: And had said that he
(Mr. Gregory) had declined to give the
number of the page, which was untrue.

Tae ATTORNEY GENERAL: No;
he had said that the hon. member (Mr.
Gregory) had given the number of the

. order.
. read the passage in question.
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Tae CHAIERMAN said he did not
think the Attorney General’s observations
were sufficient to make him out of order.

Me. GEORGE rose to a point of
He asked the Aftorney General to
If the
statement the Minister had made about
the hon. member (Mr. Gregory) were
correct, that hon. member should be
drumnmed out of the House.

Mke. Leage: The statement had only
been made by the Attorney General.

Tag CHAIRMAN: The Minister could

" use his diseretion as to whether he wonld

page, but that no such statement as that -
tmputed to the Premier was to be found

thereon.

M=z. VOSPER said he understood the
Attorney General to say that the hon.
member had not been careful about the
truth, and had deceived the Committee.

read the passage.

DISCUSSION RESUMED,
Tue ATTORNEY GENERAL: A

wonderful punctiliousness was observable
in the course of debate, particularly when
a point had been made against members
who haid been adducing statements which
they pretended were unchallengeable, and
which were shown to be far otherwise.
The member for Central Murchison {Mr.
Ilingworth) alse, had he only reflected,
would not have asked why the distinction
between the landed proprietor and the
man with no land should obtain at the
present day. A knowledge of constitu-
tional history would have shown the hon.
member the origin of the disfinction.

Mgr. Inuimaworte: The Attornev
General was now misquoting.

Tue ATTORNEY GENERAL: I
this innovation were to be made, it should
be don. with due deliberation; but by
the manner in which the amendment had
been moved and supported, it was evident
that it had been proposed with a view of
oblaining a party vote, and with an
ulterior object. Whatever the motive, it
was apparent that it was not sincere.

Tue PREMIER (Right Hon. Sir J.
Forrest), in spea.lnng again, trusted he
would not be led into any discourtesy.

Mr. Leage: Oh. the Premier was
never discourteous !

Tae PREMIER : Sometimes one was
carried away and spoke wnguardedly.
Hon. members on the Government side,
exercising their rights and privileges in
voting. did not deserve, and ought not

. to0 be subjected to, insult from the

Opposition. None would deny that the
member for Albany (Mr. Leake) had
been very insulting to-night to Govern-
ment supporters, who had their own
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opinions and would doubtless exercise
their votes conscientiously. Hon. mem.

[ASSEMBLY.

bers opposite would do the same, as was

their right.

Me. A. Forrest: But the Opposition
had all the inteiligence.

Tee PREMIER: It did not appear
to him that the hon. members on the
Government side were less honourable or
less respected than those opposite.

Me. LEakE: Then the Premier must
be very blind.

Tae PREMIER: Possibly; but in his
opinion hon. members on the Government

side compared very favourably with the .

side led by the hon. member iun every
respect, whether in intelligence, in capa-
city, or in respectability. The hon.
member (Mr. Leake) need not laugh, for
his laugh was ingincere and theatrical.
Why should hon. members call each other
names and use disrespectful language?

" (Mr. Kingsmill),

If bhe chose, he could tell the hon. member .

one of the reasons why the present Gov-
ernment held office, but to do so would
not be polite.

Mg. Leage: The Premier need not
spare him.

Tee PREMIER: Well then, it was
because the country distrusted the houn.
member and those with whom he asso-
ciated. The colony was afraid of the
hon. member, and was not prepared to
trost him. The people considered they
had better “ bear the ills we have than
fly to others that we know not of”
The hon. member had accused him (the

Premier) of increasing the number of

members of Parliament; but he (the
Premier) had divided the House in regard
to the increase in the Council membership,
and had been beaten by one vote; and

the hon. member was one of those who -

had advocated the creation of a new
electorate in the Southern part of the
colony.

M=. Leaxg: On conditions ; merging
others into one.

Tue PREMIER: And another Uppo-
gition member had proposed that the

mineral district in the South-West should .

have geparate representation, for which
suggestion he (the Premier) was not
responsible.

Mz Leark: But the Premier sup-
ported it.

Tee PREMIER: But the innovation

Plural Vole.

interjecting, and proposed by the member
for North-East Coolgardie (Mr. Vosper),
and it met with general concurrence in .
the House.

Mr. Leags: That had been done on
the sugpestion that two other constitu-
encies be amalpamated.

Tee PREMIER: In a letter recently
addressed to the mayor of Coolgardie, he
(the Premier) had pointed out that there
was nothing very mmequitable in the late
redistribution of seats. Much had been
said about pocket boroughs in the North,
but that part of the colony, including the
Gascoyne, comprehended one half of the
territory of the vountry, and by the Bill
would be rvepresented by five members,
one of whom was the mnember for Pilbarra
a goldfields repre-
sentative. And the member for Kast
Kimberley (Mr. Connor) also represented
w goldfield, which, though sparsely popu-
lated, was administered by a warden,
and therefore that hon. member might
be termed half a goldfields member—
{Mr. Cowvnor: Three-fourths)—though
he also represented a squatting district.,
At the outside there were only four
pastoral representatives for the whole of
that large district, representing one-half
of the colony—two wmembers for the
Kimberleys, one for Roebourne, and one
for the Gascoyne. Would any man say
such representation was too great for
that immense territory, which used to
have two additional members ?

MR, Lrage: This was a discussion on
plural voting.

Tree PREMIER: Then why did the
hon. member talk of pocket boroughs ?

Mke. Leake: Two wrongs did not make
a vight.

Tue PREMIER: Scme hon. mnembers
kuew little about the colony, and did not
even know the territorial limits of the
constituencies.  So-called “ pocket bor-
oughe” were very few in number, seeing
that this large territory had only five
members. The member for North Coal-
gardie (Mr. Gregory) had said that he
{the Premier) had voted in some division
on this question at the Federal Conven.

" tion in Sydney; but the hon. member had

had been suggested by the hon. member

been unable to point out how the vote
bad beer cast. As a fact, he (the
Premier) had never voted on that ques-
tion, and had bhe had an opportunity of
voting, would not have voted in the way
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indicated by the hon. member, who had
~-he would not say mntentionally--—misled
the House. The hon. member’s state-
ment was untrue. What had been said
at the Convention was with reference to
nne-man-one-vote

Mg. JamEes : No; the Premier had then
been speaking with regard te two votes
in one electorate.

Tere PREMIER: The Convention re-
portread: * Provided that the Parliamnent
may not enact that any elector shall have
more than one vote.”

Mr. James: The question had then
been whether 2 man should have two
votes in nne electorate, and subseguently
the Premier had said that would be worse
than one-man-cue-vote.

Tee PREMIER: At all events, the
few words he had uttered clearly showed !

that he had not been in favour of any
restriction, and that he bad maintained
that, when this colony was divided into
vlectorates for the purpose of electing the
Federal House of Representatives, people
who were entitled to vote in any one
district should exercise their vote, and
that & man should not bhe restricted to
one vote; so the hon. member (Mr.
Gregory) was absolutely wrong in his
rendering of the quotation. Probably
the hon. member
passage carefully, and had come to a
wrong conclusion concerning it. In
dealing with this guestion of divisions
at the Federal Convention, it must be
remembered that the Senate were to be
elected by each colony as ene electorate,
and therefore there conld only be one-
man-one-vote, while in the colony of
Western Australia there would not be
more than five divisions; and he did not
object, to the principle, or did not remem-
ber ohjecting speciallv. A majority of
the members of the Convention were in
favour of one-man-one-vote, though the
Convention were not unanimous by any
means on the subject; and in view of
that majority it was of no use wasting
time by moving amendments which could
" not be earried. He was not the only one,
Liecause there were many other members
of the Convention of the same view as

himself ; but they accepted the principle |

of one-man-one-vote, seeing there was a
majority in favour of it. All he could
say wasg that never in the Convention did
he express himself in favour of the

had not read the |

8 OcroBer, 1899.”

| member

Plural Vote. 1545

principle of one-man-one-vote, and if the
for North Coolgardie (Mr.
Gregory) looked at the Hansard veport
of the debates, he wonld never find
a speech of his (the Premier's) in
favour of the principle, because he
; did not make statements to.-day and

| iterate that there was mno innovation
in the clause now before the Committee.

| forget them to-morrow. He must re-
|

There was no desire on the part of the
Govermment to give any privilege to
anyone which was not possessed now, but
all that was provided for was to allow
people to retain privileges which they
already possessed. That was a very
different thing from giving people conces-
sions or privileges which they had not at
the present time. What the Government
said was, “ We will leave matters as they
are, and as they have been ever since
Western Aunstralia has been a colony.”
Hon. members of the Upposition, on the
contrary, said: “ We will take away from
people privileges which they now have.”
Possession was nine points of the law,
we were often told, and we must be
very careful before taking away from
people what they already possessed,
whether it was property, a right, or a
privilege. Tt would be a very different
matter if the Committee were engaged in
framing a constitution for the first time,
and were laying down what privileges the
people were to have. As a matter of fact,
the people had these privileges at the
present time, and they always had
them ; and the Committee must be careful
to go slowly and cautiously before we

took away from people any right or
privilege they had enjoyed for many
years. BMlembers of the Opposition suid :
“ We do not care for your rights or privi-
leges: we will pull down; we will take
away from you, not courteously even, but
in a high-handed manner, and we will
insult you at the same time we take the
privilege away from you.” That was
the tone adopted towards the people
of the colony who possessed this privi-
lege, and 1t was the tone adopted
towards members of the Committee whe
were not, doing any injury to anyone, but
were trying to leave things as they were
at present. Had he ever endeavoured to
take away a privilege which any person
possessed ?  Had he not endeavoured, in

i the whole course of his political career, to
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give privileges instead of taking privileges
away ? Who gave the manhood suffrage
vote? Was it the hon. member for
Albany (Mr. Leake) ?

Mr. InrixgworTH: The member for
Albany was not in the House then.

Tae PREMIER : Tf the member for
Albany had been in the House, he would
have voted against the proposal. It was
himself (the Premier) and members on
the Government side of the House who
enfranchised the whole of the pecple in
the colony.

Mr. Irniwaworra: But the people
had net been able to vote vet.

Ter PREMIER : At any rate, the
Electoral 13ill had passed through Com.-
mittee in one evening, and no doubt
would be satisfactory to the members of
the Opposition and the people of the
colony generally, 1t was the present

[ASSEMBLY.;
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Mr. TEagE: What did those seats
cost ¥

Tee PREMTER : They cost nothing :
not, one penny.

Mg, GEORGE: What did they cost the

. country ?

Government who gave the people the -

Eranchise.

Mg, Juriweworrs: There had never
een any other Government.

Tae PREMTER: The present Govern.
ment had not been forced to extend this
privilege at the point of the bayonet, but
had extended it of their own accord.

Me. IvirweworTtH: There had only
been one Grovernment in this country.

Tee PREMIER: Aund the veason that
there had been no other Governmment was
that the people would not trust the leader
of the Opposition. Tt was time there was
plain speaking. The people were afraid
of politicians who went off at a tanpent
and did the things which were done by
membhers of the Opposition. Who could
trust the leader of the Opposition (Mr.

. ane-vote.

Leake) after bis harangues during the ;

last week * When he spoke of trusting

the hon. member, he weant politically and

not personally, and that hon. member had
done more damage tn himself with the
people of the country, during the last 10
days, than he bad during the whole course
of his political life. The chances of the
member for Albany ousting the Govern-
ment were less now than years ago.

Mz. Leage : Trv a dissolution.

Tax PREMIER: When the Govern-
ment went to the country they were always
returned to power again. The last two
seats had been wrested from the Oppo-
sition, and the Government would wrest
more seats if thev had the chance.

Tae PREMIER : There was a mean
insinuation! Just as if he bribed con-
stituencies, or resorted to means of that
kind.

Mz. GuoraE: The Premier ought to
pay no attention to such insinuations.

The PREMIER only wanted to point
ont once wnore that there was no desire
on the Government side of the House (o
take anything from anybody.: they were
unwilling to take away that which people
had pussessed for years and vears. The
time wmight arrive when it would be
necessary to take away this privilege, but
that time had not yet arrived.

Mr. GREGORY, in speaking again,
degired to make an explanation, but
assured the Attorney General he was not
making this explanation on account of
the charges made by that hon. member,
because he (Mr. Gregory) could afford
to treat with contempt any charges made
by the Attorney General. The Attornev
General had been heard many times in the
vituperative strain, and members of the
Opposition could really afford to treat
him with contempt. The explanation
was made in reply to the Premier. He
(Mr. Gregory) must admit he had made
a mistake in regard to the Premier voting
at the Convention i favour of one-man-
He (Mr. Gregory) was read.
ing on the question of the representation
of the Senate. and had not noticed
an amendment which occurred later,
and it the Premier looked at page
416 of the Convention debates iu Han-
sard, he would see what was meant. In
regard to the House of Representatives

* in Clause 30 of the Federal Bill, the main

question seemed to be that, in choosing
members, each elector should vote onlv
once ; but an amendment was moved that

. if an elector voted more than once, he

would be guilty of a misdemeanonr.
That amendment, however. was nega-
tived without a division. lliscussion

- ensued with regard to a further amend-

ment, and the Premier then said :

I cannot follow the hon. member, M.
Carruthers. He seemed to urge that if » man

, exercised his vote, and if some months after-
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wards another election took place, he should
not be allowed to exercise his vote, although
be might be on the roll in another electorate,
The whole of that tended to show that at
the Convention the Premier did not in
any way raise his voice against, or
attempt in any way to oppose, the prin-
ciple of one-man-vne-vote.

Trr PrEMIER : The point had already
heen settled in Adelaide, when he was
not present. There had been divisions

'3 OcroBER, 18997
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Attorney General accused the member for
North Coolgardie of an * ulterior motive,
and not sincere in that.”

TrE ATTORNEY GENERAL : The words
““ ulterior motive” were never made use

j of.

Mr. VOSPER was prepared to leave
the matter to be decided by the Hansard
report. The last few words which fell

- from the Attorney General were “ ulterior

on the question, and there was no use -

in dividing again.

Me. GREGORY : What it was desired
to point out was that the Premier did
voting.

he had listened with interest and pleasure

to what had fallen from the Premier on

the decorum that should be ohserved in
the House, and he deemed it well not to
allow the debate to close without making

some further observations on the point. ' inthe House were heard from the Premier

He would ¢all to the recollection of the
Premier that the personal tone, which he

motive, and not sincere in that.”

Tae ATToRNEY GENERaL=: The mem-
ber for North-East Coolgardie must not
attribute words which had never been

; A 8 thi - used.
not raise his voice in favowr of plural -

Mz. VOSPER said he wished to accept

. the Attorney General's repudiation of the
Mn VOSPER, in speaking again, said

words ; but, at the same time, he must

. say his gense of hearing led him to sup-

was sure everyone regretted, was raised

by the Premier charging the leader of the
Oppomtmn with having “ sold” his con-

stitnents ; in short, the Premier accused |

the member for Albany (Mr. Leake) of
deliberately betraying those who elected
him to the House. Surely the Premier
could not justify language of that kind,
and he would be the last one to attempt
to justify it.

M=r. LEaxe: Nobody took any notice
of these charges.

Mr. VOSPER preferred to take some
notice of the matter, because he really
thought that kind of thing was going too
far. He was himself accused occasionally
of making wild statements both in print
and in speech, but accusations had been
made of which he would not like to be
guilty. He referred particularly to the
Attorney General, because whatever the
Premier had said he had atoned for in
his speech since the adjournment of the
House. The Attorney General, however,
was in the habit of throwing accusations
broadeast all over the House, and in his
last observations he had accused the
member for North Coolgardie (Mr.

Gregory), not of making a mistake, but I

of absolutely falsifying a quotation, and
deliberately attempting to deceive the
committee. The last few words of the

pose that the hon. member did use those
words ; in any case, the Hansard report
next week would show. When homilies
on the behaviour members should adopt

and others, members should at least have
the privilege of profiting by example as
well a8 by precept, and the Premier onght
to do something towards keeping his re-
fractory Attoruev General in something
like order. The Attorney General some-
times hurled his accusations broadcast
like the discharge from a Gattling
gun.

Tae ArrorNeY GENERAL: Thecharges
must have told on the member for North-
East Coolgardie, to make him so
hot.

Mz. VOSPER: The Attorney General
had not had the privilege of attacking
him (Mr. Vosper) for some time in the
House, nor had one had the honour of
replying to the Attorney General: but
when it did come to a verbal duel he
(Mr. Vosper) thought he could take care
of himself.

TuE Arrorney GENErAL: That wus
very likely.

M=r. VOSPER protested against the
kind of language indulged in by the
Attorney General; language which could
only be described as rhetorical sewape.

Amendment (Mr. Leake’s) put, and a
divigion taken with the following result:—

15
20

Majority against ... 5

Ayes ...
Noes ...
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AYFS. Nors,
Mr. Conolly Hon. 5. Burt
Mr. Ewing Mr. Connor
Mr. George . Bir John Forrest
Mr. Gregory . Mr. A. Forrest
Ar. Holmes i Mr. Hall
M. Ilingworth | 3. Hightm
Mr. James Mr. Letroy
Mr. Eingsmill , Mr. Locke
Mr. Leake ¢ Mr, Mitchell
Mr. Moran ~ Mr. Monger
Mr. Oldlunn Ilr, Pennefatlier
Mr. Solomoun Mr. Phillips
Mr. Vos ‘ Mr, Piesse
Mr. Wallace i Mr. Quinlsn
Mr. Wilson (Tellcr). Mr. Nobson
1 Mz, Sholl
{ Sir J. G Lee Steere
+ Mr. Throssell
| Hon. H. W. Veun

Mr, Hubble (Teller}.

Amendment thus negatived, and the
clause passed.

Schedule 2 :

On wmotions Dby the I’remigr, the
schedule was amended as follows: —
Beverley Electoral Distriet: strike out
the word ‘“ Hill” at end of description.
and insert “ Granite Rock™ in lien there-
of. Also, Boulder Electoral District :
insert the word **late " before “yold,” in
lines 1 and 2. Also, Grscoyne Electoral
District : after ** Mount Lionel,” in line
11, strike out the word “and,” and insert
“ thence north to said summit.”  Also,
after “ Mount Rica,” in line 13, insert
**and Monnt Darnell.” Also, Kalgoorlie
Electoral District : strike out “ 140, in
line 3, and msert “54” in lieu thereof.
Strike out '“ 66 links,” and insevt after
“chains "' the following words: *“alonpg
said wutw of street ; thence 133 30" 12
chains 75 links along the south-western
side of Casmdy Street; thence 223° 30
14 chans along the north-western side of
Campbell Street; thence 133° 30' 20
chains 70 links aloug the south-western
side of Russell Street; thence 223 30
71 chains 30 links along the uorth-
western side of Bourke Street.”  Algso,
strike out the words “ 85 chains 51 links.”
in line 3, and insert “abonut 62 clhains.”
Also, Menzies Electoral District: strike out
* of Mount Gibson,” in line 5, and insert
“from trigonometrical station T83I™ in
lieu thereof.

Tax PREMIER explained, with refer-
ence to amending the boundaries of
Kalgoorlie electoral district, that the
alteration was necessitated by the ori-
ginal description taking in seme land
which, at that time, it was supposed the
municipality intended to include: buat it
was since found that the municipality did
not clude 1t; therefore, the desire of

ASSEMBLY.
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the municipality and of the Government
wus to make the municipal boundary and
the electoral district boundarv identioal
and conserjuently the bouud'u'v as origi-
nally described in the Bill would be
confracted a little.

Schedule, as amended, agreed to.

Bill reported with amendments.

DENTISTS ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
SBECOND READING.

Tue ATTORNEY GENERAL (Hon.
R. W. Pennefather), in moving the second
reading, said : This Bill has been intro-
duced at the request of members of
the Dentists’ Board in this eolony, with
the object of amendiny the principal
Act in one or two material particulars.
It is propoesed, in paragraph 2 of the
Bill, to amend the principal Aet by re-
dneing the term which was necessary in
order to qualify for locul registrafion.
Under the prineipal Act, the limit for
which a dentist has to practise dentistrs
before admission in this colony is seven
vears; and that time is reduced in the
Bill to four years, this Leing the first
material alteration. The next is that
Section 11 of the principal Act 1s hereby
repealed, and this refers to the appeal
which lay from the board tothe Minister:
for by recent experience it has heen found
that the mode of appeal has not only
caused the board much expense by reason
of a later appeal having to be made
afterwurds to the Supreme Court, when
deemed necessarv, but the members now
desire, and the Grovernment do not see
any objection to it. that the appeal
should he made divectly from the Dent-
ists’ Board to the Supreme Court. The
next two clauses are mainly for the pur.
poseof facilitating the proof of registration
inder this Act. Clause 7 containg a pro-
vision by which the board are enahled to
raise suificient funds by levying a license
fire annually on the members of the Dent.
ists” Association, and a fee of two guineas
is to be charged. I am informed that the
meinbers of the association are agreeable
to this, because they will be able to raise
a fund by that means to defray all their
administrative expenses, without calling
on the Government to assist them. T
beg to move the second reading.

Mgr. VOSPER (North - East (ool-
gardie) : There iy only one point in the
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Bill which I think will require amend-
ment or consideration in Committee, and
that is in Clause 7, in regard to the
annual license fee. The clause provides

that if a member of the board fail to pay

the fee, he may be struck off the roll;
and that appears to be an arbitrary pro-

ceeding to take, because a man happens °
I see -

to be unable to pav two guineas.
it is provided in the latter part of the
clavse that the board may restore the
name to the register on pavmment of
arrears and of such fine as the board may
impose. I think it should be wmade
mandatory on the board to restore the
man to his position on the roll, if he pays
after having got into arrear with the
fee, becanse such failure may be caused
by illness, by bankruptey. or other mis-
fortune; and it does seem a bit curious
that the board should have power to
strike a man completely off the roll and
deprive him of his means of livelihood,
simply because he has failed to pay a fee
of two guineas., The rest of the Bill
seems to be all right.
Question put and passed.
Bill read & second time.

AGRICULTURAL BANK ACT
AMENDMENT BILL.

On motion by the ComMMIsSSIONER oF
Crown Lanps (Hon. . Throssell), the
House resolved into Committes to con-
sider the Bill.

IN COMMITTEE.

Cluuses 1 and 2—ayreed to.

Clause 3. -Mortgagor to keep fences,
ete., in repair:

Mz. MITCHELL : What necessity was
there for requiring that a man should
keep the fences in repair, seeing that the
security for the loan was the land itself
and not the improvements ?

Tae COMMISSIONER OF RAIL-
WAYS (Hon. F. H. Piesse): Though
fences did not form a portion of the im-
provements on which the bank advanced
money, yet they must necegsarily be kept
in repair, for badly-fenced property would
1ot be good security for a loan.

Mr. JAMES: Though property should
certainly be kept in thorough repair, such
a provision should not be inserted in the
Bill, but rather in the mortgage deed;
for if in the Bill, it might. be inferred that
similur provisions not in the Bill had no

(8 Ocroser, 1899.]
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in Committee.

' effect. Either put all such provisions in
the Bill, which could be done Ly adding
another schedule containing a model form
of mortgage, or omit all such provisions.

Mr. MITCHELL: Seeing that ad-
vances were made only upon land cleared
and cultivated, and not on fencing, it was
clearly unfair to make the repairing of
fences compulsory.

Mr. LEAKE: As the object of the
Bill wus to encourage improvements, how
| could it be unfair to compel a man to
| make his improvements efficient ¢

Me. Moran: The hon. member (Mr.
Mitchell) was referring to the Greenough
distriet.

Mr. Leaxe: Oh!
there were no fences.

Tue ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
last speaker could uot have visited the
Greeuough district recently. The pro-
vision in the clause was absolutely neces-
i sary for the sake of the intending bor-
- rower, for the Bank would not advance

money except on well-fenced land.

Clause put and passed.

Clanse 4—Amendment of 58 Vict., No.
21, Sec. 5:

Mr. PHILLIPS: How would the
Victoria district share in this grant of
£100,000 extra to the Bank? Only a
few pounds had hitherto heen spent by
the Bank in that locality.

Mz. WILSON moved that the words
“two hundred thousand pounds”™ be
struck out, and “ one hundred and fifty
thousand pounds” inserted in lieu thereot.
As the Bank had taken five vears in
which to expend the £100,000 already
granted, the Committee would bardly be
justified in granting a similar suw, which
would probably take another five years to
spend, until the operations of the institu-
tion had gone heyond the experimental
stage. At present the repayments of
principal bad hardly comnmenced, as the
Act provided that such repayments should
begin five years after the Bank's incep-
tion, which five vears had just expired,
so that repayments would probably begin
next vear. Better see how rapidly the
principal was repaid before the Committee
committed itself to further expenditure,
over which Parliament should have com-
plete control. An extra £50,000 would
be quite sufficient, in addition to the
£100,000 already granted. If expecta-
tions with regard to wmoneys already

In that district
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lent were fulfitled, Parliament would wil-

lingly grant still further supplies.
Mr. MONGER: On the second read-

[ASSEMBLY.)

ing it had been clearly shown that a

mgjority of the Committee favoured the
Bank. The amendment was sure to be
negatived.

Mr. ROBBON opposed the amend-
ment, for so far from limiting the Bank’s
operalions, they should be extended. In

in Comunittee.

was, if the circumstances just now were
ordinary. We were on the eve of pér-
haps a verv mighty change in Western
Australia, and it was wise that all legis-
lation that passed this session should
undergo close serutiny, when we con-
sidered the legislation in conjunction
with the fate of this country whether for

" bad or good.

the Victoria district, containing one quar-

ter of the agricultural land of the colony,
during the last two vears only some £200
odd had been distributed. He reminded
the Minister of his promise to send a
“live ” land-agent to Geraldton.

Tae COMMISSIONER OF CROWN
LANDS: It bad heen acknowledged in
this House, and threughout the country,
that in the past the Agricultural Bank
had done a great deal of good, and there
was no reason why the proposal to grant
another £100,000 should not be passed.
With regard to the remarks of the mem-
ber for the Irwin (Mr. Phillips), it was
rather an old story now to suy that his
district had been neglected. There was
no reason why the operations of this Bank
should not be open to every district in
the colony, and he could not help saying,
in defence of the Government, that the
district represented by the hon. member
(Mr. Phillips) must have neglected itself
and its opportunity. He would take care,
so far as he was concerned, that the local
paper bad an advertisement when this
Bill was passed and money was at his
disposal for the purpose, intimating that
upplications would bereceived at all times
from settlers. There might be special
reasons in the hon member’s district why
people had not taken advantage of the
Agricultaral Bank ; and the hon. member
would know what he meant without fur-
ther reference tu the matter. Atany rate,
he would put this little matter right, so
that the charge could not be brought

Mz. GEORGE:
right.

Mr. MORAN : We should express our
desire as u Parliament and a people to do
all we could under the Bill to assist the
agricultural industry, and assist the
country; and, as far as he was con-
cerned, he thought Western Australia in
the future would have to enlarge its
sphere of operations-in this respect. Par-
bament had a plain duty before it, for if
this counftry euntered intv the honds of
federation, we should devote while we
could our energies to the clearing and
eultivation of the national estate of Wes-
tern Australia. There were lines on which
the Parliament might achieve the same
ends which other countries had achieved
by protective duties, and these lines would
follow through State aid and State work
almost the State nationalisation of
lands. The lands should be cleared by
the money of the country, so as to place
the agricultural industry in the same
position that years of bonuses and State
aid in the other colonies had done for their
agricultural industry. One reason for
supporting the Bill was that he believed
the present manager of the Agricultural
Bank was a tried and trusted servant,
and was doing his work well: one wished
to mark strongly the appreciation of that
officer’s efforts. He hoped the Parlia-
ment would never for a moment lose sight
of the great guestion of Luilding up in
Western Australia an agricultural in-
dustry equal he hoped to that of the

The country was all

" neighbouring colony of South Australia.

ayain in the Assembly that the Govern- |
ment had neglected the Irwin or any

other district in the colony, which com-
plaint everyone knew was not true.

He |
hoped the member for the Canning (Mr.

Wilson) would allow the Bill to pass

without further objection.

Mr. MORAN: Although supporting
the Bill heartily, he admired the principle
which had urged the member for the
Cunning to move the amendment—-that

‘We might lose our chance if we did not
do it now. There was no check in the
Commonwealth Bill, and nothing he
should think would prevent the colony
from assisting in all national works which
might be undertaken. The best possible
result would accrue from the policy the
Governnient were now pursuing.

Mr. GEORGE: The member for the
Canning (Mr. Wilson) hud good reasons

" for suggesting the amendment he had
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made to reduce the amount now to be
granted to £50,000, and one thought
perhaps we might find one of the best
reasous that would appeal to hon. mem-
hers in the statetnent made by one hon.
gentlemun who was noted for his inac-
curacy. He referred to the member for
Bunbury, who, in bis position as Premier
and Treasurer of this colony, made a state-
ment the other evening on the second
reading of the Bill that the monev was
lent by the Savings Bank to the Agricul-
fuiral Bank at five per cent.,, and a few
minutes afferwards the Premier stated
that it was three-and-a-half or four per
cent.

[3 OcroBER, 1899.]
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£100,000 voted to the Agricultural Bank

~under the original Act, and it was now

Tre PrEmier: Five per cent. to the .

men.

Mr. GEORGE: The hon. member
was out of order in interjecting when not
in his place. If he (Mr. George) were
permitted to refer to Hansard, he wuas
sure that Hausard would support him
when he said that the Premier in his
speech said that five per cent. was paid by
the Agricultnral Bank to the Savings
Bank.

THe CommissioNer oF Rainways: The
money was borrowed at three-and-a-half
per cent., and lent at five per cent.

Mgr. GEORGE : The Premier stated
that the Agricultural Bank borrowed
from the Savings Bank at five per cent.
Afterwards, when the member for Albany
(Mr. Leake) was speaking, the Premier,
forgetting his previous words, interjected
that three-and-a-half or four per cent.
wus charged to the Bank.

TwrECoMmIssioNER OF Ratnways: That
wus a mistake.

Tae Premier : The mistake was not
his (the Premier’s).

Mer. GEORGE: Ther Hensard did
not take it down correctly.

Tur PrEmrer: They often made mis-
takes, like other people.

Mz. GEORGE said he bad move faith
i Hansard than the Premier had. The
Premier had his own way of turning
figures to suit himself.

Tar Premier: The sense of the thing
was clear enough.

Mr. GEORGE: The object he had

proposed to give another £100,000, pre-
sumably to be lent oul in the next year.
No provision was made on the Estimates
for carrying out this work, and we knew
that so far as the mavager of the Bank
was concerned, he never lent money unless
he had personally inspected the land and
knew all about it. It had taken a num-
ber of years -to lend the first £100,000,
and if another £100,000 was to be lent
within 12 months, provision should be
made for a staff of officers to carry out
the operations of the Agricultural Bank.

TaE CoMMISSIONER OF RarLways: It
was not proposed to lend the moneyin 12
months.

Mz. GEORGE : Then if not, in the
name of goodness, why should not the
amount of money that it was necessary
to spend within 12 months be voted
under the Bill, and the (Government
conld come to Parliament again for
another vote?

Tae CoMMISSIONER 0F RAILWAYS:
The Government did not want to keep
coming to Parliament over this matter.

Mr. GEQORGE: Members were sent
to this House that they wmight keep a
sharp eve on the funds of the country,
and the only way to do that was to
examine and criticise; but he was afraid
the criticism would be cut short this

| session by orders from the Premier.

was uob to oppose the operations of the
Agricultural Bank, but he wanted fo °

peint cut an inaccuracy on the part of
the Premier. It had been stated that it
had taken several vears to lend the

Mr. Woop: Was the hon. member
under orders ?

Mr. GEORGE : Did he (My. George)
look like it? If the hon. member (Mr.
Wood) looked in a looking-glass, he
wounld see the sort of man who received
orders from the Premier. Members car-
ried out their duty by criticising the
Estimates, and although he did not wish
in any way to impede the operations of
the Agricultural Bank, because he be-
lieved 1t was one of the best departments
of the State, he thought £50,000 was
quite sufficient to expect the manager of
the Bank to lend during the coming 12
months, unless his staft was increased.
He knew the Premier could authorise an
inerease of the staff of the Agricultural
Bank and bring down the amount in an
Excess Bill; but there had heen no asser-
tion by the Premier that this was to be
done. If £50,000 were lent before the
expiration of 12 months. it was a per-
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fectly easy matter for the Premier to !
advance any further sum that wasrequired.

Tae Preamier: Oh, no,

Mgr. GEORGE: The manager of the
Bank did not lend money until the im-
provements were carried out; until fenc-
ing was finished the manager of the |
Agricuitural Bank did not part with the .
cash; and if the iwoney was lent for im-
provements, the manager of the Bank
had the right, and Parliament expected
him, to see that the feuces were erected.
He would not oppose the grant of the
£100,000, but the member for the Can-
ning had good rveasons for moving his
amendment,

Mzr. LEAKE: The amendment would
be supported Ly him. Why should we
grant another £100,000 when there was
no possibility of the amount being spent
in the next four or five vears, or at any
rate during the life of this Parliament ?
If anything was to be granted, let suffi-
cient be allowed to last until the next
Parliament assembled, and if more money
was required, let the new Parliament 1
grant it. He did not know where the
nioney was coming from. We had not
been told.

Tur PrEmier: Yes.

Mgr. LEAKE: Where wag the money
coming from *

Tur PrEmMIiER: The Savings Bank. |

Mr. LEAKE: It was wrong to take |
the money from the Savings Bank, and l

I
t
i

apply it in this way. The Savings Bank
money should be invested in such securities
as could be reulised at once. Supposing
there were u demand for this money in
the Savings Bank, how did the Premier
think he could get the money at once, or
within a reasonable time? He presumed -
the £100,000 already obtained bad come |
from the Savings Bank, although it was
gtated when the Bill was originally intro- -
duced that the £100,000 would come out -
of loan money ; and now it was proposed |
to take another £100,000 from the same
source.

Tre Premier: Why did not the hon.
member (Mr. Leake) oppose the Agricul-
tural Bank Act.

Mr. LEAKE: If it were possible to
oppose the Act, he wounld be glad to do
80. There was no reasou why he should
not enter his protest. '

TeE Preuier: The hon. member
opposed anything.

[ASSEMBLY.)
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Mz, LEAKE: Anything that ought

' to be opposed.

Tee Prexmier: That was evervthing,.

Mz. LEAKE: The majority of matters
the right hon. gentleman had heen pro-
posing to the country vught to e
opposed by everybody. For instance,
there was very little good in the measures
introduced during this session. We
owed £2,000,000, and vet we did not
know how we stoed. The Premier might
know, but he had not condescended to
tell us; yet he told us he was going to
borrow this £100,000 from the Savings
Tt was not the proper thing to
get the money from the Savings Bank,
because the monev deposited in the
Savings Bank was practically at call, and
consequently should be invested in what
were lmown as liquid securities—-those
securities which could be realised at any
moment, If there were, unfortunately,
a run upon the Savings Bank, the right
hon. gentleman would find himself in a
position of not being able to pay the
debt.

Tre CoMUISYIONER OF RAILWAYS:
"That was not correct.

Mr. LEAKE: We must remember
that the money was borrowed for u
term of something like 10 vears, and how

! could we be justified in borrowing money
from an institution which was hable to

have its money called up on demand?
The Savings Bank might call upon the
Agricultural Bank to pay on demand, and
if the money were not available, one or
other of the institutions would go to the
wall, and in such an event the Govern-
ment must be forced to borrow money

" from other banks or obtain it by way of

loan. It was not an advantage to experi-
mentalise in the way the right Lon.
gentleman proposed, particularly having
regard to the present state of uffairs.
Tar PREMIER: Not for one moment
did he think the hon. member (Mr.
Leake) was doing more than talk for
talking’s sake; and not for u moment,
did he suppose the hon. member would
get support in this matter. The Agn-
cultural Bank Act was passed in 1894,
and it went very slowly at first, but now
we had reached the end of the £100,000
authorised at the time the Act was pussed.
Following out the arguments of the hon.
member, we only ought to have allowed

" so much a vear, say £20.000 a vear, but
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the Act allowed a total expenditure of
£100,000. The policy inaugurated had
worked satisfactorily, in the opinion of
those who had given it attention and
knew anything about it, and the policy
should DLe puwrsued continuously. The
Government asked for another instal-
ment, which would last, he suppused,
for two or three vyears. If we were
experimentalising or afraid, or if the
results were unsatisfactory or we were
dissatisfied, he could understand why
we should Dbe loth to do more, per-
haps, than give a year's supply; but it
was acknowledged throughout the length

(3 Ocrones, 1899.]

and breadth of the country that the .

Agrienltwral Bank Aet was one of the
very best Acts ever introduced iuto the
colony. It was working well, and was
part of the land policy of the country;
and what reason was there to say we
should not provide more than £50,0007

Mr. Winson: Fifty thousand pounds
was quite sufficient, way it notr

Twe PREMIER:
was not sufficient. The Government did
not want to come to Parliament every
vear. The member for the Murray (Mr.
George) had tried to represent him as
suyiug the Government paid the Savings
Bank five per cent. for the money ob-
tained.  The hou.
Hansard, but unless Hansard had been
revised by the member who made the
speech, the report could not be said to be
more accurate than the member’s own
recollection ; and even if he (the Premier)
had made an error in speaking. the facts
were plain. The Government lent to the
agriculturist at five per vent..
at three-and-a-half per cent., and paid
the Savings Bank depositor three per
cent.
proposal had no faith in this institution :
and they would not believethe Bank mana.-

Act was one of the hest measures ever
ntroduced inte the country.

In his opinion, it

. vears should be continued,
member held wp -~

borrowed
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assigt the farmers? They were borrow-
ing money to repay mortgages, and to
lend to the agriculturists at a cheaper
rate than that charged by the financial
institutions.  Instead of paying perhaps
five, six, seven, or eight per cent., farmers
obtained noney from the Government at
four or five per cent., the Government
advancing sumns at that rate to encour-
age und assist the agriculturists. The
Government of Western Australia were
doing nothing of the kind. All we were
doing was to lend money for improve-
ments; und no money was to be lent
until the work was doune or cominenced,
and this help was limited to advances for
clearing, cultivating, and otherwise im-
proving the land. He (the Premier) had
watched the institution closely for the
last four or five years, and saw that it
had been well und carefully managed.
There had beenr no losses, but the
institution had been a great success, and
that fact was aclknowledged throughout
the length and breadth of the land. Omne
could not go into a farming district
withgut seeing the good work done under
the Act: and all the Government were
asking was that the policy which had
been camded on for the last five
and not
be eontinued with a niggardly band.
There was no doubt whatever as to the
advantages of the Bank, which was one
of the fuundation-stones of lund settle-
ment in the country. Those who were
opposed to the Bank had no faith in it or
in the good work it lad been doing. He
was surprised at the member for the
Murray (Mr. George), who represented a

. constituency of farmery, throwing ob-

Those mewbers who oppused the |

stacles in the way of money being
advanced to those who were developing
the land resources of the colony ; and he

: way sare that the member for the Murray
ger nor himself (the Premier,) nor the :
Minister of Lands, nor others-—they would .
not believe that the Agricultural Bank .

would not get a majority in the House
to agree with him.
Mz. GroruEe asked what he had done

! to deserve the censure of the Premier.

If they did

believe it and knew the good work it was

doing, and that we got twice the value
for our momey in the improvements
made, they would not hesitate to allow
the policy to be continued. As to other
colonies—very democratic colonies, which
some members were always desivous of
referring to - what were thev doing to

|
l
|

Tae PREMIER: The member for
the Murruy was attenpting to limit the
amount to be advanced to the Agricul-
tural Bank.

M=u. GEoRGE:
wus failing him.

Tue PREMIER: The leader of the
member for the Murray was absolutely
against the Bank and its nperations,

The Premier’s memory
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though it was hard to say whether the
member for the Canning (Mr. Wilson) or
the member for Albany (Mr. Teake)
was leuding the Opposition. However
that might be, 1t the Agricultural
Bank, which had Dbeen a great suc-
cess, were to be interfered with, great
weakness would be shown. He himself
had great faith in the Bank, because he
knew it had done good work, and would
yet do good work all over the country ; and
the least that Parliament could do was
to give the institution another term of
existence, similar to that which was given
to it by the original Act.

Tee COMMISSIONER OF CROWN
LANDS said he could not understand
the timidity and distrust exhibited by
some members in relation to this Bank,
because nothing could be move disastrous
to the country than to place a check on
the operations of the institution. It was
true that with £25,000 the Bank could
carry on; but he could give good and
sufficient reason why it would be a
mistake to limit the advance to £25,000,
or even to £50,000. The colony was
being advertised abroad, and endeavour
made to attract population ; and one
feature of the advertisement was that
every man landing on these shores, and
taking up land, could get financial assist-
ance. If it went forth that the Agricnl-
tural Bank bad only £25,000, or one or
two years’ money at dispesal, and thai
the Minister of Lands had to run the
gauntlet of the House every time he
required a shilling, would such a course
be likely to stimulate the great work of
production? There was no imstitution
in the colony, or out of it, deing such
good work on such sound principles and
with such good security. Speaking in
round numbers, he believed he was quite
within the mark when he said that for
the £98,000 advanced by the Bank. the
Government held security over half a
uiillion pounds’ worth of property, besides
the additional advantage of the clearing
of the land. That was the absolute state
of affairs at the present time, and con-
fessing that the Bank might be carried on
with £25,000, it was from one point of
view strange that the Cownmittee should
be asked to trust him with five years’
money, instead of money for one year.
But he had given the best of reasons why
the Lands Depwrtment should be trusted

[ASSEMBLY.]
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with this £100,000, and there was the
guarantee of what had been done in the
past. Not a single loss had been made,
but the institution had been worked at a
profit; and did he want anocther arguinent
in favour of the measnre he would re-
mind hon. wembers, and they would
recoguise the truth of the statement, that
it was just possible there would be what
some of them wonld call a disaster,
namely the adoption of federation staring
us in the face. Some people went so far
as to say, though he himself did not say
it, that federation would bring great
disaster on land settlement in this colony;
and if that were so, an effort ought to be
made to minimjse that result. Every
year hon. members were furnished with a
report of the transactions of the Bank, and
every detail was placed before them, ex-
cept, of course, the names of borrowers.
He asked members with the fullest con-
fidence to withdraw their opposition to
this clause, and he ventured to say that
when he submiited the avnual report,
they would have no reason to regret the
trust they had placed in the Government.

Mzr. GEORGE denied the accusation
made hy the Premier, that he (Mr.
George) was throwing obstacles in the
way of the Bill; because all that he eu-
deavoured to do was to show that a matter
of this sort required a little considera-
tion. Hon. members were here for the
purpose of diseussing matters, and not
for the purpose of listening to tirades of
abuse from members on one side of the
House or the other; and if, when they
came to discuss a matter, they were
simply to be told they had uo interest in
the country, the best thing they could do
would be to clear out of the House and
leave the business to u dictatorship. He
(Mr. George) recognised no leader but
himself, and did not intend to. If he
voted on the side of the Premier, he (Mr.
George) would no doubt be a white-
washed angel, but he would have fallen
m the estimation of houest men; and
e intended to do his duty te the
country.

M=. MITCHELL expressed the hope
that the amendment would be withdrawn,
hecause after all if this £100,000 were
given to the Government, it would be
lent out on the security of land and im-
provements. In speaking before on this
qnestion, he had been under the impres-
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sion that the only improvemenis con-
stdered were clearing and cultivation, but
he found now that fencing and well-
sinking were also taken into account:
and for the mistake he had made he wus
to blame. Unlike some members of the
Opposition, ke did not attempt to throw
any mud, because he saw no eause. Dur-

ing the short time he had had the honour

of a seat in the House, he had cultivated
an admiration of the member for the
Cunning (Mr, Wilson), for the lucid
manner in which he laid his opinions
before the House, and alse for the fair-
ness with which that hon. member said
those hard things which were, perhaps,
necessary in Parliamentary life.  People
who threw abuse across the House might
have n¢ more sense than to do so, but it
ill became a lawyer or a gentleman to
make use of expressions which had heen
heard. He cast back such accusations for
what they were worth, in the teeth of
those who made them.

Mr. James: And they were wortli very
little.

Mr. Moraw : Let the hon. member
(Mr. James) keep his own house in order.

Mr. JAMES: Having always sup-
ported the Agricultural Bank, the inter-
jection was meaningless. The expendi-
ture of the proposed increase of capital
would extend far beyond the life of the
present Parliament. Although he sym-
pathised with those who hesitated to
support that increase, he yet maintained
that as this extra £100,000 would be en-
trusted to a man like Mr. Paterson, hon.
members conld have complete confidence
in its wise investment, though the clause
undoubtedly required careful considera-
tion.

Anmendmment (Mr. Wilson’s) put. and a
division called for by the mover.

Turg CHAIRMAN: There was only
one voice.

Amendment negatived on the voices,
and the clanse passed.

Schedule and title-—agreed to.

Bill reported without amendment, and
report adopted.

ADJOURNMEN'T.

Tae PREMIER: Hon. nembershaving
agreed not to sit on Wednesday evening,
and Wednesday being a bank holiday, a
hialf-holiday having been also granted in
the Government offices so that ecivil ser-
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! vanis might attend the opening of the
Industrial Exhibition in Perth, it wonld
be well that the House should not meet
at all on Wednesday. Hemoved that the
House at s rising do adjourn until
Thursday afternoon.

Put and passed.

The House adjourned at 1046 p.m.
until the next Thursday.

¥egislative Bssembly,
Thursday, 5th October, 1899,

Appropriation Messupge, Supply — Papers presented —
Questions :  Midland Junction \J:)erkshops—Ques-
tion: Cunuing Jurrub Ruilway, Purchase - Sundny
Tabour in Mines Bill, first rending—Shdcing and
Dredging for Gold Bill, fisst reading —- Motion :
Augtruliny Countingent, Transvinl - Motion : Drmft
Commonwenlth Bill, Joint Committee’'s Recom-
wendations ; debate on Bill and Amendments, first
duy Message : Assent to Bills (4)—Adjournment.

Taz SPEAKER took the Chair at
4-30 o’clock, p.m.

PrRAYERS.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGE, SUPPLY.

A Message frum the Governor was
received and read, recommending an ap-
propriation of £250,000 out of the con-
solidated revenue fund for the service of
the current financial yvear.

Ordered, that the Message le con-
gidered in Committee of Supply at the
next sitting of the House.

PAPERS PRESENTED.

By the PrEMIER: I, By-laws of the
municipal council of TLeederville; 2,
Meterological Observations, Perth Ohser-
vatory, etc., 1898.

Ordered to lie on the table.



