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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Tuesday, 22 September, 1885,

Petition.—~Local Government Act of 1878 Amendment
Bill-—consideration of message, of date the 17th
instant, from the ILegislative Council.—Elections
Bill—committec.—A djourninent.

The SPEAKER took the chair at half-past

3 o’clock.
PETITION.

Mr. BEATTIE presented a petition signed by -
a large number of individuals in connection with
the sale of oysters in the city of Brisbane, com-
plaining of certain disabilities under which they
now suffer in connection with the sale of beer,
and praying that relief may be given to them in
the Licensing Bill before Parliament, He moved
that the petition be read.

Question put and passed, and petition read by
the Clerk.

On the motion of Mr. BEATTIE, the petition
was received,

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT OF 1878
AMENDMENT BILL—CONSIDERA-
TION OF MESSAGE, OF DATE THE
17tH INSTANT, FROM THE LEGIS-
LATIVE COUNCIL.

The SPEAKER said: Before this Order of
the Day i3 proceeded with, 1 consider it my
duty as Speaker of this Assembly—and there-
fore the guardian of its rights and privileges—to
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call the attention of the House to the reasons
set forth by the Legislative Council, in their
message of date the 17th instant, for insisting
on their amendment in clause 4 of the T.ocal
Government Act of 1878 Amendment Bill.
The only previous case on record where a
similar claim has been set up by a nominated
House—though not expressed in such emphatic
terms—was in New Zealand in 1872 ; and when
both Houses held a conference and agreed to
submit the contention of the Legislative Council
for the opinion of the Imperial Crown law
officers, the law in relation to such a claim was
very clearly laid down and has been accepted by
almost every Legislative Council in all the depen-
dencies of the Empire possessing representative
institutions. The question is one of such grave
importance, and such very large issues depend
upon it, that it will be necessary for the Fouse to
exercise extreme care in dealing with a matter of
such magnitude. If the contention contained in the
Legislative Council’s message is to be maintained
and to be accepted as constitutionally correct,
then the rights and privileges of this House are
not only in_danger, but the rights of those by
whom this House is elected are also imperiled.
It is quite clear that if the Legislative Council
possesses co-ordinate powers with the Legislative
Assembly in the amendment of all Bills—
whether involving taxation, expenditure, or
general legislation — then the functions of
this House, as a represcntative body, res-
ponsible to those by whom its members have
been elected, may be said to be virtually extin-
guished, because for centuries past the Commons
of England have insisted that ‘‘all aids and
supplies and aids to His Majesty in Parlia-
ment are the sole gift of the Commons, and it is
the undoubted and sole right of the Commons to
direct, limit, and appoint in such Bills the ends,
purposes, considerations, eonditions, limitations,
and qualifications of such grants, which ought not
to be changed or altered by the House of Lords.”
This constitutional principle, it has been well
observed by one of the best writers on parlia-
mentary government, is admitted in all self-
governing British colonies. Were it otherwise
the entire policy of the Government of the day
might be set aside, and the principles of repre-
sentative government, as embodied in this House,
might be entirely neutralised. A case might
easily arise where a Minister, in the exercise of
his responsible duties, might formulate a financial
policy which he considered mnecessary for the
welfare and good government of the ceolony.
He might, in the exercise of his undoubted
right, appeal to the constituencies to ratify
that policy. The constituencies might return a
majority pledged to the policy of the Minister,
who, on the meeting of Parliament, would pro-
ceed to embody his policy in legislation. If the
contention of the Legislative Counecil in their
message of the 17th instant be a correct one, and
be accepted by this House, then the Upper
Chamber might, by its amendment of the finan-
cial policy of the Government of the day, com-
pletely override the legislation of this House, and
the wishes of the people as expressed at the
general election. It will, therefore, be seen
by hon. members that the question is one of
extreme importance, not only affecting the
present but all future Legislative Assemblies.
It may be necessary for me to point out, in order
to guide the House in the conclusion to which it
may come on this matter, the resnlt of a similar
contention by the Legislative Council of New
Zealand. The 54th section of the Constitution
Act of the colony of New Zealand, passed by the
Imperial Parliament in 1852, is as follows :—

“It shall not he lawful for the HMonse of Representa-
tives or the Legislative Council to pass, or for the
Governor to assent to, any Bill appropriating to the
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public service any sum of money from or out of Her
Majesty’s revenue within New Zealand, unless the
Governor, on Her Majesty’s hehalf, shall first have
recommendesl to the House of Representatives to make
provision for the specific public serviee towards which
such money is to he appropriated.”

In 1865 the Legislative Council and the Hous>
of Representatives passed an Act which is known
as the Parliamentary Privileges Act of 1865.
The 4th section of that Act gave the Legislative
Council and the House of Representatives the
same privileges as were possessed by the House
of Commons, so far as the same were consistent
with the Constitution Act of the colony. In1872
a difference arose between the Legislative Council
and the House of Representatives astothe statu-
tory right of the Legislative Council to amend
Bills of supply, and it arose out of the action of
the Legislative Council in striking out of the
Payments to Provinces Bill of 1871 a clause
which authorised the Government to pay
subsidies to certain provincial governments.
The House of Representatives contended that
the Legislative Council did not possess the
power of amending a money Bill in the way they
had amended the Bill named, while, on the other
hand, the Council insisted that according to their
reading of the 54th section of the Constitution
Act they possessed equal powers with the House
of Representatives to awend money Bills, A
conference was held between managers ap-
pointed by both Houses, and as no settle-
ment of the matter could be arrived at it
was agreed that the case should be submitted
for the opinion of the Imperial Crown law officers,
and that their decision was to be accepted as
final. The law officers of the Crown at that time
were SirJ. D. Coleridge, Attorney-General, now
Chief Justice of Fngland, and Sir George J essel,
Solicitor-General, now deceased, but who, prior
to his death, became Master of the Rolls—two of
the highest legal authorities in Great DBritain.
Their opinion is given in the following words:—

“1. Weare of opinion that, independently of the Parlia-
mentary Priviloges Act of 1365, the Legislative Council
was net constitutionally justified in awending the
Payments to Provinees Bill, 1871, by striking out the
disputed clause 28, We think the Bill was a money Bill,
and such a Bill as the House of Commons in this
country would not have allowed to be amended hy the
Ilousa of Lords: and that the limitation proposed to be
placed by the Legislative Couneil on Rills of aid or
supply is too narrow, and would not be recognised by
the Howse of Cominons in Ingland.

2. Wearc of opinion that the Parlinmentary Privileges
Act. 1865, docs not confer upon the Legislative.Couneil
any larger powers in this respect than it wonld other-
wixe have poscessed. We think that this Aet was not
intended to affeet, and did not affect, the legislative
powers of either Ilouse of the Legislaturc in New
Zealand.

“ 3. We think that the elaims of the House of Repre-
grntatives, contained in fhicir message to the Legislative
Couneil, are well founded ; subjeet, of conrse, to the
limitation that the Legislative Couneil have a4 perfect
right to reject any Bill passed hy the Iouse of Repre-
sentatives having for itsobject to vary the management
or appropriation of mouey prescribed by an Act of the
previous session.

“J. D. COLERIDGE.
G JEssEL”

When the despateh containing this opinion was
laid upon the table of the House of Representa-
tives in New Zealand on the 3rd September,
1872, by Mr. Fox, the then Premier, it was
ordered by the House to be read and entered
upon its journals. The Speaker on that occasion
said i —

“With reference to the despatch just read he had
felt it to he his duty as Speaker of that Ilouse, and
acting entirely in concert with the other managers,
1o deeline accompanying the casc sent home by any
statement of {he reasons under which the Ilouse had
acted.  They felt that the matter was one of certainty
as to the privileges of that House, and although the
managers for the Legislative Council had transmitted
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to the lawofficers of the Crown avery elahorate and abie
paper setting forth the reasons for the views they enter-
taincd.the managers{or the Legislative Assembly believed
they wonld best consult the dignity of the Ilouse by
simply giving the facts without any argnment.”

It is argued that the 2nd section of the Constitu-
tion Act of this colony upholds the contention
of the Legislative Council. That clause is as
follows —

“ Within the said colony of Queensiand Iler Majesty
shall have power, hy and with the adviee and consent of
the said Council and Assembly, to make laws for the
peace, welfare, and good government of the colony in
all cases whatsoever. Drovided that all Bills for appro-
yriating any part of the public revenue for imposing any
new rate, tax, or impost, subject always to the limita-
tions hereinafter provided, shall oviginate in the Legis-
lative Assembly of the said colony.”

The h3rd section of the British North Awmerica
Act is as follows :—

~ “Bills for appropriating any part of the public re-
venue or for imposing any tax or impost shall originate
in the Ilouse ot Commons.”

The House of Commons of the Dominion of
Canada, equally with the Legislative Assembly
of this colony, have contended that the true
constitutional meaning of these clauses is that
as the Legislative Council cannot originate
neither can it amend any Bills affecting the
public revenue or public taxation: and  this
opinion has been upheld by the highest consti-
tutional writers who have devoted their time
and attention to the study of parliamentary
government. “‘Todd” says:—

“The claim on the part of a colonial TUpper
Chamber to the possession of cqual rights with the
Assembly to anendainoney Bill wonld he inconsistent
with the ancient and undeniable control which is
excreised hy the Dmperial House of Commons over all
finaneial matters; and that it is utterly impossible to
coneede to an Upper Chamber the right of amending a
money Bill upon the mere authority ot a local statute,
when such Act admits of being construed in aceordance
with the well-understood laws and usages of the
Tinperial Parliament.””

And, in my opinion, the right of this Asscmbly
to originate and control public expenditure in
all its branches does not rest exclusively under
the 2nd section of the Constitution Act, because
our own Standing Orders provide that “In all
cases not herein provided for, resort shall be had
to the rules, forms, usages, and practice of the
Cominons House of Parliament of Great Britain
and Ireland ;” while in the Standing Orders of
the Legislative Council, so far from claiming any
control over public expenditure, it is specifically
directed that no petition the prayer of which is
for a distinet grant of money shall be received
by the Couneil. Thus, while the Legislative
Assembly may receive and deal with such
petitions on the recommendation of the Crown,
the Legislative Council is prohibited from re-
ceiving them in any manner whatsoever.
And further, the ILegislative Council, in all
cases not provided for in the Standing
Orders, is directed to have recourse to the
“rules, forms, usages, and practice,” not
of the House of Commons, which would be
clearly inapplicable to their functions, but
“of the TImperial Parliament.” T would
also direct the attention of the House to
the fact that even in South Australia, where the
Legislative Council is elective, the Legis-
lative Assembly have jealously guarded their
rights and privileges in the oxclusive con-
trol of public expenditmre and taxation. In
1876, a Loan Bill having passed the Assembly,
was forwarded to the legislative Council. In
committee an amendment was suggested to
strike out the sum of £125,000 for certain
local improvements. The Legislative Assembly
refused to concur in this snggestion, inas-
much as their doing so would be an un-
doubted surrender of their rights and privi-
leges in connection with the public revenue
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and expenditure. The Legislative Council
then, by a majority of one, decided not to
withdraw from the suggested amendment, and
the Bill on being returned to the Legislative
Assembly was set aside. I may also inform
the House that in New Zealand so much has the
opinion of the Crown law officers of England
been acted upon that when the Legislative
Council of that colony refused to pass a Pay-
ment of Members Bill, and a sum of money
was placed on the Estimates as an honorarium
to the members of the Legislative Assembly,
and that sum was embodied in the Appropria-
tion Bill, the Bill was passed without any
amendment, or attempted amendment, on the
part of the Legislative Council. Since the
opinion to which I have referred has been given
it has been treated with all possible respect by
the Legislative Council of New Zealand, and no
further dispute with the rights and privileges of
the Assembly has occurred. I am aware that
opinions have been given that it was the inten-
tion of the framers of the Constitution Act at
present in force in this colony to confer upon
the Legislative Council equal powers with the
Legislative Assembly in dealing with money
Bills, but these opinions have been very rare,
and, so far as I have been able to gather froma
careful perusal of the proceedings of the different
legislatures possessing representative govern-
ment, in no case have they been seriously acted
upon. Qur own Standing Orders provide :—

““With respeet to any Bill brought to this House from
the Legislative Couneil, or returned by the Legislative
Couneil to this House, with ainendments, whereby any
pecuniary penalty, forfeiture, or fee shall he authorised,
imposed, regulated, varied, or extinguisbed, this Ilouse
will not insist on its privileges in the following cases:

1. When the objeet of sueh peonniary penalty or
forfeiture is to sccure the exccution of an Aect, or the
punishinent or prevention of offences.

2. Where such feces arc imposed in respect of
benefit taken or service rendered under the Act, and in
order to the execution of the Aect, and are not made
payable into the Treasury, or in aid of the public
revenue, and do not form the ground of public acconnt-
inghy the parties reeeiving the same, cither in respect
of defieit or surplus.

¢ 3. When such Bill shall be a private Bill for alccal
or personal Aet.”

The other colonies have acted in a sinilar way
to this House. When Bills have been amended
in such a way as to come within the scope of
this Standing Order, the Legislative Assemblies
concerned have not insisted upon their privileges ;
but, where the amendments have been of a
character clearly in contravention of the rights
and privileges of the representative branch of the
Legislature, as the absolute controllers of public
taxation and public expenditure, they have
invariably been resented, and if persisted in by the
Upper Chambers the Bills have been Iaid aside.
‘Within the last few days a case has occurred in the
Legislative Council of New South Wales which
affords striking proof that that body do not claim
co-ordinate powers with the Liegislative Assembly.
My. Dalley, as the leader of the Government in
the Upper Chamber, introduced a Public Health
Bill in which was contemplated a verv large
expenditure of public money. Attention was
called by several members to the fact that
the introduction of such a Bill in the Upper
House was an infringement of the rights and
privileges of the Legislative Assembly. Mr.
Dalley thereupon stated that he would post-
pone 1ts second reading with the view of ascertain-
ing how far the Legislative Council could deal
with such a Bill. On Wednesday last, 16th
September, Mr. Dalley stated in the Legislative
Council that he had entirely recast the Bill;
that he had struck out of it all provisions having
reference to appropriation of any kind ; and that
he proposed to ask the House to deal with the
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3ill in its amended form, leaving it to the Legis-
lative Assembly entirely to deal with the clauses
affecting public expenditure. He stated that he
had had the Bill printed with lines drawn through
all the passages which had been omitted ; and that
if it was the desire of the House that he should
proceed with the Bill as it then stood he was
prepared to go on withit. If, on the other hand,
there was expressed either by the President or
by the members of the House a desire that the
safer course to adopt would be to introduce the
Bill as he had altered it, he would be prepared,
with the permission of the House, to withdraw
the former Bill and substitute the altered
one. Members again were inclined to think that
even in its altered form the introduction of the
Bill would be an infringement of the rights and
privileges of the Legislative Assembly, and the
matter was deferred for a week for further con-
sideration. 1 think this case—and one of so
recent a date—is proof, as T bhave said, that the
Legislative Council of New South Wales do not
claim the powers set forth in the Legislative
Council’s message of the 17th instant. T have
considered it my duty to direct the attention
of the House to this very important question :
If the contention of the Legislative Council—that
they possess co-ordinate powers with those of the
Legislative Assembly in making amendments in
all Bills—were for amoment to be endorsed by
this House, the consequences would be disastrous
to all future legislation and franght with danger
to the rights and liberties of the people of this
colony.

The PREMIER (Hon. S. W. Griffith) said :
Mr. Speaker,—When this Bill was last before
this House we insisted upon our disagreement to
the amendment made by the Legislative Council,
and returned the Bill to them with this message
on the 10th September:—

“Becuuse it is the nndoubted and sole right of the
Legislative Assembly to determine and appoint the
purposes, conditions, lmitations, and qualitications of
grants of money from the consolidated revenue, and
the wnendment of the Legislative Council relates
wholly to the conditions under which such grants may
e made to municipalities for waterworks.”

That resolution was, as stated during the dekate
which then took place, founded upon the resolu-
tion of the HMouse of Commons in 1678. The
Legislative Council have returned the Bill again
to us, intimating that they insist upon their
amendment—

*Reeanse jn the amendment of all Bills the Constitution
Act of 1867 confers upon the Tegislative Cenncil powers
co-ordinate with thosc of thie Legislative Asscmbly.”
Certainly, sir, this is the first time in the
history of this colony that a claim  of
that kind has been put forward so plainly
and boldly. On various occasions the Legis-
lative Council have declined to assent to the
proposition that they have not power to amend
certain Bills sent to them ; but on this occasion
they assert broadly that their powers are co-ordi-
nate with ours. It appesrs to me that in this point
the Legislative Council lose sight of the dis-
tinction that exists between what isnot expressly
prohibited by express words of an Act of Parlia-
ment and what is not in accordance with the
real Constitution of the country. Our Constitu-
tion is partly written, but it is to a very much
greater extent unwritten. The powers of varicus
public officers here are by no means exactly
defined and limited by Acts of Parliament;
indeed, some of the most important parts of our
Constitution are not dealt with by any Act of
Parliament at all.  For instance, the Execu-
tive Government is a thing unknown to our
written Constitution. The Kxecutive Govern-
ment is formed by the Governor under the
Queen’s instructions, which direet him to sum-
mon to his Council certain persons fitted to
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conduct the various departments of Govern-
ment. There is nothing in our written Con-
stitution requiring those persons to have a
seat in Parliament—in either House of Parlia-
ment, The only thing eontained in the written
Constitution is this:—Certain officials may hold
seats in the Legislative Assembly. There is
nothing requiring them to hold seats there.
There is nothing in the written Constitution
recognising the Cabinet or Hxecutive Govern-
ment as a part of the Constitution; still we all
know very well that the Government is a most
important part of the Constitution. It would
be very difficult and inconvenient, probably, to
define exactly their rights, powers, and authority ;
but, in fact, we know this of the constitution of
the Government, that it is a body of persons
selected by the Gtovernor, under the Roval instruc-
tions, who command the confidence of the Legis-
lative Assembly. That is practically the defini-
tion of the Government, If the Legislative
Assembly do not approve of the gentlemen
whom the Governor selects, they show that by
intimating the fact to him or by refusing to
give effect to the measnres brought before
them by the Governor’s chosen advisers. If the
Governor was to refuse to listen to the remon-
strances of the Legislative Assembly as to the
constitution of his Government, the Fxecutive
Couneil, the Legislative Assembly would, no
doubt, take the matter into their own hands by
refusing Snupply. That is the way in which our
Constitution works practically, but, acecording to
the written Constitution, the Legislative Council
has precisely the same powers—that is, there are
no negative words to take those powers away from
the Legislative Council. Suppose they asserted
that, in their opinion, no Government should hold
office unless it possessed their confidence: why, we
sheuld only laugh at them. On more than one
occasion the House of Lords has passed a vote
of eensure on the Executive Government in Eng-
land, but with what effect? Absolutely none:
with no more effect than the resolution of a debat-
ing society. That is a practical llustration of the
distinction between the written and unwritten
parts of our Constitutien. Mr. Disraeli once
said that anything is constitutional which the
majority of the House of Commons considers so.
In one sense that is correct, but it cannot be said
that anything is constitutional that the majority
of the Legislative Councilconsiderso. Ithoughtit
desirable to offer these observations before making
the motion I intend to submit to the Iouse. L
desired to make themr because I do not care
to rely entirely upon precedent. I am sure hon.
mewmbers of this Flouse are amenable to argu-
ment, and T hope hon. members in the other
branch of the Legislature are also amenable to
argument. The question has been decided by
the highext authorities on the subject, in the dect-
sions which you havereferred to, Mr. Speaker, in
your able summary of the history of this matter.
I shall presently call attention to the opinions of
other eminent authorities on the question, for the
purpose of poiuting out clearly the distinction
between what is legal—or rather what is not
illegal—what is not forbidden by law, and
what i« constitutional—that is, what is consis-
tent with the Constitution under which we live.
The distinction between what is provided in our
written Constitution and the unwrittenlaw I have
already pointed out. There is, it is true, nothing
negative in the words of the Constitution Act in
ezard to this particular matter. But, as I have
pointed out, that does not include the whole of
our Constitution as it now stands after all the
struggles that have taken place in conmection
with it. Our Constitution did not come full-
fledged like Minerva from the brains of Jove, asif
there was never any Constitution before. It was
built up gradually in the old country, and we in
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Australiabeing prepared forit,asked that wemight
have similar institutions to those in Great Britain
as far as they were suitable to the colony, We got
the same Constitution so far as it was suitable to
the circumstances of the colony, and the framers
of that Constitution did not attempt to write
down everything in words—all the niceties and dis-
tinctions, andresults of the strugglesthat had gone
on for centuries. They did not attempt to define
the power of the Legislative Council as analogous
to the House of Lords any more than attempt
to define the powers of the Governor as analogous
to those of Her Majesty. The powers of the Crown
are not restricted in any way by our Constitution
Act,  As is suggested by one of the authorities
to which I am about to refer, there is nothing
to prevent the Governor appointing 200 members
to the Legislative Council to-morrow—of course
that would be impossible—just as the Queen
might appoint any number of peers in any one
day. There is nothing to prevent the Governor
or Queen from vetoing any measure passed
by both Houses of Parliament. There are
no negative words in the Constitution Act—
nothing whatever to prevent that being done.
The checks that are provided by the unwritten
Constitution have hitherto always been sufficient
for that purpose, and T think that in framing the
Constitution in this way, and leaving so much
unwritten, the framers of the Act had regard
to the true principle which it was necessary to
adopt. They appeared to have assumed that
when persons are entrusted with grave responsi-
bilities they will recognise that they are expected
to exercise them with reason and discretion. It
has generally been found that even the most
unlikely persons, when they are entrusted
with grave responsibilities, are sobered by
the responsibility of their position and do
not ordinarily indulge in such vagaries as they
might indulge in if they chose to consider them-
selves at liberty to exercise every power not
expressly taken away from them. I will now
refer to a few wordsin “May on Constitutional
History ”; net because any member of this House
is in doubt upon this subject, but for obvious
reasons. In Mr. May’s “ Constitutional His-
fory,” at page 98, 2nd volume, there isthe follow-
ing :—

S()nc of the most ancient and valued rights of
the Commons is that of voting money and grant-
ing taxes to the Crown for the public service.
From the earliest times they have made this
right the means of cxtorting concessions from the
Jrown and advancing the liberties ot the penple. They
upheld it with a bold spirvit against the most arbitrary
Kings; and the Bill of Rights erowned their final
trimanph over prevogative. They upheld it with equal
firmness against the Lords. lor centuries they had
resented any ‘meddling’ of the other Ilouse °with
matter of Supply’: and in the reign of Charles I1. they
successfully maintained their exclusive right to deter-
mine ‘a8 to the matter, the measure, and the time’ of
cvery tax imposed upon the people.”

Again, on page 103 :—

“While the Commons have promptly responded to
the denands of the Crown, they have endeavourcd to
guard themselves against importunities from other
(quarters and from the unwise liberality of their own
members. They will not listen to any petition or motion
which involves a grant of public money until it has
received the reeommendation of the Crown. And they
have further protected the public purse, hy delays
and other forms, against hasty and inconsiderate reso-
litions. Such precautions have been the more ne
sary as there are no checks upon the liberality of the
Commons but such as they impose upon themselves.
The Lords have no voice in (uestions of expenditure,
save that of a formal assent to the Appropriation Acts.
They are excinded from it by the spirit and by the forms
of the Comstitution.

“ Notless exclusive has been the right of the Commons
to grant tao for meeting the public expenditure.
These rights are indeed inseparable, und arve tonnded on
the same principles, ‘Taxation,” said Lord Chatham,
“is part of the governing or legislative power. The
taxes arc a voluntary gift and grant of the Commons
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alone. In legislation the three estates of the realm
are alike concerncd, but the concurrence of the Peers
and the Crown to a tax is only neecessary to clothe it
with the form of alaw. The gift and grant is of the
Commons alone.’”

That is Lord Chatham’s opinion, and it could not
be supposed that he was desirous of giving up
the privileges of the House of Lords. Those are
principles of our Constitution, which we brought
with us from the old country, and which belong
to our unwritten Constitution here as much as
they belong to the Constitution of Great Britain.
Part of them are in writing there, as part of ours
are. In the year 1860 the House of Lords rejected
a Bill to repeal the paper duty, and that was
the first time for a very long period that they
asserted their right to deal with the matter of
taxation. The House of Commons had voted
certain other duties which they intended
to be in substitution pro tanto for the tax
on paper, but the Bill to repeal the paper
duty was a separate measure. That was
sent to the House of Lords and rejected.
Lord Palnerston, who was then at the head of
the Government, moved, on the bth July, 1860,
three resolutions, the debate on which I will
commend to any hon. member who desires to see
what is the real principle that has been adopted
in Great Dritain. The resolutions he moved
were these :—

“1. That the right of granting aids and supplics to
the Crown is in the Cominons alone, asan essential part
ot their Constitution; and the limitation of all such
grants, as to the matter, manner, measure, and time is
only in them.

2, That although the TLords have excrcised the
power of rejecting Bills of severaldeseriptions relatingto
taxation hy negativing the whole, yet the exercise of
that power by them has not been frequent, and is justly
regarded by this Ilouse with peculiar jealousy, as
affecting the right of the Commons to grant the Supplies
and to provide the Ways and Means for the service of
the year.

3. That. to guard for the future against an undue
exercise of that power by the Lords, and to securc
to the Commons their rightful control over taxa-
tion and Supply, this Ifouse has in its own hands the
power g0 to imposcand remit taxes, and to frame Bills
of Supply, that the right of the Comunons as to tlc
matter, manner, meassure, and tine, may be maintained
inviolate.”

I will quote one or two passages from ILord
Palmerston’s speech on that occasion. Amongst
other things he said :—

“Now, sir, the guestion at issue involves considera-
tions of the uwtmost constitutional importance. Our
Constitution consists of authorities separite from, and
independent of, one another; each possessing rights
and powers which it may exercise upon its own antho-
rity. In the earlier periods of our history that was not
the case. If, indeed, we go baclk to very remote periods
we shall find that the Lords—that is. the Barons—were
powerful enough to overrule the Crown, and by their
exettions, by their courage, hy their perseverance, by
their spirit, and by their patriotism, ther obtained for
us the great and fundamental charter of our liberties.
Then eame a conflict between the Crown and the
Barons, which lasted for a great length of time; hut
the Crown in the end prevailed, and established an
arbitrary power, which ground down and controlled the
liberties of the nation until at last it became an intoler-
able burden to the people. The extreme exercise of an
cxcessive power created resistance. The nation rosc
against the Crown, and in withstanding its arbitrary
authority it not only overthrew the Crown itself, but
involved the other estates of the realin in its ruin.
Well, sir, the lnunour of the conntry did not long adapt
itself to that state of things. The power of the Crown
was restorsd. hut it was restored only to be again
abused. That abuse of authority again produced its
natural result. The Crown was once more overthrowun—
that is to say. those who exercised the authority of the
Crown were overthrown by the very excess of their
power and their unehecked and nneontrolled exercise of
it. Thencame ahout that state of things nnder which we
have sinee so happilylived and fiourished—under which,

may say, this nation has enjoyed » greater amount of

ivil, political, social, and relizious liberty than, perhaps,
cver foll to the lot of any other people in the world.
But how has that result been accomplished ? Not by
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vesting i either of the three cstates—the Crown, the
Lords, or the Commons—exclusive or overruling power
over the others. It hasbeen brought abont by maintain-
ing for each ity own separate and independent: authority,
and also hy those three powers combining together to
bearand forbear. endeavouring hy harmonious concert
with each other to avoid those conflicts and clashings
which must havé arvissn if independent authority and
independent action had heen exerted by each or by ail.
The consequence of this has been thaf which we now
so fortunately see aronnd us.

_“ Well, siv, Tsaythat cach estate of the realm rotains
its power. ch of the three retains the power of origi-
nating laws, and each possesses the power, in common
with Lh(\ othier two, of rejecting laws when proposed for
their acceptance.

“It is generally supposed that the power of the Crown
to reject laws has ceased to ex hut that is a funda-
mental evror.  That power survives as before, but it is
exeveised in a different manner. Instead of heing
sed upon the laws proposed for the Roval assent.
lt is exercised by anticipation in the dehates and
proceedings of the two Tlouses of Parliament. Tt
is delegated to those who ave the responsible advisers
of the Crown: and it is theveforc not possible that a
law passed by the two Iouses should he presented to
the Crown, and should then hy the Crown be refused.
And why is this? Beeause it cannot be imagined that
a law shonld have received the consent of hoth ITouses
of Parlizunent, in which the responsible Ministers of the
Crown are sitting, dehating, acting, and voting. unless
those who advisethe Crown have agreed to that law,
and are, therefore, prepaved to eounsel the Sovereign 10
assent toit. What would be the consaquence it that

course  were not pursued® Why, L 3f a Iaw
weve passed by the two Houses against th(\ will
and opinfon of the Ministers of the day. those
AMinisters must haturally resign their offices and he

repiaced by men in whose wisdom Parliament u‘powd
more confidence, and who agreed with the majorities in
the two Ilouses. If that were not the ease the two
Ilonses would very soon intimate to the Crown their
opinion in regard tothose advisers, and would not leave
any choice as to the hands in whmh the confidence of
the Crown should be placed.

“Isay then. sir. that each hranch of the TLegislature
relams its respective power of rejection. But the
Commons House of Parliament have claimed. from tims
immemorial. particwlar privileges inrezard to particular
neasures. They have i and I think justly
claimed. asis stated in ﬂlcﬁ(\ resolutions—the exeln-
give vight of determining wmatters conneeted with
the taxation of the people. We (the Commoms) hive
claimed to owrselves the right of originating sueh
measures, We have denied to the Lords the right of
originating such measures. We have, moreover. denied
to thew the right of alterire or amending such
measures.  And hoth these assertions of right we have
the power to enforee. heeanse in either ease Rillg ovig
nating or amended in the Lords mmst come down to
this Honse. and this ITowse then has the opportunity
either to confer with the Tords. thereby endeavouring
to persuade them to give mp their alterations. or to
reject the Bill. In either alternative we have in our
hands a elear. plain. straichtforwavd. and direet method
of giving effect to the elaim or right which properiyand
lezitimately belongs to ns.”

Then, after referring to the case of 1678, he Toes
on to say —

“AMany may think that the Iast resolutionis too vague,
and that it does not distinetly point out the mothod hyv
which we might enforce our constitutional rights and
privilezes inthe event of an attempt heing made to
cvade them.  But there ave many ways in which,
upon sieh @ ease arising, we shonld he ahle—first hy
argument, wlthnately by the exercise of ouwr own
anthovity—to prevent such an ene Tnent upon
the constitutional functions of this IIouse. Tf,
siv, such 2 mad course were to he adopted by the
Lovds, it wonld not he by a resolution entered npon our
journals—it would not he hv commencing a scolding
mateh with the other Iouse—it would not be hy
impotent words laid on our table that our eonstitu-
tional rights could he vindieated. No. sir: it would

bhe hy action, which we should not he slow to dis-
cover the mode of taking: and T have not so

mean an opinion of the powers of this House and
of the weight of public sentiment, which would he
declared cmphatieally in sneh a eage. as to helieve that
wi shiould be reduced to that condition in which the
Commons of 1671 represanted themselves to be when they
said that theiv right to orizinate and grant aid to the
Crown was the only poor thing thes had to proffer for
the acceptance of their Sovercign. The Ilousc of
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Commons stands now in a very different position from
that in which it has been at other periods of our
history. The course of cvents, the extension of repre-
sentation, the diffusion of knowledge, the power of the
Press, and the effect of public opinion, have been such
that this House is daily increasing in its power instead
of diminishing in that respeet; and therefore, sir, so far
from feeling any apprehension that the Lords may be
able to usurp our legitimate funetions, T am convineed
that if we pursue a steady, dignified, and consistent
course—if we abstain from anything that way savour
of passion or aggression—if we stand upon and main-
tain our own rights, using, when necessary, the means
belonging to us of making those rights respected—we
shall he able. whenever our real functions are delibe-
rately invaded, to protect them in the face of day, and
with the approval and sanction of the country.”

Then Lord Palmerston quotes the opinion of
Mr. Hatsell, a very high authority. He says :—

“And, sir, in conelusion I would only urge upon the
two Houses the advice which & great anthorily in
parliamentary matters—>My. Hatsell—has embodied in
two passages of his well-known work.

“ I would say to the Lords—

““The conclusions to he drawn from all these transac-
tions is that it should be the endeavour of each Ilousc
of Parliament to take care in their proceedings not to
transgress those houndaries which the Constitntion has
wisgly allotted to them, nor to interfere in those matters
which by the rules and practices of Parliament in former
ages are not within their jurisdiction, for the rights
and privileges ot Parliament are interwoven with the
carliest establishment of government in this country.”

Lord Palmerston was followed by Mr. Collier,
then member for Plymouth, a distinguished
lawyer, who, after having been for some years a
menmber of the Judicial Committee of the Pri vy
Council, has lately been raised to the House of
Lords; and he pointed out the distinction
between what was legal and what was right or
congtitutional. I will read a passage from his
speech on that subject. Mr. Collier said :—

“8iy, T do not mean to asscrt that the vote of the
Tlouse of Lords was illegal, but I do assert that it was
opposed to constitutional wusage. T assert thatitis a
breach of that tacit understanding which regulates the
funetions of the two Houses of Parlimment, without the
maintenance of whiel the Constitution cannot work,
And, sir. Tnay in onc moment illustrate the diffevence
hetween that which is Iegal and that whiel is consti-
tutional.

¢ Now, sir, no man will dispute the Iegal right of the
Crown to veto any Bill, or any nwnber of Bills; but
will any man tell ine that if the Crown vetoed every
Bill which is passed by the two Houses during
the session—let me a=k whether apy man would

sy that sueh a course wonld he constitutional?
8ir, upon the subject of the difference between what is
legal and what is constitutional, I will at onece quote an
authority which I am sure will he respected by hon.
gentlemen opposite, it they will do me the favour to
listen tomne. It is the authority of Lerd Lyndhurst, on
the occasion of the discussion in the Ilouse of Lords on
the Life Peerages Bill, Lord Lyndhurst upon that occa-
sion insisted.as against the Crown, that althongh there
may have been a striet legal right, still the excreise of
that right was nnconstitutional ; and I pray the Ilousc to
hear what wassaid by Lord Lyndhurst upon thaf occasion,
whieh explains more clearly, to iy view. the difference
hetween what is legal and whut is constitutional. Lord
Lyndhurt say
<[ hearit repeated that thisis part of the prerozative
of the Crown, and that the Crown may legally appoint
a peer for life. Assuming that to he the case, it do
not follow that cvery exercise of such i prerogative
consistent with the principles of the Constitution. Tho
Sovereign may, it he thinks proper, hy lus ]!1""10&{‘.lt]\(‘
ate a hundred peers with Qessensihle qualities ju the
course of a day. That wonld he consistent with the
prerogative, and strictly legal; but everybody must
feel. and everybody must know, that such an exercise
of the undoubted prerogative of the Crown would be a
flagrant violation of the prineciple of the Constitution.
In the same mauner. the Sovereign inight place the
Great Seul in the hands of a layman wholly unac-
quainted with the laws of the country. Other cascs
might he addneed, hut those already cited are suflicient
to estahlish the principle which Iaintain.’

“And, sir, Lord Lyndhurst concludes with these
words, to which I pray thie particular attention of the
Iouse .—
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‘¢ Trery person who has studied the Constitution of
this comntry, and who is at all conversant with the
prineiples on which it iy founded, must he aware that
one of its principles is long continued wsage.’ >’

He then quoted a passage from ¢ Blackstone,”
giving a very good illustration of the finality
understood to attach to a resolution of the House
of Cominons in matters of money. When money
was voted by the House of Commons it was
understood that it might be spent, because it was
taken for granted the House of Lords would
approve of it.  Then he went on:—

* Now, sit, having called the attention of the House to a
passage from a great lawyer, perhaps I may be permitted
to eall the attention of the Ilouse to the opinion of the
grealext of statesinen, Lord Chatham. Itis an extract
from his speech on the subject of the taxation of
America. Lord Chatham says :

“‘Taxation is no part of the governing or legislative
power. The taxes are a voluntary gift and grant of
the Commons alone. And I pray the attention of the
IIouse to this distinction In legislation the threc
estates of the realm are alike concerned; but the con-
currence of the Peers and the Crown to a tax is only
hecessy to clothe it with the form of a law. The gift
and grant is of the Cownmons alone. In ancient days
the Crown, the bharons, and the elergy possessed the
lands. In those days the barcns and the clergy gave and
granted to the Crown. The property of the Lords, com-
pared with that of the Commons, is as a drop of water in
the ocenn; and this ITouse represents these Connnons,
the proprietors of the lands, and those proprietors
virtually represent the rest of the inhabitants. When,
therefore, in this House we give and grant, we give and
garant what is our own. The distinction between legis-
lation and taxation is essentially necessary to liberty.
The Crown and the Peers are equally legislative powers
with the Commons. If taxation be a part of simple
legislation, the Crown and the Peors have rights in
taxation as well as yonrselves.’

‘““And T pray the attention of the Iouse to the pro-
phetie passage in conclusion. He says :—

““Rights which they will elaim, which they will
exercise, whenever the principle can be supported by
power.”

“Sir, to the last, Lord Chatham maintained that
althongh we had a right to legislate for America with
respeet to all other questions, even with regard to the
regulation of trads, although it might incidentally
involve taxation, we had noright to deal with questions
of pure taxation, ou the prineciple that taxation and
representation went together.

““Now, sir, this is the ereed in which we have all heen
hrought up. Sir, it is the faith in which the country
have acted. and the House of Commons, acting on this
faith, have in the present century voted a large quantity
of revenue which wasformally annual, but which they
made perpetnal on the maderstanding and belief that
the Ilouse of Lovds wonld never interferc to prevent
the grant. Sir. I am satisfied that we never
should have voted the sugar duties and malt dulies
as permancnt duties if we had helievcd that we,
the grantors, giving a voluntary grant, should not he
permitted at auy time to change our minds; and the
ITouse of Lords, who have repeatedly said that we, the
Tlounse of Commons, were the sole judges of the matter,
the manner, and the time, would iuterpose and say
‘You arc not the judges of these things, and we will
interpose to prevent you excreising your own judgment
as to the time for which these taxes will be taken.’ *’

T have quoted these opinions, sir, not because
T think that any hon. member of this House
requires convietion, or doubts for a moment that
it is our exclusive right to deal with money
matters, but because it is desirable that the
position we take up should be understood by the
public generally to be the right one. Of course
it is perfectly Impossible for any hon. member
of this House to assent to the claim of the
Legislative Council that they have aco-ordinate
right with us to deal with money Bills; and T
sincerely hope that on further consideration of
the matter they will see that they have no such
right—no right, although it is not declared to be
illegal They have the power—not the right—
to reject the I3ill; we cannot prevent their doing
that ; but if we admitted the ground they have
taken up, ouwr Constitution could not work, It
is now my duty to move that this Bill be laid
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aside. The Legislative Council will have suc-
ceeded in rejecting the Bill ; hut, as I said before,
that is a power—a physical power—which cannot
be denied them. They have exercised that
power, and have rejected a Bill which, T
believe, would have been of very great advan-
tage to many communities of this colony; but
that is for them to consider. They have deter-
mined to do that ; and they have put us in this
position: the Bill must be rejected or we must
abandon our right as representatives of the
people to control the taxation, a right which, as
was said by one of the authorities I have quoted,
must be maintained, because it will be taken
away from us by the other branch of the Consti-
tution if ever they get the power to do so. We
do not propose to give them that power, nor to
take any steps which would help them to_obtain
that power. I therefore move that this Bill be
laid aside.

The Hox, Siz T. McILWRAITH said : Mr.
Speaker,—From the long memorandum read by
vourself and the long speech just made by the
Premier, I thought a definite conclusion was
going to be put before this House, and that we
were going to take some action which wonld
bring the difficulty between us and the other
Chamber to some test. I was not prepared for
what I consider the somewhat lame and impotent
conclusion—the proposal to lay the Bill aside.
It is not the first time this question has arisen,
and it has been thoroughly debated Defore.
Curiously enough, the last time it came forward
was in 1878, when I occupied the position
that the hon. the Premier does now. At
that time I looked up all the precedents and
proved that the other House had no right
to interfere with the money provisions of
a Bill.  Most of that debate was quoted in the
debate a fortnight ago, and hon. members will
see, if they look it up, that it was conclusively
proved that the House of Lords had no right
to interfere with money Bills sent up from the
House of Commons. I think no doubt exists
with regard to that ; the difficulty is, and always
has been, to connect the House of Lords with
the Upper House, and the House of Commons
with this Chamber.  On that point T think not
much light has heen thrown—if I may say so with
all respect-—either by your memorandum or
the speech of the Premier. Unfortunately for
the contention of this House we have a written
Constitution, and it has never been shown that
that Constitution has been varied by practice
or precedent. It is Dleside the question to
quote South Australian or Victorian precedents ;
because we have a written Constitution, and
we have to be guided solely by that, unless
it can be shown that, by any action since,
increased powers have been given to the Legis-
lative Assembly, or powers taken from the
Tegislative Council. I do not believe with the
Premier that we have a traditional Consti-
tution besides the written Constitution; all
the powers of the Council or Assembly are
within the four corners of the Act of 1867. T do
not see how we can possibly go beyond it. The
hon. member says the contention has been made
that co-ordinate powers were intended to be
given to the two Houses, and he contends
against it ; but I maintain that if it had been
intended by the framers of the Act to give other
than co-ordinate powers it would have been very
easy to say so in clause 2. That clause is the
stumbling-block we have never been able to get
over in this Chamber, and no doubt it is the
clause the other Chamber relies on :—

< Within the said colony of Queensland Iler Majesty
shall have power by and with the advice and consent
of the said Couneil and Assemhbly to malke laws for the
peace, welfare, and good govermment of this eolouy in
all cases whatsoever.””
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Nothing could be plainer than that ; but it goes
on to make a limitation—

“Provided that all Bills for appropriating any part of
the public revenune for imposing any new rate, tax, or
impost, subject always to thelimitations hereinafter pro-
vided, shall originate in the Legislative Assembly of the
siid colony.”

If it had been the intention of the framers of
that clause to limit the power of the Council to
the throwing out of momey Bills without the
power of amending them, it would have been
easy to say, ‘“Provided also that no money
Bills sent from the Legislative Assembly
shall be altered by the Legislative Council.”
However, as no more action 1s to be taken I do
not see the use of continuing the discussion. We
have not got a single bit further towards a
solution of the difficulty with the other Chamber,
and the only difference now is that the Council
have asserted their right in a more aggressive
way and in very much stronger terms than they
have ever done Dbefore. I thought we should
have been afforded an opportunity of bringing
the two Chambers more closely together, because
T do not believe that they mtended to stand
exactly by the terms of their message and claim
co-ordinate rights with us in the amendment of
Bills. Thavenotread the debate which tonk place
on the subject in the other House, but T do not
believe they intended to stand absolutely by what
they said, because there is a provision in the
Constitution Act which actually limits their
rights. I think that a motion ought to have
been brought forward by the Premier, not to lay
aside the measure, but to take some steps to
discover exactly the point where we disagree,
with a view to coming to a solntion of the
difficulty afterwards. As it is now, what is oar
practical position? We have not got a bit
further ; the Council may force us to lay aside
any Bill which we send up for their considera-
tion; and yet the Premier, the other night,
when speaking on this matter, said that this
would be as good an opportunity as any other of
finding out the real point of difference between
the two Houses. I consider that we have
receded from our position. The Couneil claims
certain rights and we acknowledge them by
laying aside the Bill. That is no victory for us.
If it is anything at all it is a defeat, and I think
we should have stood by our rights and tried
to find out some method by which we could
come to a satisfactory agreement. There ave
many ways by which that could be done. The
one proposed in your memorandum, Mr. Speaker,
is one way; or some other course might have
been pursued, very different to the one now
proposed to be adopted—which, by deferring the
day of battle, is virtually conceding everything
claimed by the other House.

Question put and passed.

ELLECTTONS BILL—COMMITTEL.

On this Order of the Day being read, the
Speaker left the chair, and the House went into
Comumittee further to consider this Bill,

On clause 93, as follows :—

1. Aperson who conmuits any corrupt practice other
han personation, ov alding, abetting, counselling. or
proeuring the comm on of the offence of personation,
shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and on convietion shall
be liable to be imprisoned, with or without hard fahour,
for a term not exceeding one yesy, or to a fine of any
s hot exeeeding two hundred pounds.

“2. A person who eommits the offence of personation,
or of aiding, abetting, counselling, or procuring the
commissinn of that offence, shall he guilty of felony, and
any person convieted thereof shall be liahle to be im-
prisoned for any term not excecding iwo years with
hard labour.
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“3. A person who is convicted of any corrupt practice
shall, in addition to any punishment hereinbefore pro-
vided, be incapable during the period of scven ycars
from the date of his conviction—

(@) Of being registered as an elector or voting at
any election in Queensland, whether it be a
parliamentary election, or an election for any
municipal office under any Act relating to local
gOVCI’l]anllL, or

(by Ot holding any such office or any judicial office ;
and if he holds any such office the oflice shall
be vacated.

4. Fvery person so convicted of a corrupt practicein
reference to an election shall also be incapable of being
appointed to and sitting in the Legislative Council, and
of being elected to and of sitting in the Legislative
Assewmbly, during the seven years next after the date of
his conviction, and if at that date he has been elected
to the Legislative Assembly or any such municipal office,
his election shall be vacated from the time of such
conviction.”

The PREMIER said he proposed to move
some amendments in the 3rd and 4th para-
graphs to make them more consistent with the
amendments made the other day. He proposed
to amend the 3rd paragraph by inserting * three
years ” instead of ““seven,” and to leave out all
reference to ¢ municipal office.” Hemoved that
the word ‘‘seven” be omitted with a view of
inserting ‘‘three.”

The Hon. Sz T. McILWRAITH said he
put it to the Premier, now that he had been
considering these clauses so long, whether the
punishment mentioned in addition to that pro-
vided by clanses 91 and 92 was at all necessary
or just? He did not think it was. Clauses 91
and 92 provided the punishment to be inflicted
for corrupt practices. Then, after the culprit
had come before a court of law, and had got
such punishment meted out to him as the judge
considered right, he would be subjected to
further punishment under clause 93; so that
there were actually three punishments for one
offence.

The PREMIER said the clauses they had
just passed dealt only with candidates who were
found guilty of corrupt practices, and it was
necessary to provide for the same thing when
committed by other persons—agents, for instance,
and persons who took bribes. They would be
punished not only by imprisonment, but would
lose the chance of taking other bribes for three
years, He thought it a very good provision. In
England it was a very common thing if a borough
was corrupt to disfranchise the whole of it for a
period of years. Here it was proposed to dis-
franchise for three years only the person guilty
of corrupt practices. The clause under discussion
had nothing to do with the candidate unless he
was convicted by a jury.

The Hon. Sz T. McILWRAITH said that
was no doubt quite correct. His criticism did
not apply to the extent that he had made it
apply in his previous remarks, because he was
looking simply to the position of the candidate
or man who was returned ; but at the same time
they must remember that the punishment was
threefold, and his argument applied so far as
that was concerned. Certain punishment was
provided for by clauses 91 and 92, and on that
followed further punishment by clause 93; =0
that his argument did apply so far as candidates
were concerned. Of course some provision
would be necessary to catch those who were not
candidates.

The How. J. M. MACROSSAN said he had
never heard of a case of bribery in Queensland yet,
and it was of no use drawing comparisons between
home and the colony, because they knew well
that elections had, on several occasions, been
carried in England by means of bribes. There
was no such thing out here.

The PREMIER : No!
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The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : Persona-
tion was not caused by bribery. As he had
sald before, it was caused by excessive zeal by
partisans belonging to either side.

Mr. CHUBB said if the position of the
sections were transposed, and 93 were placed

before 91 and 92, hon. members would see
the scheme of the Bill to be this:—That
for committing a corrupt practice, except

personation, the party was liable to be tried as a
criminal and to receive criminal punishment—
either fine or imprisonment. In addition to
that, if he happened to be a candidate he
was sublected to the consequences set forth
in claunses 91 and 92. He (Mr. Chubb) did not
object to that. What he did object to was that
he thought clause 93 was rather too sweep-
ing ; because if they looked at the definition of
“corrupt practice” they would see that it was
made to include all the following offences—treat-
ing, undue influence, bribery, and personation.
Personation was specially dealt with, and the
remaining offences were treating, undueinfluence,
bribery ; and some of the offences were much
less weighty than others. For instance, as
was pointed out the other night, paying
2 man to join in a procession or holding
a meeting in a public-house would be bribery,
and it would be very severe to subject the
person found guilty of that to a penalty of
£200 or one year’s imprisonment ; whereas that
punishment would not be too severe for persons
who committed the offences enumerated in
subsection 1—purchasing or selling votes—both
of which offences were very grave. His objec-
tion was to the severity of the punishment for
the minor offences.

The PREMIER said a maximum punishment
< of £200 or one year’s imprisonment would not be
very severe.

Mr. NORTON : For giving a man a glass of
grog?

The PREMIER : Yes!

Amendment agreed to.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the clause
was further amended by the insertion of *‘par-
liamentary” before “ elections,” in line 15.

The PREMTER then moved that the following
words, in lines 16 to 18, be omitted :—

‘“ Whether it be a parliamentary election or an election
for any mmunicipal office, under any Act relating to local
government.”

Mr. NORTON said, as they were getting so
very moral, why not apply their striet morality
to other elections besides parliamentary ?

; The PREMIER : T do not see any necessity
or it.

Mr. NORTON said that at divisional board
elections corruption would be practised with the
object of gaining personal advantages, as much
as at any other elections. He could not see why
they sheuld punish corruption in one case and
not in another.

The Hox. Sir T. MoILWRAITH : How
will the clause read when these amendments
are made ?

The PREMIER : It will read—

‘“ Be incapable, during the period of three years from
the date of his conviction—
(e} Of being registered as an elector or voting at
any parliamentary eleetion in Queensland.”
Mr., CHUBB said a man might be an alder-
man, but not a member of parliament, according
to the amendiment.

The PREMIER said the Bill was only to
relate to corrupt practices at parliamentary
elections, Other elections should be dealt with
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under the Local Government Act. It would be
inconvenient to deal with them in the present
Bill.

Amendment agreed to.

The PREMTER moved that the words “any
such office,” in the 19th line, be omitted.

Amendment agreed to.

The PREMTER moved that the word ¢ three”
be substituted for the word ¢ seven,” in the 24th
line.

The Hon., Sz T. McILWRAITH said that
the hon. gentleman had, no doubt, studied the
effect of the amendments. But how far did they
extend ? Did they include mayors of towns,
members of licensing boards, and JJ.P. ?

The PREMIER : Yes.

Amendment agreed to.

The PREMIER moved that the words “ ap-
pointed to the Legislative Council or” be inserted
after the word “ been,” in the 25th line. A case
actually occurred in New Zealand where a
member of the Legislative Council was convicted
of personation, and his seat was not vacated.

Amendment agreed to.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the words
“or any such municipal office,” in the 26th line,
were omitted.

The PREMIER moved that the word * seat ”
be substituted for the word *“election” in the
26th line.

Mr. SCOTT asked whether the clause applied
to treating as defined in clause 887 Could a
candidate, or an agent of a candidate, who gave
anyone a dinner on the day of an election, or the
day previous to an election, or the day after an
election, be fined £200?

The PREMIER: Only if he were proved
guilty of corruption.

Mr. SCOTT asked if a candidate were answer-
able for the action of his agent,if the latter
chose to give a man his dinner, or a glass of grog,
whether against his will or with it, on the day of
an election

The PREMIER said a man could not be
punished for the act of his agent, unless it was
proved that the agent acted by his authority.
He had to be convicted by a jury.

Amendment agreed to; and clause, as amended,
put and passed.

On clause 94— Certain expenditure to be
illegal practice”—

Mr. PALMER said the clause said no pay-
ment should be made on account of any house,
land, building, or premises for the exhibition of
any address. Would the clause apply if the can-
didate made use of the large room in the school
of arts, for which it was the practice to make a
charge for every night it was used? How would
the agent or candidate stand if he paid the
necessary expenses for holding the meeting—or
if he paid a bill-sticker for posting bills?

The PREMIER said the payment was not
made for posting up addresses, bills, and notices.
Tt was a common way of evading the law. A
man was not paid for his vote, but for putting a
line of reading on his wall. The ordinary busi-
ness of bill-posting was provided for in the 3rd
paragraph.

The Hon. S T. McILWRAITH said the
clause was not necessary, as there was no such
offence in the colony.

Mr, BEATTIE said he did not see the neces-
sity for the clause, which could be evaded by the
employment of cabs and omnibuses on which to
place placards.

13
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Mr. CHUBB said it would be legal for the
candidate to make arrangements with a bill-
sticker for posting addresses, bills, and notices ;
and the bill-sticker might make arrangements
with the owners of houses, and pay them for
letting him stick them up on their premises.

The PREMIER said he did not attach much
importance to the clause.

Clause put and negatived.

Clause 95— Voting by prohibited persons and
publishing of false statements of withdrawal to
be illegal “~—passed as printed,

On the motion of the PREMIER, eclause 96
was amended so as to read as follows i —

“ A person guilty of an illegal practice, whether under
the last preceding section or under the provisions here-
inafter contained, shall on swmnmary conviction be
liable to 4 fine not exeeeding one hundred pounds and
he incapable during a period of two years from the dite
of his convietlon of bheing registered as an elector or
voting at any election held for the clectorate in whieh
the illegal practice L:as heen committed.”

On the motion of the PREMIER, clause 97
was amended so as to read as follows :—

““If upon the trial of an election petition the Llections
Tribunal reports that any illegal practice is proved to
have been comnisted in reference to such election by
or with the knowledge and consent of any candidate at
snch election, that candidate shall not be capable of
heing eleeted to or sitting in the Legislative Assembly
for that electorate for three yearsnext after the date of
the report, and if he has been elected his clection shall
be void.

“IIe shall further be subject to the same incapacities
as if at the date of the report he had been convicted of
such illegal practice.”

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clauses 98 and 99 passed as printed.

On clause 100, as follows :—

‘“1. No payment or contract for payment shall, for
the purpose ot promoting or procuring the election of a
candidate at any election, be made onaccount of bands
of music, torches, flags, banners, cockades, ribbons, or
other marks of distinction.

‘2. Subject to such exception as may be allowed in
pursuance of this Aet, if any payment or contract for
payment is madce in contravention of this seetion cither
‘before, during, or after an election, the person making
such payment shall be guilty of illegal payment, and
any person being a party to any such contract or receiv-
ing sueh payment shall also be guilty of illegal payment
if he knew that the same was made contrary to law.”

The Hox, Sir T. McILWRAITH said the
clause might very well be struck out. There was
no necessity for any such illegal payment here at
all. He did not think either that it should be
considered as illegal payment out here. It might
be an illegal payment in England, but it should
not be considered an illegal payment here,

The PREMIER said he thought it as well to
stop those things in the beginning here.

The Howx. S T. McILWRAITH :
should you ?

The PREMIER said it would not be desirable
to have processions going up and down the
streets with bands of music, flags, banners, or
torches, to procure the return of a candidate.

Mr. NORTON : The mayor could stop them.

The PREMIER : Yes; but the mayor might
not want to stop them. They might as well stop
such things at once.

Mr. PALMER said he saw by clause 104 that,
for illegal payment or hiring, a person was liable
on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding
£100. That seemed an unusual punishment for
such an offence.

The Hon. Sir T. McILWRAITH : Itisno
offence at all.

Mr. PALMER said that, under the Bill, if a
man presented another with a blue ribbon or any

Why
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other distinguishing mark he was liable to a fine
of £100. Flags were also mentioned, and they
were one of the commonest indications of an
election day.

The PREMIER said there was no objection
to having them ; the paying for them was the
objection. They were not so objectionable as
bands of music, of course.

Mr. NORTON said he thought they were
beginning to swallow camels. What on earth
did they mean by providing that if a man bought
a plece of ribbon he was to be subject to a
penalty ? A man was not to allow his committec-
men to pay for anything they might wear as his
mark to show that they belonged to his com-
mittee. Why should he not be allowed ?

The PREMIER said the objection was to the
corrupt payment for it—paying a man to wear a
cockade.

Mr. NORTON said there was nothing corrnpt
in paying for it.

The How, Stn T. McILWRAITH said he
thought the Premier was wrong and that the
clause prohibited a candidate from paying for
bands of music, torches, cockades, or ribbons,
and did not refer to payments made to a man for
wearing a cockade, ete.

Mr. SCOTT said it appeared to him that it
wax not the man who supplied the ribbon who
would be touched by that clause, but the man
who went a little further and paid for it. A
man who got ribbon on credit and never paid for
it would not be liable.

The PREMIER : Oh, yes; that would be a
contract for payment,

Mr. NORTON said if a candidate was not
allowed to pay his agent he did not see why they
should not also prevent him paying for adver-
tising in the newspapers.

Mr, PALMER said the Premier might, while
he was about it, move an amendment stating
how much a member should be allowed to pay.

The PREMIER : You can negative the clause
if you wish.

Clause put and negatived.

Clause 101—* Name and address of printer on
placards”—passed as printed.

On clause 102, as follows :—

“The provisions of this Act prohibiting certain pay-
ments and contracts for payments shall not affect the
right of any creditor who, when the payment or contract
was made, was ignorant of the saine being in contra-
vention of this Aet.”

The Hon. Sk T. McILWRAITH said he
would like to know whether that was a clause to
save the bribee. Why should they put in a
special clause to save a man who actually put
himself in the way of taking bribes? Hethought
a contract of that kind should not be encouraged.

The PREMIER said the point taken by the
hon. gentleman was a right one. The provisions
of the clause related to two previous clauses
that had been struck out, and were therefore
unnecessary now.

Clause put and negatived.

On clause 103, as follows :—

It shall not be lawful to use—

(¢¢) Any premises on which the sale by wholesale or
retail of any intoxicating liquor is authorised by
a license;

{b) Any premises where any intoxicating liyuor is
sold, or is supplied to members ofa elub, society,
or association other than a perinanent political
club;

(#) Any premises whereon refreshment of any kind,
whether food or drink, is ordinarily sold for con-
sumption on the prewmises; or

(d@) The premises of any State school or school in
receipt of aid from the Consolidated Revenue
Fund, or any part of such prewmiscs;
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as a committee-room for the purpose of promoting or
procuring the election of a candidate at an election.

“ Bvery person who—

Ilires or uses any such premises or any part
thereof for & committee-room, or
Tets such premises or part, knowing that it was
intended to usethe same as @& committee
roonl,
shall De guilty of illegal hiring.

“ Provided that nothing in this seetion shall apply to
any part of such premises which is ordinavily let for
the purpose of chambers or oilices, or the holding of
public meetings or of arbitrations, if such part has a
separate entrance and no direct communication with
any part of the premises on which any intoxicating
liynor or refreshment is sold or supplied as aforesaid.”

The Hoxn. Sz T. McILWRAITH said that
subsection 10 of clause 89 provided that a candi-
date was guilty of bribery who convened any
meeting of electors or of his committee in a
licensed public-house, and the clause now under
cousideration made illegal the hiring or using of
any such premises or any part thereof. That
followed, of course, consequent on the decision
the Committee had come to with regard to
subsection 10 of clause 89; but he would
submit to the Premier, especially after the
definition of bribery that was given to them
the other night by the Attorney-General,
whether it would not be wise to withdraw that
clause altogether., He had never heard sucha
speech as that delivered by the Attorney-General
the other evening. The hon. gentleman on that
occasion defined a certain act as not being bribery,
stating that if he was addressing a meeting
outside a public-house, and then, not having seen
the faces of the people before him so as to be
able to identify a man asJack or Tom, he called
to the publican and said, ‘‘ Here is £5, give
these men a drink,” that would not be bribery,
although the meeting was an election meeting.
Ifthat wastheinterpretation given by a law officer
of the Crown of what bribery was, then the Com-
mittee ought to go a little way back and recon-
sider what they had done in making laws against
holding meetings in public-houses. If that was
not bribery what was the use of preventing
meetings being held in public-houses? But let
hon. members just take a cominon-sense view of
the matter and ask themselves what real reason
there was against holding an election meeting
in a public-house. The publican wus a man who
built his house for meetings. He invested his
capital in that way ; and why should he not reap
the fruit of it? Why should not candidates
be allowed to hold meetings where it was most
convenient ? Had not the Attorney-General put
hon. members up to the way of evading the
necessity of meeting in a public-house by telling
them that they might address the electors from a
harrel outside, by which means an additional
thirst would be forced on the community by
standing in the sun? He (Sir T. MecIlwraith)
thought they ought to throw out the clause.

The PREMIER said he thought it was very
undesirable that committee meetings should he
carried on in public-houses. The provision in
the clause was merely an extension of the
present law, which prohibited election meetings
in public-houses. He did not see why any
difference should be made between public-houses
and any other places where people could get
liquor, As to holding committee meetings in a
State school, he thought that was also highly
objectionable. Public meetings could, of course,
be held there, as they were the only buildings in
some districts suitable for such a purpose.

The Hown. J. M. MACROSSAN said it was
not only public-houses that would be affected by
the clause, but ordinary eating-houses; and stores
also would come under its provisions. He had
often seen refreshments sold in stores, Ior his
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own part he did not see any reason against
holding a meeting in a public-house. Certainly,
holding it outside, as the Attorney-General had
suggested, would not prevent drinking.

Mr. CHUBB said that merely holdinga com-
mittee meeting in a public-house would not
induce people to support a candidate. There
might be some objection to holding meetings of
electors in such a place, but he did not see any
objection to a committee meeting being held
there., A committee was limited in numbers,
and he did not see how the purity of an election
would be affected because a candidate held his
committee meetings in a public-house.

Mr. BEATTII said he agreed with the clause
except as to subsection {¢). The majority of
halls and other places built for the accomnmo-
dation of public meetings generally had attached
to them places where ginger-beer, fruit, and so
forth were sold; and 1t would prevent com-
mittee mocetings being held in buildings of
that kind. That was certainly not a desirable
thing to do.

Mr. NORTON said that subsection («) was
also a very objectionable one. Committee meet-
ings were frequently held in stores, many of which
held a license to sell two gallons of alecholic
liquors. Meetings were not held there for the
purpose of drinking.

The PREMIKER moved the omission of the
words “ wholesale or” in subsection («).

Amendment put and passed.

The PREMIER moved the omission of sub-
section ().

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said that
before the amendment was put he should like to
know the meaning of the phrase in subsection {4),
““any permanent political club.”

The PREMIER replied that as yet there were
no such clubs in the colony, nor was it likely
there would be for some time to come. It was
not of much consequence whether the words
remained in the clause or not.

Mr. CHUBB said that under the new Licens-
ing Bill it was proposed to establish wine
licenses. If subsection (¢) were passed in its pre-
sent form, committees might meet at wine-shops
but not at public-houses,

The PREMIER said the subsection included
wine-shops. The object of the clause was to
prevent meetings being held at places licensed
for the sale of drink, and to restrict facilities for
treating or giving electors drink.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said he did

not see any use whatever in the clause. What
was the object to be gained by it? Was it to

prevent them from Dbribing the publican by
bringing trade to his hotel, or was it to prevent
the members of a committee from putting them-
selves in the way of temptation at the time when
an election was going on? Was it not the
greatest piece of folly in the world? A com-
mittee of that House could not hold its meetings
without having a bar down below, on the same
premises, where members could have a drink if
they felt so inclined ; and yet they were to be
conscientious enongh—he ought to say hypocrites
enough—not to have a drink while an election
was going on. What was there that applied to
an election committee that did not apply to a
committee of the House? If a bar en the
premises was good for members of a committee
of the House, how could it be bad for members
of an election committee ?

Mr, PALMER said subsection (d) was open
to grave objections. The terms * school in re-
ceipt of ald from the Consolidated Revenue
Tund” included schools of arts ; and in schools of
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arts there were generally rooms set apart for the
holding of meetings. But the proviso contracted
the entire clause by stating that nothing in it
should apply to “any part of such premises
which is ordinarily let for the purposes of cham-
bers or offices.”

The PREMIER said he did not attach much
importance to the clanse if hon. members did not
think it worth retaining in the Bill.

Mr. BEATTIE said he agreed with the hon.
member for Mulgrave that there was no reason
why a man should not have a drink at a public-
house because he happened to be a member of an
election committee; but to allow public-houses
to be used for election meetings, and especially
on election days, was often the cause of great
disturbances, which required a large force of
extra policemen to keep down. He thought the
clause would work very well.  He did not believe
that efection committees ought to sit in public-
houses. " There were plenty of private houses
that could be engaged for the purpose, and if
the members wanted a glass of grog they could
go to the public-house and get it.

My. CHUBB : That is, in Fortitude Valley.

Mr, BEATTIE : And anywhere else. Forti-
tude Valley was rather a model place, because
there were never any disturbances there, and
the publicans were all respectable men. But he
knew other electorates where there had been
very serious disturbances,

The Hox. S1r T. McILWRAITH : Where?

Mr. BEATTIE said it would be invidious to
say. While praising Fortitude Valley he did
not intend to condemn other places except in
general terms. He hoped the Premier would
not omit the clause.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said the
hon. member had praised Fortitude Valley at
the expense of other constituencies. He should
like to know those other constituencies, which
were just as good as Fortitude Valley, where
disturbances had occurred, e had never heard
of any.

Mr. BEATTTE : Bundaberg is one.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH : Never!
Bundaberg is far better than Fortitude Valley in
that and every other respect,.

Mr. FOOTE said he thought the clause was a
very good one. Of course it would operate some-
what against districts where rooms could not
easily be obtained ; but they should be very
careful about the purity of elections. As the
hon. member for Fortitude Valley said, the
clause had worked well and ought to be re-
tained.

The PREMIER said that the remarks of the
hon. member for Fortitude Valley showed the
reason for some such provision, otherwise on
election day the committee-rooms would always
bein a public-house. It was the election day
that had to be chiefly considered. He proposed
to omit subsection (¢) with the exception of the
last word.

Amendment agreed to.

Mr., PALMER said he was anxious to keep
within the law, and he would like to get an
opinion from the Premier—if the hon. member
would not charge for it—as to where he could
hold a meeting to address his electors in a town-
ship where buildings were scarce? If he paid
two or three guineas for the use of a school of
arts, would that be an illegal payment under the
Act?

The PREMIER : Certainly not. It was only
the use of those buildings as committee-rooms
that was forbidden. Besides, the subsection did
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not apply at all to schools of arts; but only to
State schools, provisional schools, and grammar
schools.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN asked if a
candidate could not hold a meeting of his friends
in a public-house, and yet not come under the
Act? He would just have to say, ¢ Gentlemen,
this is not a committee meeting—remember that ;
it is a meeting of myself and my friends.” The
clause was absurd and inoperative, with the
exception of subsection (d), which he believed was
a very good provision. The clause might be very
good in England.

The PREMIER : It is very good here.
The How. J. M. MACROSSAN : The hon.

member had hadno experience ; he knew nothing
of elections outside Brisbane. As for the dis-
turbances spoken of by the hon. member for
Fortitude Valley, he had seen elections in places
considered to be the most rowdy in the colony,
and he never saw any such disturbances. He
thought the hon. member must be drawing on
his imagination.

The PREMIER said he was not going to
suggest how the provisions of the Bill might be
evaded.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN: But you
know how they can.

The PREMIER said it was difficult to make
provisions that could not be evaded : but a man
trying to evade them would run a very serious
risk, '

Mr. FOXTON said he presumed subsection
(d) was not intended to prevent the addressing
of electors in State schools ; because that was
frequently the only building that could be got.

The PREMIEIR : It only applies to committee
meetings.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clause 104—*“ Punishment of illegal payment
or hiring "—passed as printed.

On clause 105, as follows :—

“No action or suit shall be maintainable by any
licensed publican or any owner or keeper of any shop,
booth, tent, or other place of entertainment against any
candidate or any agent of any such candidate, for any
liguor, food, or refreshment of any kind, whether for
man or beast, supplied upon the credit of any such
candidate or agent during the progress of any election
under this Act.”

Mr. ARCHER said he thought that was a
very objectionable clause. When he was travel-
ling through his electorate he had to put up his
horse at public-houses, and it was not always
convenient to carry change to pay for everything
he got.

The PREMIER : Let them trust to your
honour,

Mr. ARCHER : Suppose a man had no
honour? Then again, he could not tell a man
who was canvassing for him that he would pay
all his expenses. It was a most extraordinary
thing. If publicans were willing to trust a man
why should they be prevented from doing so?

Mr. KELLETT said he thought it was a good
clause. If the candidate was a decent man,
the publicans would give him credit ; but what
should be put a stop to was, that Tom, Bill, or
Harry should go and stick up accounts which
the unfortunate candidate had afterwards to pay.
He was satisfied the hon. member for Blackall,
or any other respectable candidate, could get as
much refreshment as he wanted for himself or
his friends witheut carrying about money in his
pocket,

Mr. CHUBB saild he agreed with the hon.
member that the clause was a very good one,
but it would enable a dishonest candidate to
evade paying his election bill. If he liked, he
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could repudiate his hotel bill; and he had it on
very good authority that a gentleman who had
contested several elections had done that in two
or three places.

Mr. PALMER said he did not object to the
spirit of the clause, but the last line stated
‘“during the progress of any election.” What
limit of time would that cover?

Mr. ARCHER said candidates would have to
do their canvassing with a fasting stomach.

Mr. NORTON said he did not see why a man
should be prohibited from receiving a debt for
food supplied. FHe approved of the provision
with regard to liquor ; but by the present Licens-
ing Act a publican could not recover any sum for
spivits supplied over the value of £2. That
would meet all that was intended.

The PREMIER said it was just as well to
make the clause apply to the supplying of food.
As the hon. member for Stanley said, big bills
were sometimes seut in after elections, and some-
times for the supply of dinners. Perhaps a man
might be charged for forty or more dinners at
10s. a head, the liquor being given in.

Mr. NORTON said some of the publicans in
this part of the world could not be as honest as
they were elsewhere.

Mr, DONALDSON said he thought the clause
a very good one, but it should provide that agents
should not be able to recover for certain services.
The clause was aimed at one section of the com-
munity only.

Clause put and passed.

On clause 106—¢“Report exonerating candi-
dates in certain cases of corrupt and illegal
practice by agents "—

Mr. NORTON said that according to the
clause the onus of exonerating himself lay upon
the candidate. It was rather contrary to British
law to accuse a man and make him prove he was
innocent.
1The PREMIER it is quite easy for him to
do it.

Mr., NORTON said it was not always easy.
That was where the difficulty came in.

The PREMIER : Quite easy if heis innocent,
and very difficult if he is guilty.

Mr. NORTON said it would be quite easy
for a candidates agent to implicate him.

The PREMIER said he did not think there
was any danger so far as an innocent man was
concerned. If an offence had been committed
the harm had been done, and a candidate should
be compelled to show that he was not respon-
sible for an illegal act committed by his agent.
That would be perfectly easy for an innocent
man to do, and correspondingly difficult for a
guilty man.

Clause put and passed, with amendments
substituting the words ¢ Lllections Tribunal ” for
¢ Hlections and Qualifications Committee.”

Clause 107 passed with consequential verbal
amendments.

On clause 108—

“Every person guilty of a corrupt or illegal practice,
or of illegal payment or hiring at an election, is pro-
hibited from voting at such election, and if any such
person votes his vote shall be void *’—

Mr. ARCHER said it was net stated in the
clause who was to be the judge of a person having
been guilty of corruption or illegal practice. It
could only be the returning officer, according to
the clause, and then a man could not be pro-
hibited from voting unless he was found out
before he voted. Of course if there were a peti-
tion sent in and a scrutiny took place, his vote
could be struck out.
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The PREMIER said that if they had not
adopted the principle of numbering the ballot-
papers, all that the Elections Tribunal could do,
supposing it was found that the illegal voting was
all on one side, was to upset the election, A
disallowance of the vote could only take place
upon a scrutiny.

Mr. ARCHER said he did not know whether it
was correct legal phraseology, but he thought the
word ““prohibit” did not convey a clear meaning.
If a man voted, and his vote were disallowed,
that was not prohibiting him from voting, in a
strict sense.

Mr. PALMER said that was one of the
instances in which they saw the benefit of the
clause which provided that the ballot-papers
should be numbered.

The PREMINER said the word ““disqualified”
would do as well as ““prohibited.” The law said
such a man must not vote: a man might do a
thing he was not allowed to do ; but certain con-
sequences would ensue. He did not think it
would make much difference which word was
used. He adopted the one he found in the
clause because its meaning was tolerably plain.

The Hon. Str T. McILWRAITH said that
what the hon, member for Blackall and the hon.
member for Burke wished to draw attention to
was that, had the amendment which provided
for ballot-papers being numbered not passed,
the clause before them and the following one
would have been meaningless.

The PREMIER: Not altogether.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH said they
would, except to a very limited extent, The
Premier said that if it could be proved that a
certain number had voted who were not qualified
to vote, assuming that they had all voted on
one side, it might overturn the election. That
would have been a most unjust conclusion,
because they might have voted for a_candidate
who had no chance in any case. Those hon.
gentlemen merely wished to show the value of
the amendment they had passed.

Clause put and passed.

On clause 109—¢Prohibition of disqualified
persons from voting”—

On the motion of the PREMIER, the words
“TYlections Tribunal ” were substituted for the
words ‘‘ Committee of Hlections and Qualifi-
cations.”

The PREMIER moved that the words
“whether a parliamentary election or an election
for any municipal office” be omitted.

Amendment agreed to.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the word
““any ” on the 4th line was omitted.

The PREMIER moved that the words ¢ if
any such persons vote” be added to the clause.

Amendment agreed to ; and clause, as amended,
put and passed.

On clause 110-~‘“ Limitation of time for prose.
cution of offence”—

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH asked why
the time for prosecution should be extended to
a year after the act was committed, or three
months after the Elections Tribunal gave their
decision ?

The PREMIER said he did not think the
time was very long. It must be some time after
the Elections Tribunal gavetheir decision, because
the offence might not be found out before they
inquired into the matter. The ordinary rule
was to have no limit to the time for prosecution
for a criminal offence, and there wasno limita-
tion in the present law. He moved that the
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words ¢ Klections Tribunal ? be substituted for
the words ‘“ Committee of Klections and Qualifi-
cations.”

Amendment put and passed.

A consequential verbal amendment having
been agreed to, the clause, as amended, was put
and passed.

Clause 111—‘ Persons charged with corrupt
practice may be found guilty of illegal practice,”
ete.—passed as printed.

The PREMIER moved the following new
clause to follow clause 111 :—

The provisions of this part of the Act relating to
the Illections Tribunal and the incapacities and dis-
abilities to become consequent upon the report of that
tribunal in certain cases shall not come into operation
until an Aect has been passed dealing with the constitu-
tion of the Elections Tribunal, and declaring that such
provisions shall come into operation.

The provisions of this part of this Act shall not be
taken to repeal or otherwise affect the provisions of
sections sixty-nine, seventy, and seventy-one of the
Elections Act of 1374,

The Honx. Sir T. McILWRAITH said the
2nd paragraph of the clause was very well so far
as it went ; but they had to provide that the
repealing clause they had already inserted should
not take effect. That clause provided for the
repeal of the whole of the Elections Act of
1874 ; and they ought now to provide that, not-
withstanding the provisions contained in clause
4, until the Elections Tribunal was appointed,
sections 69, 70, and 71 of the Klections Act of
1874 should not be taken to be repealed.

The PREMIER said that when the schedule
came before the Committee he proposed to
insert a provision excluding those clauses of the
Elections Act of 1874 from the operation of
clause 4.

New clause put and passed.

On clause 112, as follows :—

‘“In any prosecution under this Act, whether on
indictment or summarily, the person prosecnted and
the husband or wife of such person shall be a competent
witness.”’

The PREMIER said this was of course a per-
fectly new provision.

The Hox. Srr T. McILWRAITH said he
hoped, as the clause was perfectly new, the
Premier would have something to say in defence
of it. He himself could not see anything in
defence of it. Was it supposed that they could
force the wife of a candidate to come forward
and give evidence against her husband ?

The PREMIER : She is a competent witness.

The Hon, S T. McILWRAITH said the
clause provided that they could induce the wife
of a candidate to come forward and give evidence
against her husband. That was against all sense
of decency. He did not see why, in defence, a
man might not bring forward his wife to give
evidence ; but it would be a perfectly different
thing if a wife could be induced to come forward
and give evidence against her husband.

The PREMIKR said it was only intended for
the defence. ¢ Competent ” meant competent to
give evidence, but not compellable. If there was
any doubt that word could be used.

. Mr. CHUBB said it would be better to alter
it, because if a wife was a competent witness the
court would soon compe! her to give evidence.

The PREMIER said the simplest way would
be to add the words ‘‘for the defence” to the
end of the clause, and he would move that as an
amendment.

Amendment agreed to; and clause, as amended,
put and passed.

On clause 1183—‘“Proof of writ of election
facilitated "—
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The Hon. Sz T. McILWRAITH asked if it
was necessary in a simple ease of that sort to bring
in the Governor or the Speaker to certify that a
writ had been issued for an election? Would
not the Government Gazette in which the writ
appeared be sufficient proof ?

The PREMIER said that in the case of a pro-
secution it was necessary in the first place to
prove that there was an election, and the simplest
way to prove that was to produce the writ; but
it would be very inconvenient at times to pro-
dues the writ. The clause was to save expense
in that respect by providing that a certified copy
of the writ would be sufficient.

Mr. PALMER said, supposing the trial took
place in the northern part of Queensland, how
was 1t to be proved ?

The PREMIER : By sending a certified copy
of the writ.

Mr. GROOM said the present practice was to
issue two writs, one of which was kept by the
officers of the House, in accordance with the
Legislative Assembly Act, and the other was
kept by the returning officer, so that in the event
of a disputed election he could produce the copy
of the writ. Up to the present time that system
had worked very satisfactorily.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 114—¢“ Evidence of election”—put and
passed.

On clause 115, as follows :

“1. A person whois called as a witness respecting
an election hefore the Committee of Elections and
Qualifications shall not be excused from answering any
question relating to any offence at or conneeted with
such election on the ground that the answer thereto
may criminate or tend to eriminate himsclf or on the
ground of privilege.

‘¢ Provided that—

(@) A witness who answers truly all questions
which he is required by the Commitiee of
Tlections and Qualifications to answer, shall
be entitled to receive a certificate of indemnity
under the hand of the chairman of the com-
mittee statiug that such witness has so
answered; and

(b) An answer by a person to a question put by
or before the Cowmmittee of Elections and
Qualifications shall not, exeept in the case of
any criminal proceeding for perjury in respect
of such evidence, be in any proceeding, eivil or
eriminal, admissible in evidence against him.

2. When a person has received such a certificate of
indemnity in relation to an election, and any legal
proceeding is at any time instituted against him forany
offence under this Act committed by him previously to
the date of his ecrtificate, at or in relation to thes same
election, the court having cognisance of the case shall,
on proof of the eertificate, stay the proceeding, and may
in their discretion award to such person such costs as
he may have been put to in the proceeding.

<8, Nothing in this section shall be taken to relieve a
person receiving a certificate of indemnity from any
incapacity under this Act or from any proceeding to
enforce such incapacity other than a eriminal prosecu-
tion.

4. When a solicitor or other person lawfnlly acting
as agent for any party to an election petition respecting
any election has not taken any part or been concerned
in such election the Committee of Elections and Quali-
fications shall not be entitled to examine such solicitor
or agent respecting matters which came to his know-
ledge by reason only of his being concerned as solicitor
or agent for a party to such petition.”

On the motion of the PREMIER, the clause
was consequentially amended by the substitution
of the words ‘¢ Elections Tribunal ” for the words
“ Committee of Elections and Qualifications.”

Mr. CHUBB said that if he had read the
clause aright it amounted to this: That when
a witness answered all questions truly, in
the opinion of the tribunal, he obtained a certi-
ficate of indemnity, and was not liable to be
prosecuted ; but if he did not, in the opinion of
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the tribunal, answer all questions put to him
truly, he did net get a certiicate, and
becane liable, It entirely rested with the
tribunal to say whether, in their opinion, the
witness answercd truly all questions put to
him. He recollected the case of a solicitor
naned Iidmonds at home, who was unable to
obtain a certificate of indemnity, because, in the
opinion of the judge, he had not answered all
questions truly, but had prevaricated. The man
was subsequently tried and convicted, and
received very severe punishment. A witness
might have answered truly, but the tribuual
might not think that he did so, and, though
they could comnpel him to answer all questions,
they might not give him a certificate of
indemnity. A stupid witness might, to the best
of his ability, answer all questions truly, but in
such a way as to give the tribunal the opinion
that he had not made a clean breast of the case ;
and if they did not give him a certificate, under
the circumstances, he might be tried for perjury
or any other offence which the certificate would
cover, Tt was quite a new law tointroduce here,
and had been very severely commented upon in
England.

The PREMIER said he had never heard of
any objection having been made to that clause.
It had been in force for a very long time in
England in cases of inquiry info corrupt jrac-
tices. Until lately it had been the custom to
appoint special commissioners to deal with such
matters, and the commissioners had to certify
whether a witness told the truth. If they certi-
fied that a witness had done so the witness was
indemnified. Without a provision of that kind
a person might decline to give evidence because
it would criminate himself, and the consequence
would be that they would get no evidence. It
would be the same as it was under the Land
Act of 1868, under which it was not possible
to obtain evidence, because every man who
knew enough to give evidence was liable to be
indicted. The provision under consideration
was really necessary if the enactments against
corrupt practices were to be seriously put in
force. As to how they were to protect a man
who told the truth, he could not see any better
way than by providing that he should receive a
certificate from the Elections Tribunal. A pro-
vision of that kind was essentially necessary if
corrupt practices were to be found out.

Mr. ARCHER said he thought that in a
court of law a witness was exempt from giving
evidence that might criminate himself. Was it
not a fact that he could refrain from giving such
evidence? Under such circumstances, of course,
no man would answer a criminating question ;
he would, at all events, try to screen himself as
much as possible. The 3rd subsection of the
clanse under discussion stated that that section
should not be taken to relieve a person receiving
a certificate of indemmity from any incapacity
under that Bill, or from any proceeding to
enforce such incapacity other than a criminal
prosecution. In his opinion the clause would
have the effect of really preventing the trmth
being known, which was the thing they parti-
cularly wanted to know.

The PREMIER sald he was quite certain
that it would have the very opposite effect.

Mr. ARCHER : In what way?

The PREMIER : Because the only way aman
could save himself was by telling the truth. If
he toid lies he could be prosecuted for perjury.
If he told the truth he could not be prosecuted
in any way; he might have been guilty of the
grossest corruption, but ke could not be pro-
secuted. In thatrespect the provision was much
more merciful than the law in reference to insol-
vency. Under the Insolvency Act a man was
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compelled to answer questions put to him, and
the evidence he gave could be used against him.
There was nothing in the clause before the Comn-
mittee inconsistent with the principles of natural
justice. He thought it was a very merciful
provision.

The Hox. Stz T, McIWRAITH said he did
not think that what the Premier had said
was a correct statement of the case. The
hon. gentleman said that the only safety
for a man was to tell the truth, whereas
the only safety a man had was that he
got a eertificate from the Hlections Tribunal
that he had told the truth, That was a very
different thing. The witness might answer
fairly what he considered to be the truth, and
yvet might not answer truly, and in_ that case
he might bhe refused a certificate. He (Sir T,
MecIlwraith) thought the clause ought to read
that if a man answered fairly—that was, if he
gave his evidence fairly—he ought to be entitled
to a certificate ; not if he gave it truly, because
that was entirelv a matter of opinion of
the Elections Tribunal. Of ecourse, the other
thing was also a matter of opinion; but, as he
had pointed out, it could be easily understood
that a man, in answering truly according to his
lights, might be actually telling an untruth.

The PREMIER said he did not think any
better definition could be given. Supposing a
man answered falsely, and it was proved to
be false, why should he be protected? What
assistance had he given to doing right? The
idea of the clause was that if a man, having done
wrong, was willing to repair it as far as he could
by telling the truth he should be protected.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH : But take
the case of a man who has not told the truth,
and who has not answered, as far as he is aware,
falsely.

The PREMIER said a man might answer, ‘I
do not remnember,” but he should not say that
that man answered truly, and he should certainly
not give him a certificate. Any president of a
tribunal could tell whether a witness was
answering truly or whether he was trying to
deceive. He felt the more confidencein the clause,
because it had been the law in Great Britain for
a number of years, and had resulted in a great
deal of good.

Amendment put and passed; and clause, as
amended, carried.

On clause 116, as follows :—

‘“"The Committes of Elections and Qualifications,
when reporting that certain persons have been guilty
of any corrupt or illegal practice, shall report whether
those persons have or not been furnished with cer-
tificates of indemnity; and such report shall be laid
before the Attorney-General, accompanied with the
evidenee on which sueh report was based, with & view
to his instituting or airecting a prosecution against
such persons as have not received certificates of indem-
nity, if the evidence is, in his opinion, sufficient to
support a prosecution.”

On the motion of the PREMIXR, the 1st
line of the clause was amended by the substitu-
tion of the words * Elections Tribunal ” for the
words ¢ Committee of Klections and Qualifica-
tions,”

Mr. CHUBDB said it might happen at some
time that there might not be such an officer as an
Attorney-General. Provision was made for the
appointient in his place of a Minister of Justice,
and if that should happen the result might be
rather awkward.,

The PREMIER said the Act which provided
for a Minister of Justice also provided that the
Minister of Justice should perform all the duties
that were cast upon the Attorney-General by
any Act of Parliament, so that no inconvenience
coyld result from it,
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Clause passed with two further verbal amend-
ments.

Clauses 117, 118, and 119 passed as printed.

On clause 120, as follows :—

“ Every police magistrate, clevk of petty sessions, or
officer or member of the Police TForce, who, during the
time he continues in such office, by word, message,
writing, or in any other manner endeavours to persuade
any elector to give, or dissuade any elector froin giving,
his vote for any candidate, or endeavours to persuade
or induce any elector to refrain from voting at any
election, shall forfeit the swn of one hundred pounds,
to be recovered by any person who shall sue for the
same without collusion within six months aftcr the
commission of the offence”—

Mr. PALMER asked if the forfeiture of £100
was absolute, or whether it might be any sum up
to and not more than £1007

The PREMIER said the forfeiture of £100 was
absolute, and the amount might be recovered by
action. If any person brought an action the
amount went to the informer. It was not a fine ;
it Wé\s a very common provision in cases of that
kind.

Mr. SHERIDAN said he could not see why
police magistrates or clerks of petty sessions
should be prevented any more than any other
members of the Public Service from interfering
with election matters. He was of opinion that
it would be better for the whole service if no Civil
servant had the privilege of voting, but he could
not see whythose particularofficers should be spe-
cially picked out. Informeryearsthe police magis-
trates had control of the Police Force, but they
had nothing to do with the police now, nor had
the clerks of petty sessions, As a rulethey were
selected because of their respectability and in-
telligence, and because they were what were
known as gentlemen ; and he could not under-
stand why they should be placed in that awk-
ward position.

The Hown. Sik T. McILWRAITH said it
seemed to him that the clause was one which had
slipped in without any consideration. It was
called ‘° A penalty for undue influence by public
officers ” in the side-note, but it was nothing of
the kind ; all officers except police magistrates
and the police might do as they liked. Where
was the undue influence ? Why should not a
policeman or a police magistrate express his
opinion about a candidate? That was not undue
influence, The clause defining undue influence
said that a man would be guilty of it if he—

«“Malkes use of or threatens to make use of any force,
violence, or restraint, or intlicts or threatens to inflict,
by himself or any other person, any temporal or spiritnal
injury, damage, or harin, or loss upon or against, or does
or threatens to do, any detriment to, any person,” ete.
Under the present clause an expression of opinion
by a public officer that A was a better man than
B would be sufficient to bring punishment on
him. It was ridiculous to single out a particular
section of the community and prevent them from
expressing their opinion. A police magistrate
should have perfect liberty to express his opinion
privately : of course if he did it in public they
could take hold of him,

The PREMIER said those officers were ex-
cluded from voting ; and there was just the same
objection to their taking part in an election, by
inciting others to vote against, or for, any par-
ticular candidate. Nothing could be more
indecent than for a police magistrate or police-
man to go about canvassing for a candidate ; but
he had heard of its being done. That clause had
been law for a long time, and he thought it was
a very salutary law.

Mr. NORTON said the clause went very
much beyond canvassing. If a police magistrate
or police officer expressed his opinion to a friend
who had asked his advice—even if they were
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both of the same political party—he would come
within the operation of the clause. The clause
might have been aimed at canvassing, but it
went a great deal further.

The PREMIER said the intention of the
clause was to prevent them from interfering
with elections at all ; they were neither to vote
nor interfere.

Mr. SHERIDAN said it was quite trne it
was a very old provision, and it was quite
time to replace it by a new one. He noticed
that there was an appeal in certain cases
to distriet court judges; and why should not
the rule be made to apply to them and to the
judges of the Supreme Court, and all the officers
of the courts? They were in exactly a relative
position to police magistrates, and if the rule
applied to the one it should apply with equal
force to the other—in fact, to the whole of the
Civil Service.

Mr. HAMILTON said that if the clause were
passed it would prevent a police magistrate
expressing his opinion of a candidate either
privately or publicly, because that could De
construed into an attempt to persuade an elector
to vote in aparticular way. The Premier had said
that it would be indecent for him to do so, but
it would be just as indecent for any other public
servant, yet no others were mentioned. He did
not see why the rule should be applied to one
branch of the Civil Service alone.

Mr. ANNEAR said he hoped the Premier
would make it apply to all public officers. There
were returning officers in the different electorates
of the colony, and he maintained that no Civil
servant should be called in to take part in an
election. He knew that in Maryborough a very
prominent Civil servant was called in to be poll-
clerk, and he took a very prominent part in the
election. He went so far as to pay one man’s
fare to leave the town, in the event that if he
remained in the town and voted for him (Mr.
Annear) he would be sacked, Heknew that was
true, and he could prove it any time. He did not
see why a police magistrate should be excluded.
He would as soon trust the police magistrate of
Maryborough as any man, yet the clause pro-
vided that police magistrates should be excluded.
It was not right for any Civil servant to take
part in an election in a prominent way. He
would go so far as to give the police a vote. He
would not be frightened to see everyone in the
colony twenty-one years of age exercise a vote at
election time.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said there
was no doubt that in previous discussions on the
Bill they had entered fully into the question
whether the police should have a vote or not.
Tt had been decided by a narrow majority that
the police should not have a vote ; and that was
decided on the ground that the police, being the
peace-keepers on the day of an election, would
have their blood roused by being participators
in the voting. There might be a little said in
favour of that, but the question now was a very
different one. An additional disqualification
was declared, and they were asked now to give
any scoundrel the right of recovering a £100
penalty from a man who simply wrote an
expression of opinion as to the fitness of a candi-
date. Not only did they attack the police—who
were the only people disqualified previously—but
they now proposed to prohibit police magistrates
and clerks of petty sessions from voting. Wasthat
not really ridiculous, especially in a eountry where
influence of any kind was so little used, and
more especially not by police magistrates! The
clause, he was convinced, would be thoroughly
inoperative, and it suggested an insult to a
portion of the community who certainly did not
deserve it,
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The PREMIER said the clause was nothing
new. All police magistrates and police officers
accepted their offices under those conditions, and
he did not see why the conditions should be
withdrawn. The Sth clause dealt with mem-
bers of the Police Force, and the 4l1st
section dealt with police magistrates and clerks
of petty sessions. Their names might be on
the electoral rolls, because it was sometimes
convenient to make those gentlemen returning
officers, but they were not allowed to vote,
according to the present law, except for the
purpose of giving a casting vote, and they were
prohibited from influencing electors to vote for
other people.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRATITH : No part
of the Bill has taken away the right to vote of
police magistrates.

The PREMIKR : Yes; section 41,

The Hon., S T. McILWRAITH said that
clause did not take the right away. It only
referred to cases where the police magistrates
were returning officers.

The PREMIER sald clause 41 provided
that police magistrates and clerks of petty
sessions should not vote unless they were retwim-
ing officers and had to give a casting vote. They
had never been allowed to have votes in these
colonies.

Mr. SHERIDAN said that supposing the
policemagistrate at Maryborough wasa freeholder
in Brisbane, was he prohibited from voting?

The PREMIER : Yes.

Mre. HAMILTON said there was something
very algerine in providing that a British subject
was liable to a penalty of £100 for exercising his
liberty as a subject—for simply saying whether
he considered a man a desirable man or not to
represent him in Parliament. As the member
for Maryborough said, if the clause applied to
one branch of the service it should apply to all
branches. It was quite as indecent for the Civil
servants belonging to any other branch of the
service to express their opinions as it was for the
police magistrates.

The Hox. Sir 1. McILWRAITH said that
if the construction the Premier had put upon
clause 41 had been understood to be the proper
construction when the clause was passed he
did not think it would have passed. The dis-
qualification of electors was given in clause 8,
and there police officers and police were dis-
qualified, but police magistrates and clerks of
petty sessions were allowed to have their names
on the roll. Special provision was made, but
apparently onlytobe allowed to apply when there
was any occasion for those men giving a casting
vote. No doubt that was a section from the
old Act, but that was no reason why the law
should not be amended now. He believed they
had no right whatever to exclude a certain
portion of the community from their right
to vote, and no special reason could be
given why police magistrates or police should
be liable to an action as intimated in clause
120. It was cuite evident that the Premier,
in drafting the Bill, had put a different con-
struction on the clause to that which it
bore, because he put in the marginal note
that the clause was to provide against undue
influence exercised by public officers; but the
clause struck at influence that might not be
undue. He did not think it was undue influence
for apoliceman or a police magistrate to express
his opinion to a friend, either by word of mouth
orin writing, and those unfortunate men would
not need to go canvassing in order to come under
the operation of the clause. Iven if they ex-
pressed an opinion as to the merits of a candidate

[22 SEPTEMBER.]

-respect.

Elections Bill. 789

they would be rendered liable to a penalty of
£100. That he was sure was not meant. The
penalty provided was against influence of any
sort, and it was provided, not against all public
officers, but only a very small section of them.

The PREMIER said he thought the provision
was a very excellent one¢. A police magistrate
was a local judge, and it was of the greatest
iinportance that he should be impartial, and be
considered to be impartial. If he was allowed
to take part in elections his influence for good
was gone. Personally, he should consider a police
magistrate worthy of being dismissed if he
took & prominent part in elections. The provi-
sion as it stood existed under the old Act, and
he saw no reason whatever for making an altera-
tion.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said he did
not think there was a memberof the Committee
who did not agree with the Premier in condemn-
ing the action of police magistrates or Civil
servants generally in taking a prominent part
at elections ; but the clause touched the private
lives of police magistrates and clerks of petty
sessions, who, according to it, would De
liable to a fine of £100 for endeavouring to
persuade electors from giving a vote or influen-
¢ing the giving of a vote. Expressing an opinion
on the eligibility of any of the candidates
would be quite sufficient under the clause to
render him liable to a penalty of £100.
Why should that be so? There was no reason
for it. Public opinion demanded that police
magistrates should not take part in elec-
tions. No Government could afford to keep a
police magistrate in his position who did take
an active part in elections, Therefore they had
at present all the good they desired in that
respect, and why go further and cast an unneces-
sary slur upon police magistrates by inserting a
clause of that kind?

The COLONTAL TREASURER said one
would imagine that the clause was a new one that
had been introduced.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH: I have
just said it was not. You need not try to instruct
me in that way.

The COLONIAL TREASURER said he pre-
sumed that he was quite as much at liberty as
the hon. gentleman to express his opinion, and
certainly he had not taken up so much of the
time of the Committee in discussing the question,
He did not see that there was any practical
bearing in the amendment sought to be intro-
duced by the hon. member for Mulgrave. In
the past they had heard no complaints about the
disadvantages to the police through the clause
being in the present Act. If they had some
proof before them that the Police Force were
placed at great” disadvantages, or that police
magistrates suffered grave disabilities by the ex-
istence of the clause in the present Act, he could
quite understand the contention of the hon.
gentleman in endeavouring to have i eliminated ;
but he did not think he (Sir T. Mecllwraith)
could lay his finger on a single case of the kind.
He (the Colonial Treasurer)held that it was very
desirable that police magistrates and the Police
Force should be relieved of all suspicion or chance
of being considered private canvassing agents.
Hitherto they had been relieved from that equi-
voeal position, and he thought it would be a very
unwise thing to alter their condition in that
Tt was, he considered, a fortunate thing
for them that they were kept out of the arena of
politics.

The Howx. J. M. MACROSSAN said the con-
tention of the hon. gentleman who had just sat
down was one of the old stock arguments used
arainst the extension of the franchise — that
people did not desire it, fand did not suffer any
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wrong by not being allowed to exercise it. In
the same way the hon. gentleman now argued,
that because the police did not complain there-
fore they did not suffer uhder their present dis-
abilities. He (Hon. Mr. Macrossan) did not know
whether they complained or not; but he never
could see why police magistrates and policemen
should be prevented from voting. A man did
not give up all rights of citizenship because he
became a policeman. He (Hon. Mr. Mac-
rossan) did not quite believe in Civil servants
voting, but he contended that they should
malke no distinction—that if they were going
to keep the police disfranchised they should
disfranchise all Civil servants—place them all on
the same footing. Now, not only would a police-
man be disfranchised, but by the clause before
the Committee he would be prevented from
expressing his opinion on an election, That was
rathera tyrannical way of dealing with the police;
and yet the hon. gentleman said as they did not
complain that therefore they suffered no wrong.
If they did complain perhaps they would not be
policemen very long.

Mr. HAMILTON said it appeared to him
that the clause had too much of the Russian
aspect about it. He had noticed that their legis-
lation had that tendency at the present time.
The only justification for the clause was that no
police magistrate should be allowed to canvass at
an election ; and if he did canvass he should be
punished. That was perfectly right, and let them
make some provision by which police magistrates
and clerks of petty sesstons should be punished for
so doing ; but the clause went further, and practi-
cally closed the mouth of a police magistrate or
clerk of petty sessions from expressing his opinion
privately, publicly, or in any other way, with
regard to a candidate. It had not been shown
that it was justifiable to punish such an officer
for expressing his opinion simply in regard to the
merits or demerits of a candidate. If it was
considered desirable to punish him for canvassing
at an election let them render that a punishable
offence, but not prevent a man from even
expressing his opinion, and exercising that liberty
of speech which every colonist should be allowed
to exercise.

Mr. MACFARLANE said it appeared that
the objection to the clause on the other side of
the Committee was to not allowing police magis-
strates and clerks of petty sessions to express
their opinions, and he thought that objection
would be met by leaving out the words ““by word,
message, writing, or in any other wanner.” If
that amendment were made it would still be quite
possible to detect and punish any person who tried
to dissuade or persuade electors, or in any other
way to affect the result of an election.

Clause, as amended, put; and the Committee
divided :—

Avis, 18,

Messrs, Rutledge. Miles, Griffitl,. Dickson, Dintton,
Moreton, Bailey, 'oote, Mellor, Isumbert, Jordan, White,
McMaster, Wakefleld, Beattie, Macfarlave. Salkeld, and
Groowm,

Nows, 12,

Sir T. MeIlwraith, 3fes . Areher, Chubh, Norten,
Sheridan. Annecar. Ilamilton, Macrossan, Lissner, Govett,
Palmer, and Ferguson.

Question resolved in the atfirmative.
On clause 121—

1. Bvery returning officer who, after having accepted
office as such, wilfully neglects or refuses to perform
any of the duties which by the provisions of {his Aet he
is required to perforin shallfor every such offence forfeit
and pay a sum not exceeding two iundred pounds.

2. Fvery justico, presiding officer, or other oflicer or
person who wilfully neglects or refuses to perform any
of the dutics which Dby the provisions of this Act he is
required to perform shall for evi steh offence forfeit
and pay any sum not execeding fifty pounds.
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¢ 3. Such penalties may be recovered, with full costs
of suit, by the first person who shall sue for the same,
without collusion, within six months after the com-
mission of the offence. Provided that the Governor in
Council 1may mitjigate or wholly remit any such penalty
or forfeiture.”

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRATITH said there
was no change in the law as it stood at present,
but he had always thought it very hard upon
the returning ofticer, and it was not making the
position very acceptable to uny members of the
community except those whom the Government
forced to accept it. A great many duties were
placed upon the returning officer, for which he
was paid nothing. If he did not do his duty he
was liable to a fine, while the work was entirely
honorary.

The PREMIER: It is considered a great
honour.

The Howv. Stk T. McILWRAITH said the
result was that in three-fourths of the constitu-
encies the Government had to enforce the
appointments. Under the clause he was suie
they would get no man with a knowledge of his
responsibility to accept the office.

The PREMIER said that was not his expe-
rience. If a man took the office there must be
some punishment if he wilfully neglected or
refused to do his duty. The only mistake in the
clause was that the punishment was not severe
enough. If all the returning officers refused to
do their duty it would be extremely inconvenient,
and there would be a breakdown somewhere.
The returning officers need not take the office
unless they liked.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRATITH said the
clause would exclude good men from the office.
There was neither emolument nor honour
attached to the office, and the Government would
have to confine the duty to police magistrates.

Clause put and passed.

On clause 122, as follows :—

“Tvery presiding officer or other person who places or
is privy to placing in a bhallot-hox a ballot-paper which
hias not heen lawfully handed to and marked by an
elector, shall he guilty of felony, and shall be liable on
conviction to be kept in penal servitude for any perviod
not exceeding seven years aud not less than two yeuars,
or to be imprisouned for any term not exceeding two
years with or withouthard labour. Proofthata greater
nwmber of ballot-papers is found in a hallot-hox, or is
returned by a presiding oflicer as having been received
at w polling place. than the mumnber of electors who
voted at such polling place, shall be pirimd facie evidence
that the presiding ofticer at such polling-place wus
guilty of an offenee aguinst this section.”

The Hon. Stk T. McILWRAITH said that
was another fancy clause.

The PREMIER : Tt is a very nice clause.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRATITH said it was
very stupid in some of its provisions. It was
provided in clause 62 that the returning officer
or presiding officer should make a mark against
the name of any individual who had voted, and
in the case of a scrutiny that was to be primd
Facie evidence that that person had voted, so that
the proof of how many persons voted was to
be furnished to the Klections Tribunal by the
returning officer. The clause before them

provided that proof of a greater number of
papers being found in the ballot-box than
there were electors should Dbe primd facic

evidence that the presiding ofticer at such a place
was guilty of an offence. He would only have
to make the number of ticks correspond with the
number of names on the roll, and he would be
clear, What was the use of making a clause
when a man had the evidence in his own hands?
The PREMIER said the mark placed against
the name on the roll was primd facie evidence of
a man having voted, just as the number of
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papers in the hallot-box was primd facic evi-
dence of it. There was the case of California
Guily where there were only ten people present
and over 100 ballot-papers in the box. By the
clause the presiding officer could be convicted,
and very properly so.

The Hown. J. M. MACROSSAN: And get

seven years’ penal servitude ?

The PREMIER said it would not be a bit too
much. A man who was proved guilty deserved
all that.

Mr. NORTON said there was one amendment
which might be made. It was possible that
people might put papers into the Hhox unknown to
the presiding officer, who in such a case could
hardly be held responsible. That might be met
by inserting after the word “papers,” in the
12th line, the words ¢ initialed by the presiding
officer.” That would be a protection to the pre-
siding officer.

The PREMIER said that would necessitate
the proof of his handwriting on every paper, and
render a prosecution impossible. The presiding
officer should see that no papers were putin
without hisknowledge. Of course no harm could
be done, because the papers would all be rejected
by the returning officer.

Mr. HAMILTON said the clause was very
desirable. At the same time, the instance adduced
by the Premier in proof of its necessity was not
a very happy one. The persons accused of
stuffing the ballot-hox at California Gully were
tried and dischareed, in spite of the efferts of the
Government to prove them guilty. Dut the
returning officer at Mulgar, who stuffed the Lioxes
on behalf of the Government candidate, was tried
and found guilty.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRAITH said the
Premier had missed the point of his objection.
In a cagse of stuffing the bhallot-box, suppose the
criminal to be the presiding otficer: he knew
how many false ballot-papers there were, and on
the list before him he would merely put so many
more ticks to make the number correspond
with the number of papers in the ballot-box. In
that case, where the presiding officer was the
real criminal, there would be no primd facie
evidence against him; but suppose he was not
the criminal, and that somebody else stuffed
the box, then, according to the clause, there
would be primd facic evidence against him. So
that the fact of his not being the criminal was
the only reason for there being any primd facie
evidence against him, and that was ridiculous.

The PREMIER said the hon. gentleman
did not distinguish between the meaning of
primd  facie evidence and the meaning of
exclusive evidence. The number of names
ticked off being the same as the number of
ballot-papers was primd facic evidence in favour
of the presiding officer, but it was neither exclu-
sive nor conclusive evidence. If he had not
ticked off an equal number of names it would
be very good evidence against him; but if he
had ticked them off it would be primd facie
evidence in his favour, and he would have to be
proved guilty by substantial evidence.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRAITH said he
admitted there was primad facie evidence against
someone, but it was not against the presiding
officer.

The PREMIER said the presiding officer was
in charge of the ballot-box. Tf the box were
stuffed with papers bearing his initials, was it
not prind faeic evidence against him?  Nothing
was said about initials, because that would
necessitute the calling of witnesses to prove the
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handwriting of the presiding officer, Those
papers which were not initialed were rejected,
and no prosecution could take place with regard
to them.

Clause put and passed.

On clause 123, as follows :—

“Every person who wilfully misleads any electoral
registrar in the comnpilation or preparation of any list,
or who wilfully inserts or canses to be inserted therein
any false or fictitions name or qualification. shall on
suminary conviction of any such offence be liahle to a
penalty not exceeding twenty pounds, or to be im-
prisoned for any period not exceeding three months,”

Mr. BEATTIE said the clause was necessary,
but there was one phase of the question not
taken into consideration—no provision was made
in regard to the omission of names from the lists.
That had been the subject of complaint in nost
electorates. He did not know by whom names
were left off, but he knew of people who had been
freeholders in the electorates about Brisbane for
the last twenty years, and who had been con-
stantly on the roll, a good many of whose
names had been omitted during the present
year. Provision should be made, when the
electoral registrar received incorrect informa-
tion from individuals depriving men entitled
to be placed on the roll of their votes by having
their names struck off, for the punishment of
those individuals.

The PREMIER said the case referred to was
provided for by the 119th section. He did not
understand how those things had been donc
lately ; because under the present law notice had
to be given, in orderto give the persons interested
an opportunity of showing that they were not
disqualified.

Mr. BEATTIE said he did not bring any
charge against the registrars, because he believed
they were honourable men. The wrong was done
by somebody else, and they wanted to tind out
by whom it was done. He had often thought it
was a mistake on the part of the returning officer
in making up his lists

Clause put and passed.

Clause 124—*TFalse answers punishable as
misdemeanour”—put and passed.

The PREMIER moved the following new
clause, to follow clause 124 as passed :—
1. Every returning officer, presiding ofticer, poll-
clerk, serutineer, or other person, who know-
ingly and wilfully nnfastens the told upon o
ballot-paper within which the number of an
elector is written, wuless he is by the lawful
command of some cowpetent court or other
tribunal reguired so to do; and
2. Lvery returning officer, presiding officer, poll-
clerk, or serutineer who attempts to asecrtain
or discover, or directly or indirectly aids in
axcertaining or discovering the person for whom
any vote is given, except in the case of a
person voting openly, or wlho, having in the
exereise of his oflice obtained knowledge of the
person for whom any elector has voted, discloses
sueh knowledge unless in answer to some ques-
tion put in the course of procecdings hofore
some competent court or other tribunal;
shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and on convietion
thercof shall he liable to imprisoninent for any tcrm
not exceeding two years, with or without hard labour.

Mr. CHUBB said he wished to draw the
attention of the Premier to a matter he had
mentioned the other night, to provide against a
recurrence of such a case as the Burnett case at
the last election. He wished to prohibit any-
body but the voter from marking the ballot-
paper. He did not think the new clause pro-
vided for that., What he wanted was to put
words into the new section making it an offence
for any person other than the voter to mark a

m
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ballot-paper. e proposed to add the following
words after the 2nd subsection :—
And—

3. Every returning officer, presiding officer, poll-
clerk, or serutineer, who places upon a bhallot-
paper any mark or writing not authorised by
this Aet.

The PREMIER said he had no objection to
the amendment.

Amendment agreed to; and new clause, as
amended, put and passed.

Clauses 125 and 126—¢ Penalty for breaking
seal of or opening parcel or packet,” and *Pro-
secution on summary conviction and appeal to
distriet court "—passed as printed.

The PREMIER said that two or three times
during the progress of the Bill attention was
called to the unsatisfactory state of the existing
electoral rolls, and he was asked——he thought
first by the hon, member for Townsville—whether
some scheme of purging and purifying the rolls
might not be introduced into the Bill. There
was no doubt that for many years past the rolls

had been in an unsatisfactory state, and
required purging. He knew that in some

cases there were from 500 to 600 persons
on a roll whoe had ceased to be qualified—
who were either dead or had gone away from
the district. The present would be a convenient
time to adopt some plan for purging the rolls, if
it was done at all, because in all probability the
House would be called upon, after next year, in
which the census would be taken, to consider a
Redistribution Bill. In view of that it was
particularly desirable that the rolls should be
purified. He did not recognise the number of
electors as the proper test in a wmatter of
that kind, but it would be useful information
at any rate. After the redistribution ineasure
was passed fresh volls would have to be com-
piled from the existing ones for the new elec-
toral districts, and it was therefore specially
desirable that the rolls should be put in a
satisfactory condition next year. As he had
promised, he had given the matter his best con-
sideration with his colleagues, and had prepared
amendments, of which he had given notice, and
which he thought would carry out that object
as conveniently as could very well be done. At
the present time the electoral registrar, who was
the clerk of petty sessions, was supposed to leave
off the roll the names of persons who he knew
were disqualified or had left the district. He
(the Premier) supposed that the persons whom
the registrar did not know were more numerous
than those he did know. However, the registrar
frequently omitted toleave names off, and the pro-
cedure went on from year to year, until in some
cases, as he had said, there were hundreds of
names on the roll which ought not to be there.
The scheme that he suggested was that next
year—in May, or three months before the time for
the compiling of the roll, which would take place
in August—the electoral registrar should send out
a notice and a form of claim made out in the
manner prescribed by the Bill, and with full
directions for filling it up, to every elector, telling
him to fill up the form and return it before
the 1st of August, otherwise his name would be
left off the roll.  That claim after being filled up
might be returned post-free by the elector. If
an elector failed to send back the claim his
name would be omitted from the roll unless
the registrar knew of his own personal know-
ledge that the elector possessed the necessary
qualification, or unless somebody who knew him
made a solemnn declaration to that effect. When a
person signified by making a claim what were his
qualifications, or somebody who knew made a
declaration that he possessed the requisite quali-
fications his name would be put on the list.

&
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Then, when the revision court sat next year, the
court would look at the claims, and question
the registrar as to electors put on of his own
knowledge ; and if it appeared that any of them
were not qualified, the names would be left off
the list. When the list was made up, if, after a
claim had been sent in to the registrar, a man
died or was otherwise disqualified, a mark would
be put opposite his name, as in other cases.
Only those proved to be permanently entitled to
vote would be put on the roll. He could not
think of a better plan than that. It was better
than going round collecting names, a plan which
had been tried and had not been very successful ;
but if any hon. member could suggest a better
scheme he would be glad. As far as he could
see at present, that which he proposed was
the best that could be devised under the
circumstances. It might be objected that a
person might not receive the notice sent to him,
and his claim might therefore not be sent in ;
but he would point out that the revision court
would meet in the month of November following,
and that persons left off would not only have
the opportunity of sending in their claims to
the registrar, but would still have to the fivst
Tuesday in October to send in their claims for
registration if their names were omitted from
the list, so that if any trouble was taken by
anybody to see what names were not on the list
there would be no difficulty in that respect. He
believed the scheme was as fair a one as could be
devised, and that it would be productive of very
great good. It was especially desirable that a
scheme of that kind should be adopted now, for
the reasons he had already mentioned. It would
be inconvenient to rush the matter just before a
general election, and it was desirable that it
should be arranged as soon as possible. He
would be pleased if the scheme met with the
approval of the Committee. Of course, the
provisions were only temporary. He moved
%1&‘5 the following new clause stand part of the
il - —

Parr VIIL—TEMPORARY PROVISIONS,

In the month of May, one thousand eight hundred
and eight-six, cvery electoral registrar shall send by
post to every person whose name appears on  any
annnal electoral roil then in foree as an elector for
any clectoral district or division for which such electoral
registrar is registrar, at the address of such electlor, so
far as the registrar can ascertain it, 4 notice in the form
hereinafter set forth, together with a form of elaim in
the forn hercinbetore preseribed. The unotice shall be
also accompained by an envelope having written or
printed thereon the words “the electoral registrar for
the distriet of at ,? naming the district
for which and the place at which the electoral registrar
acts.

The notiec shall he in the following form or to the
like effect :—

To A.B., of .

Yow are hereby required to fill up the enclosed form
of claim in such a manner as to show your qualilication
as an elector for the electoral district of and
to send it to me before the fivst day of August next.

The elaim may he posted in the enclosed envelope at
any time hefore the first of August next without any
stamyp being required.

If you do not send the claim before that day your
nawe will be omitted from the electoral roli.

C.D.,
Electoral Registrar for the Ilectoral District of

Any envelope directed as aforesaid or to the like effcet
shall, if posted at any time hefore the first day of August
at any post office, he forwarded to the electoral registrar
to whowm it is directed free of postage stamps.

The How. Stz T. McILWRAITH said he
thought the clause proposed by the Premier
would meet the deficiency in the Bill pointed
out by the hon. member for Townsville, The
only point he was anxious about was the pro-
vision which allowed the clectoral registrar to put
on the electoral list the names of persons who,
of his own knowledge, were entitled to regis-
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tration. For his part he did not see why
an electoral registrar should be put in a
position to do a thing which could not be
done by any other individual excepte upon
proof, or by making a solemn declaration that he
knew the person whose name was proposed to be
put on the roll had the necessary qualification.
There was, no doubt, a provision further on under
which the electoral registrar might be questioned
as to the knowledge on the strength of which
he put the voter’s name on the list, but he
thought the declaration of some person who
knew the facts ought to be perfectly sufficient.
Of course that would not prevent the registrar,
if be knew of any person, say, at home, who
was really entitled to be on the list, from put-
ting the name on it; but any other person
should be allowed to do the same on making
declaration and giving proof. The whole clause
might be considered objectionable on the score
that a large number of persons might, through
abseuce from the colony or other reasons, drop
off the rolls; but that was a very small objec-
tion compared with the advantages that would
result from it. The only objection he had to
it—and it was not a very strong one, although
quite valid—was that the power given to the
registrar should not be extended to others on
making the declaration and giving proof.

The PREMIER said he would say what he
had to say on that point when they cume to the
next clause, which dealt with it.

Mr. PALMER asked what length of time was
allowed for the return of the applications to be
enrolled ?

The PREMIER : Twomonths.

Mr. PALMER said that would be quite
insufficient in very large distriets, especially in
mining districts. For instance, John Smith
might have qualified as a voter for the Cloncurry
two years ago, and was perhaps mining now on
the Ktheridge, and his name might be left off the
list. That would be the case in hundreds of
instances in large districts if only two months
were allowed, He would ,also suggest that the
Premier should cause advertisements to be in-
serted in the local papers calling attention to the
fact that names were being left off the rolls.
‘Without that it would never be known in many
distant places.

The PREMTER said that if two months were
considered too short a time—although he did not
think it was—it could easily be extended by
ingserting “* April” instead of ‘“May.” With
reference to advertisements, they would beissued
from the Colonial Secretary’s Otfice ; and it was
intended, as a matter of administration, to insert
them in the Gazctte and the various local papers
during May and June, calling attention to the
fact that persons must send in their claims.

Mr. PALMER : Can a person afterwards call
and have his name enrolled ?

The PREMIER : If his nameis left off he has
the whole of September to apply to have it put on.

Clause put and passed.

On the following new clause :—

If any elector whose name appears in an annual
electoral roll, and to whom such notice is sent by post,
does not send to the eloetoral registrar before the (ir
day of August, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-
six, a elainl slowing his qualification as an elector, the
electoral registrar shall omit his name from the elec-
toral list ¢compiled by him in that month, unless—

(1) Suneh elector is personally known to the clec-
toral registrar as possessing a gualification as
an clector for the clectoral district; or

(2) Some person, personally acquainted with the
facts, proves by solemn declaration delivercd
to the eleetoral registrar hefore the twentieth
day of August that such clector posse
qualitication as an cleector for the el
district.
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The PREMIER said that with regard to the
objection raised by the hon. member for Mul-
grave it was impossible to lay down an abstract
rule of right and wrong. Tt seemed rather absurd
to leave a man’s name off the list if he was known
to be qualified. Take the case of a large land-
holder in the country, or a large property owner
in Brishane, residing in England—it was known
that they were qualified, because their land was
there. It was nuseless sending their claims to
England, for they would not reach therein time
but why should their names be left off? The
clause certainly gave a considerable power to the
registrar ; but it was not a power that was likely
to be abused.

Mr. BAILEY said the question was not one
of leaving names off the roll, but putting
them on.

The PREMIER: It is a question of not
putting them on,

Mr. BAILEY said it was a great power to
give to the registrar without extending it to
others. The registrar might say he knew
that certain persons ought to be on the roll
whose names had never appeared there. The
clause, as it stood, certainly gave the registrar
an enormoNs power.

Mr. PALMER said the clause seemed very
reasonable indeed. The electoral registrar would
not lay himself open to the pains and penalties
inthe clause which had been previously quoted ;
and it was quite certain he would notleave nanies
on unless he was very well satistied they were
the names of bond fide qualified voters.

Clause passed as printed.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the follow-
ing new clauses were inserted i—

In compiling tha annual list in the month of
August, oune thousand eight hundred and cighty-six,
every electoral registray shall observe the directions in
the last preceding section contained. and shall write
against the nante of every person whose nwme is in-
scrted in suchlist the letter C, X, or D, according as the
name was insorted npon the receipt of a claim from the
elector, or upon the personal knowledge of the electoral
registrar, or upon the solemn deelaration of another
person, respectively.

At every annual registration court held in the yecar
one thousand eight hundred and eighty-six, the court
may call for any claim or declaration received by the
electoral registrar under the provisions of this part of
this Aet, and may cxamine the clectoral registrar as o
his knowledge of the qualification of any clector against
whose name the letter X js sot in the list.

The chairman shall expunge from the list the name
of any person who, upon inspcction of aclaim or declara-
tion, or upon examination of the vegistrar, docs not
appear to the court to be entitled to vote.

Except as herein otherwise provided, the court shall
be guided by the provisions of Part ITL. of this Act.

Execept as by this part of this Act is otherwise pro-
vided, every electoral registrar shall, in eowmpiling the
annual lists for the year one thousand eight hundred
and eighty-six, he guided by the provisions of Part II1L.
of this Act,

On the motion of the PREMIER, the schedule
was amended by the introduction of a third
column, and passed in the following form

i |
|
|

Extent of Repeal.

Nwnber of f Short Title.
Act, |

33 Vic. No. 6 ; The Elections Actof j The whole not ui-
“ 1874 I ready repealed, ex-

| ! cept sections 69,
! L 70, and 71.

43 Vie. No. 3 ‘ The Electoral Rolls; The whole.

i Act of 1879

47 Vie. No. 6 ; The Elections Aet

of 1874 Amend-

ment Act of 1884

“ The whole.

Preamble passed as printed.
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On the motion of the PREMIER, the CHAIR-
AN left the chair, and reported the Bill to the
House with amendments,

The PREMIER said: Mr. Speaker,—As hon.
members are aware, there are some alterations
to be made which will necessitate a recommittal
of the Bill. The amendments are almost entirely
verbal, except one in the 37th clause, of which
notice was given three weeks ago. I therefore
move that you leave the chair for the recommittal
of clauses 1, 4, 5, 37, 63, 74, and 83.

Question put and passed ;
into Committee.

On the motion of the PREMIER, clauses 1
and 4 were verbally amended.

and the House went

On clause b—

The PREMIER moved that the following
addition be made to the clause :—

“ Eleetions Tribunal »—The Comnittee of Blections
and Qualification nstituted under the provi-
sions of the Legislative Assembly Act of 1867, or
sueh other tribunal as may hereafter be created
tor the trial of claction petitious.

Amendment agreed to ; and clause, as amended,
put and passed.

The PREMIER moved that the following
addition be made to clause 37 :(—

The numbering of the names in regular arith-
metieal order as hereinhefore preseribed shall be eon-
tinued throughout the quarterty electoral roll
the nmnber set against the first name appearin
any quarterly roll shall be the nwmber hnmediately
sueceeding ihat which is sel against the last name
appearing on the annual roll or last preceding quarterly
roil, as the casc may he.

Amendment agreed to; and clause, as amended,
put and passed.

On the motion of the PREMIER, clause 65
was amended by the substitution of ¢ “hereinafter”
for ““hereinbefore,” and agreed to.

The PREMIER, in moving that the following
words be added to clause 74 :—

Tvery sueh allot-paper shall he dealt with as herein-
after provided, and may he allowed and counted by order
of tlie Lllections Tribunal on a serutiny, but not other-
Wise—
said that the amendment had been suggested by
the hon. member for Bowen, and its object was
to stote more distinetly than the clause at present
expressed what should be done with ballot-papers
that were set aside for scrutiny.

Amendment agreed to ; and clause, as amended,
put and passed.

Clause 83 was, on motion of the PREMIER,
amended by the substitution of  lections
Tribunal ” for ¢ Comumittee of Elections and
Qualifications of the Legislative Assembly,”
and agreed to.

The PREMIER moved that the Chaivman

leave the chair and report the Bill to the House
with further amendments.

Mr. PALMER asked whether the Act
mentioned in the last line of the schedule—the
Filections Act of 1874 Anendment Aect of 1884
—was entively repealed by the Bill?

The PREMTER said it was entirely repealed,
but it was all re-enacte:d in the Bill.

Question put and passed.
The Houseresumed, and the CHATRMAN reported
the Bill with further amendments.

Thereport was adopted, and the third reading of
the Bill made an Order of the Day for to-morrow.
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Question without Notice.

ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIER said : Mr. Speaker,—I move
that the House do now adjourn. [t is proposed
to-mortow, after the third reading of the Elections
Bill, to go on with the second reading of the
Victoria Bndge Closure Bill, and after that to
proceed with Supply.

Question put and passed.

The House adjourned at eight minutes to 10
o’clock.





