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1490 Question of Procedure.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Friday, 6 November, 1885.

Question of Procedure.—Seizure of the ¢ Forest King.”
—Adjournment.

The SPEAKER took the chair at half-past
3 o’clock.

QUESTION OF PROCEDURE.

The SPEAKER said : It will be in the recol-
lection of hon. members thatin the early part of
the session a question of procedure arose with
regard to what was called the enacting clause of
a Bill. I have already read to the House two
letters T received from the Speaker of the New
South Wales Legislative Assembly, and from the
Speaker of the Victorian Legislative Assembly,
in reference to the words *“ Be it enacted ” at
the commencement of Bills. T informed the
House that I had written also to Sir Erskine
May, with a view of obtaining his decision upon
the subject; and in order that he might have
the full particulars before him, I thought it
necessary to enclose a copy of Hunsard containing
a full report of the debate upon the point, and
also a copy of ““ Votes and Proceedings.” By the
mail yesterday I received Sir Erskine May’s
reply, which I will now read to the House :—

“House of Commons,
“21th September, 1885,

“DEAR SIR,

+It is amusing to find that a matter which has
never excited the least attention in our Parlizinent
should have been the occasion of grave discussion and
controversy in Queensland.

“Imay tell you in a few words how the case stands
in hoth IHouses of Parliament at Westminster. When
there is no preamble to a Bill the clauses are proceeded
with at onece seriatim. As for the formula “Be it
enacted, ete.,” which is an essential part of every Bill,
hut without any enacting force of itself, it is treated
simply as a formula and no question is put upon
it." It was assumed in the debates of your Assembly
that these words must bhe added by the officers of
the House: but this is a misapprehension of the
case. A Bill is ordered to be brought in by certain
members and it is presented accordingly with those
words, of necessity, inserted and printed as part
of the Bill. When the Committee has agreed to all
the clauses, with or withont amendments, as the
case may be, the Chairman is directed to report the
Bill, and he reports the whole Bill accordingly, including
the formula, which has throughout formed part ot
the Bill, and that Bill is afterwards considered by the
House, read a third time, and passed. The authority is
complete and patent from the very beginning,

“You observe that my work is silent upon the sub-
ject—the simple reason being that there was nothing
whatever to say about it.

“With kind regards and all good wishes,

“Iam,
“Yours very truly,
“T. ErsKiNg May.

“The Hon,

“The Speaker, etc., ete.,
“* Brishane.”
In accordance with the opinion of such a high
authority on parliamentary procedure, it will be
my duty—if I have to give a ruling on the point
again—to rule in accordance with the Tmperial
practice.
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SEIZURE OF THE “FOREST KING.”
Mr. MIDGLEY, in moving—

1. That the report of the select committec on the
seizure of the schooner © Forest King,” laid upon the
table of the Ilouse on the 27th instant, be now
adopted.

2. That the Ilouse will, at its next sitting, resolve
itself into a Committee of the Whole to consider of an
address to the Governor, praying that His Excellency
will be pleased to cause provision to be made upon the
Supplementary Estimates for giving effect to therecom-
mendation of such report.

—said : Mr. Speaker,—I quite helieve that this
motion will be approached with different feelings
on the part of hon. members. I supposesome will
feel with regard to it thestrongest antagonism, and
some will feel the strongest disposition tofavourit.
Others will desire the matter to be decided purely
upon its merits; while again others will deal
with it as a party question, and the result as a
party result. I disclaim, Mr. Speaker, any wish
to do or say anything merely for the purpose of
embarrassing the Government; but prefer that
the matter should be fairly and dispassionately
considered, and that party feeling, instead of
running deeper as the evening goes on, may be
somewhat allayed and diminished. Personally,
as the hon. member for Balonne said last even-
ing, I shall be very glad to have the thing
finished and decided. Members of the
Committee are aware that the report of the
select committee into the alleged wrongful
seizure of the “‘Forest Xing” contains a
series of papers in reference to the affair.
We have first of all an account of the
proceedings in the Vice-Admiralty Court and
the summing up and decision of the judge.
Then we have the report of the Royal Commis-
sion appointed by the Government to inquire
into the manner in which these islanders, brought
by different vessels from different islands, were
obtained. Then we have the report of the
select committee appointed by this House, in
September last, to inquire into this matter and
report to the House. The constitution of that
committee was such as ought to ensure for it the
conclusion on the part of the House, that it
would act fairly in the matter. There were
members on it from both sides of the House—
members in favour of kanaka labour and members
strongly opposed toit. The majority of the mem-
bers of the gommittee were upon this side of the
House. The committee as finally constituted
consisted of Mr. Aland, Mr. Foote, Mr. Wake-
field, and myself from this side of the House,
and Mr. Ferguson, Mr. Stevens, and Mr.
Donaldson from the other side. We had some
ten meetings at which a good deal of evidence
was taken—much of it evidence that had really
been taken before elsewhere ; and after careful
consideration we came to the conclusion embodied
in our report to the House. I shall be troubled
with one thought this afternoon, and that is
the fear of detaining the House too long. I be-
lieve in brevity, and yet it is almost impossible
to treat this subject with anything like brevity ;
nor do I think that everything should be sacri-
ficed, in a matter of this kind, to the one con-
sideration of brevity. I will be as brief as I
possibly can in stating the case as reported by
the committee. In order to do this it will be
necessary for me to give, first of all, a hurried
history of the voyage of this vessel, the ° Forest
King.” She left the port of Brisbane on the
17th  of May, 1884, after having been duly
equipped and prepared for her voyage in the
particular business in which she was engaged.
She had on board a Government agent selected
and approved by the Queensland (Government.
She wag, I think, the first vessel that sailed
under the Polynesian Act of 1884, which
Act contained new and more rigid provisions
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with regard to the manner in which this trade
should be conducted. The owner of the ship,
Samuel Hodgson, had been engaged in this trade
about two years. This was the third trip of
the “JForest King.” She was captained on
this voyage by Captain Dickson, a man who had
been engaged about ten years in the Pacific
Island labour trade. He had been a considerable
number of voyages before this; he had been
twelve voyages in one vessel, the *‘May Queen,”
and had been with four or five Government
agents. Duringall thattimne there had been nothing
reported to his disadvantage. 1 donotknow what
value hon. members may attach to this, but some
degree of value is attached to evidence of this
kind in a court of justice. If there is no record
against a man in his previous career that is
frequently considered something in his favour
when he Is charged with wrong-doing; if there
is anything of official record to his disadvantage
that 1s justly considered in the trial of the man.
During all these voyages made by Captain Dick-
son he seems to have conducted himself as a
captain of a labour ship should. At any rate
there is no evidence—no record—of anything to
the contrary. The Government agent on this
occasion was a man named John Thompson, a
man who, judging by his manner and demeanour
before the select committee, was as good a man
as could possibly he fouud to ocecupy that
peculiar, difficult, and not altogether safe position.
He was a man who gave his evidenes in a
prompt, manly, straightforward way. His ap-
pearance and his manner were in his favour, and
the way in which he gave his evidence did not
belie the favourable impression which the man
gave to the committee. His records, the ac-
counts of the voyage, had all been kept to his
credit. In sailing on that voyage the * Horest
King” was subject to certain Aets which applied
particularly to the labour trade. There was the
Kidnapping Act of 1872, with the provisions of
which no doubt hon. members are acquainted.
Clause 3 of that Act necessitates the giving of a
bond Dby the master before a ship can go
recruiting islanders. Clanse 8 recognises exist-
ing Acts for the prosecution of this labour trade,
and the right of the Queensland Government to
pass Acts dealing with the trade. The first part
of clause 9 is to this effect :—

“If a British subject ¢ommits any of the following
offences, that is to say :—

“1. Decoys a native of any of tlie aforesaid islands for
the purpose of importing or removing such native into
any island or place other than that in which he was at
the time of the commission of such offence, or carries
away, confines. or detains any such native for the purpose
atoresaid, without his consent, proot of which consent
shall lie on the party aceused.”

Then follow a number of other provisions, and
the clause goes on to say :—

“ He shall for each offence be guilty of felony, and
shall be liable to be tried and punished for such felony
in any Supreme Court of Justice in any of the Australa-
sian colonies, and shall, upon conviction, be liabie it the
discretion of the court to the highest punishment other
than capital punishment, or to any less punishment
awarded for any felony by the law of the colony in
which such offender shall be tried.”

Other clauses in this Act provide that a ship
engaged in this trade can be seized, and in another
part of the Act provision is made for the pay-
ment of costs and damages, at the diseretion of
the British authorities, when the result of the
trial is in favour of the defendant. Then, in
addition to this, there is our own Polynesian Act
of 1880, which recognises the trade, encourages,
and sanctions it. Clause 6 is to this effect :—

“The Governor in Council may from time to time
appoint {it and proper person- to be Government agents
to decompany vessels licensed to carry Pacific Islanders
under the provisions of this Act,”
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Clause 12, subsection 3, is as follows :—

“ The master shall not obstruct orattempt to obstrnet

the Governinent agent in the discharge of his duty, and
shall not bring on board, or allow to be brought on
board, or remove. or allowed tu be removed from the
ship, any passenger, without the consent ot the Govern-
ment agent.”’
In addition to this there is the Act passed in
1884, to which I have already alluded, contain-
ing more detailed and stringent provisions with
regard to the reeruiting of Polynesians. Clause
6 provides that—

“No person shall be employed as the master, or as &
mate, of aship intended to carry native passengers
from the Pacific Istands te Queensland, or as the agent
of an intending employer on board of any such ship,
wnless he has beon approved by the Minister as a fit
person to be so ewnployed.”

Clause 7 provides that—

“Noperson shall pay or give, or agree to pay or give,
to the waster of any ship employed in carrying pas~
sengers from the Pacifie Islunds to Queenslund, or any
other persons employed thereon. any st of money or
othier vajuable consideration, the amount whereof is
dependent either in whole or in part upon the number
of pu sonveved tH Queensiand. But the re-
muneration of thie master of every such ship, and of
every other person employed thereon. shall be ata paid
rite, either for the voyagze, or dependent wholly upon
the tine oceupied in the voyage.”

Clause 8 provides that there shall be kept a
detailed statement of the expenditure on ships
engaged in recruiting, As hon. gentlemen are
aware, the obiect of the Act of 1854 was to
prevent certain abuses which were known to
exist in this trade, and clause 7 was one which
was deemed to be urgently needed. It provided
that there should be no allowance in the shape
of payment by results, but that the services of
those engaged on a vessel should be a fixed sum ;
and that there should be no inducement, no bribe,
no allurement in the shape of anything specially
paid in proportion to the number of the recruits
obtained. This Act was assented to on the
10th DMarch, 1884; so that, as I said before,
the *‘ Forest King” appears to have been the
first ship that sailed from Brisbane to the Pacific
Islands under this new Act. The objects of the
committee were to ascertain if these laws had
been violated—if they had been knowingly,
wilfully, violated—violated in such a way that
guilt and blame and punishment should justly
be brought to bear upon those owning the ship
or those in charge of her; and I am convinced
that the committee, if the evidence had been of
such a character as to show that there had been
a violation of the law—that there had been an
evasion of the regulations—with regard to this
trade, on the part of those in charge of her,
would have come to this conclusion : let those
who have been guilty suffer the consequences.
But if there has been no such violation of the law
—if the voyage and the recuiting were properly
and fairly done—then the seizure of this vessel
has inflicted a wrong on the owner, and let such
restitution be wmade as is just and fair. The
““ Forest King” left Brisbane on the 17th May,
and arrived at an island called Rosel Island on
the 27th May. There was an attempt—a partial
attempt—made when they arrived there to engage
in recruiting. The natives of the island appear to
have been perfectly willing to recruit—at any rate
to go on board and go away; but as yet the ship
was not in pussession of aninterpreter, and while
the captain appeared to be anxious and eager to
push trade and get on with his business the
Government agent at once interposed. He
appears to have been more rigid and determined
in the discharge of his duty, almost, than the law
wanted or required. The captain’s pretext was
to obtain islanders and trust to good fortune to
get interpreters afterwards. The Government
agent wrote him a letter, drawing his attention to
the regulations under which they were working,
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and told him he would be no party tothe recruiting
of islanders without interpreters. In doing this
he drew his attention to the regulations which
had been issued by the Queensland Government,
and which were in conformity with the Act under
which he was working,and drew hisattention tothe
particular clauses ; and as a consequence, because
of the rigid firmness and determination of the
Government agent, some degree of friction arose
there and then between the Government agent
and the captain. It was apparently nothing
serious ; still there was a degree of friction.
From Rosel Island the ¢ Forest King ” voyaged
to Sud-Est, but being unable to obtain inter-
preters they journeyed from Sud-Est to a place
called Brierly Island. Thus far no interpreters
had been obtained, but at Brierly Island they
obtained an interpreter called Cassoway, who,
it is admitted, and not denied, could speak in
some measure the English language, and could
undoubtedly speak the Sud-Est language, being
a native of either Sud-Hst or an adjacent island.
Having obtained Cassoway as an interpreter the
“Torest King” went back to Sud-Est; and I
do not think I can do better now than quote
from the Government agent’s log.

The PREMIER : That is not a document we
have before us.

Mr. MIDGLEY : This document, from which
I am about to read, is a document that was
taken in evidence in the trial before the Vice-
Admiralty Court; and a document that was
deemed good enough there ought to be good
enough for this Assembly.

The PREMIER : Is it printed so that we can
see it ?

Mr. MIDGLEY : I do not think so. How-
ever, it is here in the neat, concise, creditable
way in which the Government agent did all his
work.

“ Sunday, June Ist, 6 a.m.—>3Moderate south-east
breeze, and fine weather, Cassoway, a Brierly Island
native (speaks pretty good English), camne on board,
and offered to come with us as interpreter. A written
agreement was drawn out between Captain Dickson
and Cassoway on the following terms,namely:—Cassoway
agrees to come on the voyage (interpreter only}, for the
sum of ten shillings per month, one suit of clothes, two
tomahawks, one knife. pipe and tobacco. Captain
Dickson agrees when the voyage is ended to return
Cassoway to his native island, or to his former master,
Nicholas Minister, at present engaged fishing in the
vicinity of Brierly Island. Said agreement was made
in the presence of Nicholas Minister and myself.

That is the account of the engagement of Casso-
way. Then comes the following :—

“Monday, June 2nd, 6 a.m.— Light S.II. breeze and
fine weather. Eight o’clock went ashore with bhoats;
returned at 2 p.an. with two recrunits. In compliance
with regulations and ey instructions I carefully ex-
plained the terms (through Cassoway the interpreter),
T am satisfied they understand the nature of the engage-
ment they have entered upon. Weighed anchor, and
proceeded eastward on south side of Sud-Est Island.”

On June 3 he narrates the obtaining of the
recruits, I had intended to read those extracts
more fully, but on second consideration I will
refrain from doing so. They had Cassoway on
board seven or eight days ; but on the 10th June
he abandoned them—ran away. The log says :—

“June 10, 6 am.—Light eastcyly winds and fine
weather ; 630, went ashore with bhoats. Besides the
interpreter we took with us a boy we recruited yester-
day. Captain Dickson asked my permission. I gave
my consent on eonditions—it would be at his own risk
if the boy should go away ; I would not be held respon-
sible. When wereached the shore we pulled into an inlet
where we obtained two boys When we got out again
it appears, from what the recruiting agent told me, that
the interpreter requested him to pull into some other
place where he said he could get five boys. When we
got there the interpreter took the recruit with him, as
he was well known amongst the natives there, and went
ashore. We waited from two to three hours, but they
did not return. We came to the conclusion they had
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deserted. At2:30 p.m,went on board ; took the two boys
with us. After lunch bhoats went ashore again ; returned
at 5 o’clock; no signs of them. I advised Captain Dick-
so11 to return to Brierly Island. only about thirty-three
miles from this place, where we might obtain another
interpreter. He said he would. I also told him-[ counld
not sign the two boys till such time as we do obtain
another interpreter.”

The ship was then without an interpreter from
the 10th of the month to the 14th, when they
came across a man called Moses, a man who had
been in the service of a Greek on the island, this
same Nicholas Minister. He could speak pretty
fair English, and at first agreed to go on board as
interpreter, but afterwards changed his mind
and went back to his master. He was only on
board about a day, but the Government agent,
while he had Moses on board, made uze of him
to put these recruits already obtained through
another examination. He had obtained them
through the intsrpretation of Cassoway, and was
satisfied that they understood the nature of their
agreements ; but to satisfy himself further he
again examined them through the interpretation
of Moses. He was thus confirmed in his con-
viction that the recruits already obtained fully
understood what they were to do, where they
were going, and how long they were going
for. Having lost Cassoway and DMoses, the
ship was again without an interpreter, and
they went to Teste Island, recruiting mean-
while being stayed. At Teste Island they
obtained, through the information of the
wife of the missionary Jerry, the services of
three interpreters—Harry, Archie, and Charlie.
Charlie appears to have been the best informed
and most experienced; he had knocked about
the world a little, or, at least, on the Australian
coast, With the services of these three inter-
preters they went on recruiting at various
islands until the 8th of July, when they had
obtained thirty recruits. I would just like to
ask the House, Mr. Speaker, to pause and con-
sider fairly: Is there any evidence thus far that
there had been any wrong-doing—any evasion of
the law, or attempt to evade the law, on the
part of those in charge of the * Forest King”?
Is there not fair evidence —the evidence of
records kept at the time—records kept by a
man in the employment of the Government,
a man who, so far as any open legal act
can go, could not be under any obligation to the
captain or anyone else on board the ship—a man
whose salary was fixed by the Queensland Gov-
ernment, who was their servant and was respon-
sible to them alone? T think the House will at
any rate admit that so far there isno evidence
that there was any wrong-doing with regard to
the recruiting. The question now comes in,
whether, in the recruiting of these natives, there
was any deceit on the part of anyone—did the
islanders who had been obtained understand
what they had been engaged to do? Hon. mem-
bers are aware that on the 9th of July the vessel
was boarded by officers from the ‘‘Swinger,” a
vessel of the British Navy. Atfirst, after making
an examination of the ship’s papers and the
recruits, they came to the conclusion that every-
thing had been fairly and properly done, and
Lieutenant Torlesse made an entry to that effect
in this book from which I have been reading :—

‘“ Wednesday, July 9, Xast Cape.

““ 1 have this day hoarded the schooner ‘ Forest King,’
and have examined her, and found all papers in accord-
ance with instructions in Pacific Islanders Act.

“ HExry IH. TorLessk, Lieut., R.N.”

That is what Lieutenant Torlesse says on his
first examination of the ship. I may say, Mr.
Speaker, that there is subsequently an erasure in
this entry, the only erasure—the only serious
alteration, at any rate—to be found in this book,
and it is a serious alteration, I remember
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asking Mr. Thompson, in his evidence, if he had
ever been guilty of making any alteration or
erasure in this log. He is not an Knglishman,
and perhaps did not understand what the word
“erasure” meant, and he said ‘““No.” Now,
that is the only flaw I can find in the evidence
Mr. Thompson gave, and that flaw in the man’s
evidence is an additional testimony tohis veracity.
There are erasures in the entries in this book,
but they are only erasures which are evidence of
the man’s care and conscientiousness. It is easy
to see what they were. Helis a man who, not
being an Englishman and not perhaps thoroughly
well educated

b 'I‘;he Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH : What is
e

Mr. MIDGLEY : T do not know.
The PREMIER : A Dane.

Mr. MIDGLEY : They are alterations in
which there has just simply been a misspelling
of a word—the alteration, perhaps, of a letter.
The only serious alteration to be found in this
book is to be found in this erasure, when, subse-
quently, Lieutenant Torlesse, on board the ship,
drew his pen through the word ‘“everything,”
and substituted the words ““all papers.” Then
the entry reads thus :—

I have this day boarded theschooner ‘ Forest King,’
and have examined her, and found all papers *— i
He said ““ everything ” before
Xiltl accordance with instructions in Pacific Islanders

et.””

There was an examination on board the ship of
the islanders already obtained—in fact, all the
islanders that were obtained on the voyage—and
the contention of Mr., Milman and of others who
have given their evidence is that some of the
islanders, at any rate, did not thoroughly under-
stand the nature of the agreements into which
they had entered—that they did not understand
the length of those agreements or the nature of
them. This is answered by the rejoinder of those
who had to do with the ship and the recruiting—
the objection founded on the statement that the
interpreters could not interpret for some of the
islanders on board is answered by the reply
that the interpreters on board were not allowed
to interpret—that they were put into the back-
ground, and kept in abeyance — they were
not allowed to show what their powers were.
And then there was the seizure. Mr. Milman
contends that these men did not understand the
nature of their agreements. I have got the
number of the pages in which the replies on that
point are to be found, but I will quote from
memory from the proceedings in the Vice-
Admiralty Court. Mr. Milman coentends that
the islanders did not understand their agree-
ments and that the interpreters could not inter-
pret—at any rate, for some of the recruits. Mr.
Thompson says the same thing. Iieutenant
Bruce states to the same effect ; but Charlie, in
Mr. Bruce’s evidence, never appears on the scene
at all. Captain Dickson, in his evidence, states
that the ship’s interpreters were not allowed
to interpret. The boatswain, who was the re-
cruiter, gives sworn testimony to the same effect.
My, Thompson, the Government agent, declares
also to the same effect. The very important
question which this Committee has to consider is,
could Charlie speak the Sud-Xstlanguage ? 1t
is stated that he could not. Have we any ewi-
dence that he could ? Mr. Milman says he could
not, in his report. His words in his report of
26th July, 1384, to the Colonial Secretary are—

“ The natives from Sud-Est I was unable tocommu-
nicate with at all, there being no interpreter for thein on
board, though Iam informed that a paid interpreter
11}1(1 been on hoard when they were recruited, but had
sinee gone away.”
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Jerry, the interpreter, employed to conduct
the examinations by Mr, Milman and Mr.
Macfarlane, was a missionary teacher at Teste
Island. Jerry declares that Charlie could not
speak Teste, Lieutenant Torlesse says the
same thing. But there is this significant fact:
that when Charlie had an opportunity of being
put to the test he could speak the Teste
language in a way that astonished Jerry. If
hon. members will read the evidence taken at
the Vice-Admiralty Court they will see that
Jerry seemed to have been astonished at the
manner in which Charlie could speak the Teste
language ; and he says that Charlie must have
picked up the language subsequently to the
seizure of the ‘Forest King,” T can only ask
the House this—is it not equally credible that
Charlie could have picked up some of the
Sud-Est language prior to the seizure of the
vessel ? T iere is evidence enough, to my mind,
that Charlie could speak the Sud-Est language,
and the scene in the Viece-Admiralty Court,
when Jerry was being cross-examined by the
counsel for the defendant, was the most grotesque
and amusing that conld be imagined in a court
of justice. Charlie discomnfited Jerry as to his
capacity and knowledge with regard to the
Sud-Est language. The Chief Justice—and I
suppose hon. members will give credence to his
judgment—in comparing Charlie and Jerry,
says i—

© All the other persons present, including Mr. Milman,
Mr. Macfarlane, Lieutenant Torlesse, and Bruce, on
the one side, and Captain Dickson, the recruiter of the
‘Torest King,’ and the Government agent on the other,
were ignorant of the tongues spoken by the natives on
board. Charlie may, perhaps, be excepted. The case
for the Crown would rest almost entircly on the credit
to be given to Jerry’s testimony-—if the burden
of proving the consent of the natives werc not imposed
by statutc upon the defendant. Jerry’s testimony is
pure hearsay—simply what the natives told him

—and even that statement made under cireum-
stances which would compel me tfo reeceive it
with hesitation and doubt. e adinits that on

asking the natives for what time they would go to
Queensland he told them they wowld die in two
mouths. I am inclined to believe that he told them
that, in the first instance, with reference to the number
of years, and not to the munber of months; hecause,
it he referred to their dying in two months, how
wasit that so many werc willing to cowme for that time ¢
If the natives were intimidated they miglt recede from
their contract, and we must hesitate to rest our belief
oun Jerry. I attach no importance to the attempt of
the natives to escape in the night, after the statement
of Jerry. If a fcw of them jmnped overboard, many
others would follow like a flock of sheep. But the
purden of proof of consent is onthe defendants; itis not
thrown on the Crown to prove non-consent. There were
three interpreters on board employed by the ‘ Torest
King’—Charlie, Harry, and Archie. I believe that
Charlie and Huarry are able to communicate with the
jslanders now. Jerry says they have learnt the lan-
gnages, Quanatai and Tawarra, since the seizure of the
ship. The boys, Charlie and Ilarry, had been in
the keeping of the Crown until within a week of
the trial. Proof ought, therefore, to be forthcoming of
any attempt to learn these langnages, There is none.
There is evidence, however, (Jerry's and Charlie’s),
that Charlie had been on board a man-of-war as guide
and interpreter for five months, and Jerry’s wife told
the Government agent that Charlie knew all the
languages of all the islands in that neighbourhood. I
think the weight of evidence is rather in favour of
Charlie and Harry having made the islanders under
stand the nature of their engagements in the first
instance, in which case the defendants must have the
benetit of it as a proof of consent. That some of the
islanders did not reply to Charlie in Mr. Milman’s pre-
sence, after Jerry had endeavoured to speak to them,
may have arisen from the unusual eirenmstance of the
arrival of the man-of-war, the frequent questioning,
Jerry’s description of the risks of coming to Queens-
Iand, and other incidents of the hour, which would
make men, who are but ‘ children of a larger growth,’
aet like children and remain silent. Charlie gave Mr.
AMilman to understand (whether in words, or by ‘hanging
down his head,’ does not appeari—but somehow Mr.
Milman understood—that Charlie meant he could not
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communicate with the bhefore-mentioned (ive unatives,
which is of course true, if they had hecome unwilling to
reply to him. I think that it is to be regretted ”——
This is a point, Mr. Speaker, on which the Chief
Justice appears to have been satisfied after
taking the evidence brought before him—that
is, that the ship’s interpreters were not put to
the test. At all events, that can be the only
justification for the inference he draws. He
continues i—

“Ithink it is to be regretted that the ship's inter-
Preters were not tested before Jerry had heen allowed
to speak to the islanders.”

Now, I rest a considerable amount of weight on
such a summing up as that on the part of the
Chief Justice. I will not entertain the opinion
for a moment, which was entertained by a good
many people just after the trial, that the Chief
Justice was influenced by political bias or
partiality. I am perfectly certain such things
were said of him to me, but T think the action of
the Chief Justice in subsequent cases has amply
proved that when guilt can be sheeted home to
those engaged in this traffic, he is not only dis-
posed to deal with them sewverely, but with the
utmost severity—a severity which almost made
this community revolt, owing to the extent to
which it went. But there is other evidence—
and I want to be clear on this point—that
Charlie could speak the Sud-Est language.
I ask the House to turn its abtention
now to the report of the Royal Commission,
The very first witness examined before the Royal
Commission with reference to the ¢ Forest King”
case was a boy named Lioo-Lucy, anative of Sud-
Est Island. The first questions put to him were
as follows :—

‘ What is the name of your place? Sawat.

‘““Inwhat ship did yoncome ? Secuna.

“Why did you come? Boat came ashore to beach.

White mnan asked me to come on ship and go to white
man's place. Teste Island boy (Charlie) asked me to
work along white wnan, four moon finish, then come
back.”
I shall have to refer to that man’s evidence
again to show its utter unworthiness of evidence.
If Charlie could not speak the Sud-Kstlanguage—
was utterly ignorant of it—how could he act as
interpreter for the Sud-Est natives, how could
he possibly hold eommunication with the witness
Loo-Lucy? The Royal Commission in its report
said that Charlie could not speak the Sud-lst
language, and there was the statement of the
witness Loo-Lucy that he could. If he was com-
petent to speak to Loo-Lucy and interpret for
him, surely he was competent to speak to and
interpret for the other recruits thut came from
that island. But it will he shown afterwards
that this man’s evidence was not worthy of
credence. Another question asked of Loo-Luecy
was—

* Did Charlie give anything to you®”

And the answer was—
© Tomalawk, kuile, pipe and tobaeco.”

The Royal Commission, in their report on the
evidence, state that Charlie spoke the Teste
language, and that there were only one or two
of the recruits whe could speak the Teste lan-
guage. The objection might be raised that
Charlie spoke to those men in the Teste language ;
but those were not the men alluded to in the
Royal Commission’s report ; Loo-Lucy was not
referred to in that report as being one of the
men who could speak the Teste language. I
will now turn to the evidence of Gegilly, also a
Sud-¥st Island native. Beginning at question
38,230, this witness was asked :—

“On schooner did you mark paper?
island.

“Did you touch pen® Yes.

Did Wari boy (Charlie)} talk to you?: Yes.

Yes; at my
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“What Qid he say ¥ ‘You and I go to white man’s
country; I go too.’

“ Did he tell you how long: Ile no tell me three
borima; he told me two moons, then I come back.

< At another island, did Jerry cone on board* Yes;I
see him missionary.

“How did he come* In steamer.

“Did hetalktoyour Yes. We wereallturned up on deck.

“What did he say ? Ile asked me, ‘How long white
man tell you you work in Queenstand’? I tell him
“Two moons, and come back.’

“What did he say then? ‘All right.” All boys belong
t0 me did not know Teste. We two, Tosi and I, under-
stood hiin.

« How many boys from your istand knew Teste ¥ One

other (Tosi), and myself.”
It must be remembered that at this time Charlie
was in communication with a Sud-Est Islander
who could speak Teste, and Charlie may possibly
have been speaking Teste to him. If the evi-
dence of Gegilly is of any value as taken before
the Royal Commission, it is of some value to
this House, surely, to know that we have it on
record that only he and Tosi could speak the
Teste language. Supposing that Charlie could
not speak the Sud-Est language, there was
no evidence whatever that Cassoway could not,
or that Moses could not, or that the others
could not. 'What urgent necessity was there to
seize the vessel when one of the regulations
made under the Act provided that the vessel
should have a competent interpreter either on
board or at the port of debarcation? Even sup-
posing she had not a competent interpreter on
board—supposing that Cassoway and the others
had died, and that at the time when the officers
of the “Swinger” went on board there was nocom-
petent interpreter on board—that was not a suffi-
cient justification for seizing the vessel when the
very regulationunder which they were acting, and
had acted before, made it possible for the vessel
to go even to her port of destination to get a
competent interpreter; only if one was not
obtained there the recruits would have to be sent
back again. Supposing that Cassoway, and
Moses, and Archie, and the others had deceived
those in connection with the ‘‘Forest King”—
and there was not the slightest evidence of that—
but no one was proof against the possible
deceit of interpreters, as the Royal Com-
migsion and the Vice-Admiralty Court found—
there is the evidence, at any rate, that
those natives, when Messrs. Torlesse, Bruce,
and the others went on board, promptly
answered o the names by which they were
already known on board the vessel—names which
had been put on the ship’s records when they
were recruited ; and they responded equally as
promptly to their names when they were called
by Mr. Milman and Mr. Macfarlane, with Jerry
as interpreter. There is this much evidence at
anyrate—that those who interpreted acted with
Lona fides in the matter. I would ask the House
again to consider the very different statements
which were made in regard to the result of that
examination held on board the *Forest King.”
Mr. Milman says, at page 5 of the report of the
Admiralty Court proceedings :—

« On further inguiry, with the natives that I was able
to comunnieate with (through Jerry), I found that
ounly five were willing to go for the full term of three
years, and counsider it very doubtful if they fully under-
stood what they were agreeing to. The halance of
them point blank declined to go for the term it was
professed they had agreed lo serve. Under these
circumstances I amm of opinion that these natives have
been recruited contrary to the regulations of the
Pacitic Island labour trade, and have the honour to
draw yvour attention to the above-stated facts.”

The Royal Commission in their report, at page
35, in concluding their summary upon this special
case of the ““ Forest King,” state :—

“ Ve are of opinion that all the reeruits brought by
the ‘Torest King’ were decoyed on board under false
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pretences ; that the nature of their engagements was
never explained to them; and that none of themn
understood they were to work on a sugar plantation
for any period, much less for three yeurs.”

That is the conclusion of the Royal Commission,
and if the evidence given before the Commission
be taken, it will be found that not one of them
states, so far as I remember, that he was engaged
to serve for a period of three years; but Mr.
Milman admits that there were five who, when
he examined them, stated that they were engaged
for three years. Where were these five? How
is it they were not produced befure the Commis-
sion? Is it not possible that amongst the men
examined before the Commission there were
some of these very men who admitted to Mr.
Milman that they were engaged for three
years ?  One recruit called Warowaggo, for
instance, gave his evidence before the Royal
Commission, and stated that he was only
engaged for a short term of moons; but the
Government agent—a man of whom I have ex-
pressed my opinion—declares that this man
Warowaggo was vne of the recruits, who, when
on board the ship was examined by Mr. Milman
and Mr, Macfarlane through the interpretation of
Jerry, said he was engaged for three years. He
had special reason for remembering this man
as  he stood out prominently among his
fellow recruits as a remarkably jolly good-
natured fellow, who was always laughing, and
he remembered him also as a sort of nurse, who,
when any of the boys were sick, brought water
or medical comforts to them. The Government
agent remembers this man specially, and he
states that he was one of the five who on board
the ship acknowledged that he was recruited for
three years. I know that the committee, and
especially myself perhaps, may be regarded as
being in a very invidious position, midway
between the proceedings of the Royal Commis-
sion ; but it is perfectly just, that in attempting
to make good the report which the committee
brought into this House, they desired to show all
the grounds, so far as I can point them out, on
which the conclusion of the committee rests. If
the two lots of evidence be put in contradistine-
tion and comparison, we ask, what is the evidence
for the unquestioning credence and importance
which are attached to the evidence given by the
recruits before the Royal Commission? Could it
be shown that any of this evidence is substan-
tially incorrect and unreliable—if it can be
shown that it is incorrect and unreliable in the
case of two or three witnesses, casually referred
to, it is only fair and reasonable to draw the con-
clusion that others may be incorrect and unreliable
also. I will again draw attention to the evidence of
Loo-Lucy. In his evidence he says he could not
speak the Teste language, yet he admits that
Charlie, who it was declared could not speak the
Sud-Est language, communicated with him. Loo-
Lucy states in his evidence that when he was
recruited Charlie was in the boat, and that
Charlie recruited him ; but, as 2 matter of fact,
we are informed that Charlie was not on board
the ship at all at this time. I am speaking now
of what Loo-Lucy said before he got to Brishane.
I am not alluding to what he said of Charlie
after he got to Brisbane. But this very man
Charlie, whom he says was interpreter at the
time he was recruited, was not then on board the
ship at all; and was not on board until some
time afterwards, after the ship got to Teste
Island. The man who was on board the ship
at the time as interpreter was Cassoway.
All the witnesses allude to Cassoway as being the
interpreter on board at that time, and it is unmis-
takably proved by the evidence taken before the
Royal Commission, and unless all these men have
been grievously misreported by the Hansard staff,
we must take his evidence as unreliable. There
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is another man called Bedanna, who was also
examined by the Royal Commission. On page 78
of the Royal Commission report, it will be found
that this man.was examined as follows :—

“What is the name of your place ¥ Gaaga.

“ In what ship did you come? ¢ lorest King.’

“ What happened when she came to your place? Boat
came ashore.

“Who were in thehoat®
Charlie, Tom, and Peter.
on board.

“Did anybody speak to you: Harry, Wari boy, said,
¢ You conte in boat, you and I go sehooner.’

“ Tor what did hesay ¢ To see white man’s country for
two moons, then come back.

“ What were ycu to do therer Nothing; sail about and
come back.

“ Did he give anything to you?r
tobuceo.

“ Why did you think he gave you these—just for sailing

about with him ? Yes; and when I came here I found
work.”
He “found work,” and I have no doubt it was to
him a bitter disappointment. He expected to
be paid to go, and sail about, and then found
he had got to work. That was a great contrast.
However, this man, according to the evidence of
the (Government agent, came on board the
“Forest King” and volunteered to come to
Queensland as a recruit. It may be asked what
evidence is there of that? It ic narrated in the
Government agent’s log-——although thereis a very
important omission, but that very omission is
very strong substantial evidence of the truth of
the record. I will point out what the omission
was directly. The Government agent writes as
follows t—

“Triday, July 4th, 6 a.n.—Light south-east breeze,
cloudy and misty. 7.30 went ashore to Norinanhy
Island; from there stood across to Ferguson Island.
Returned to ship at 5.30 p.m without any recruits.
Natives on Ferguson Island numerous but shy; very
few will comne near us.  One Normanby boy came on
board during the day iin a canoe) and offered himself as
a recruit. I yuestione { him through the interpreter,
and when I felt satisfled that he came on board by him-
gelf with the intention of going to Quecensland, I ex-
plained the terms required by iaw. When the inter-
preter informed me that he (the recruit) thoroughly
understood the nature of his engagement, I signed him
as a recrnit.”

In all that record there is no account of the
name of this man, and it mmay be said that this
very important omission is a very serious defect
in the evidence. It may be said that other
islanders from Normanby Island were recruited,
and that there is no more evidence that this was
the man than that it might have been some other
man This is the point I wish to mention, Mr.
Speaker : Hisname is not mentioned in the Gov-
ernment agent’s log; but if we turn to the
tabulated record of the recruits obtained on this
voyage of the “TForest King” when they came
to Normanby Island, we will find that this
man’s name is the very first on the list. He,
according to the report of the Government
agent, was the first man obtained at Normanby
Island, but that officer did not take the pre-
caution to record his name ; and I maintain that
that omission from the log, which we find
recorded in another document, is strong circum-
stantial evidence—proof—-that Bedanna is the
very man who came in his canoe and voluntarily
offered to go to Queensland as a recruit. I am
quite prepared to admit that, in this business,
there has been a lamentable and considerable
amount of lying — that the proceedings are
utterly discreditable to somebody ; but, while I
am prepared to admit that there may be circum-
stances in which the word of a black man
or a coloured man may be as good .evidence
as that of a white man, and while I am prepared
to admit that there may be eases in which the
evidence of a black man is better than that of a
white man, as a Britisher I am not prepared to

Captain, boatswain, Harry,
Government agent stopped

Tomahawk, pipe, and
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go that length as to admit the possibility of a
case in which it is possible for the evidence of a
recruit, an islander, a savage, to be so valid, so
reliable, and so unquestionably true as to utterly
exclude the evidence of a white man. This is
what was done by the Royal Commission in
dealing with this matter. Theremay be circum-
stances in which the evidence of recruits may be
taken with all credence as undoubtedly substan-
tially true, but when we are asked to sanction
proceedings in which the evidence of white men
in rebuttal or cross-examination is utterly ex-
cluded, I say it is askingus to go too far.,” We
must have the other side, and, if possible,
get an inquiry that is thorough and cowm-
plete.  Mr. Rose, one of the members of
the Royal Commission, gave evidence before
the select committee appointed to inquire into
this case ; we asked him a number of questions ;
we referred to the manner in which the Com-
mission obtained the evidence of the islanders,
and he said in reply that he considered it the
best possible evidence, or words to that effect.
If that is Mr. Rose’s view of the case, and if that
is the view of the Commission appointed to in-
quire into it, it is not to be wondered at that
the evidence not only of white men, but of

white men implicated, white men blamed,
white men condemned, in this matter—1
say, it is not to be wondered that their

evidence was altogether excluded from the
proceedings. It may be retorted that the select
committee took evidence only on one side;
that is about the only reasonable objection
to our proceedings, Mr. Speaker, that I
have heard—that we only took the evidence
of white men. Well, if it comes to a mat-
ter of choice, Mr. Speaker, or if we must
take one to the exclusion of the other, I am
Britisher enough to take the evidence of my own
countrymen about matters of this kind. I do
not know that I am saying anything unjust
of men who are savages, who are addicted to
all manner of deceit, who are not to be
blamed mnearly so much for that deceit as
white men when they are guilty of it; never-
theless I am not prepared to take the evidence of
those men in these matters in which there is
every inducement to deceit, as I shall show—I
say I am not prepared to take the evidence of
those men as altogether overweighing, excluding,
and destroying the evidence of my fellow-country-
men,

The How. Sz T. McILWRAITH : Hear,
hear !

Mr., MIDGLEY : I do not intend to say a
word as to the manner in which evidence was
extorted from DMr. Rose by the select
committee. I do not wish to say any-
thing personal, or, at any rate, offensive;
but I must say this —that there was a
most marked contrast between the manner in
which we obtained the evidence of Mr. Rose,
and the manner in which it was given by all
other witnesses. I maintain that truth is spon-
taneous ; that it springs to the lips freely,
promptly ; that when a man knows the truth he
has no hesitancy or difficulty in saying what it is
—in speaking it—that theve will De nothing
laboured, thoughtful, and reflective about it.
The committee had to extract from Mr. Rose
answers to questions — to abstract questions
thoroughly in regard to the subject we were
inquiring into. DMr. Rose took time to reply to
those questions, which was really sometimes
most tantalising to the committee. T mention
this because it has been stated as true that there
was overbearing, browbeating on the part of the
committee ; but there was nothing of the kind.
Each witness that came before the committee
had the exercise of his own sweet will, and Mr,
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Rose was the man who took advantage of it to
the full.  He reminded me very much of one of
the characters in one of the operas. There were
two characters in it—one who persisted in ever-
lastingly alluding to *“the royal father”—* the
royal father” said this, that, or the other; and
the other character, in his impatience and vexa- -
tion, said, more than once, ““ Go hang your royal
father.”

An HoxourapLe MEMBER: ‘“ Smother your
royal father.”

Mr. MIDGLEY : Yes; “ Smother your royal
father.” I knew it was something like that.
With regard to Mr. Rose and his report, he
really might have left that report behind him.
With regard to some questions we asked him, the
time he took to consult that report, and
the reluctance and deliberation with which
he gave his evidence, robbed it of a great deal
of its value. However, Mr. Speaker, the
evidence of Mr. Rose had great value. We
extracted—got from him an admission that the
inquiry was not a fair one ; that it was not a full
one ; that it would have been better if the men
implicated or condemned had been called to give
their evidence, or that somebody had appeared
for them—a very important adinission. And we
obtained from him the further admission that it
was his wish that those men should have been
called at that inquiry, but that he was over-
ruled. Now, why should he have been overruled?
I am no lover of law, Mr. Speaker—no lover of
lawyers; Tamsure the House knows that. Rather
than go to law I would suffer great loss, because
1 know that in the end the lawyers would get the
best of it, and T do not like any man to get the
best of me. Now, when I contrast the manner
in which the inquiry was conducted by the Vice-
Admiralty Court—with that conducted by the
Royal Commission—on the one hand both parties
appearing with their witnesses, their evidence,
their cross-examination, their documents—every-
thing said and done that could be said and done
—done in a way which cannot but excite the
admiration of every British subject and in-
crease our reverence and respect for those who
administer the law in this colony—and on the
other—but I cannot trust myself to say what 1
think of the other mode of proceedings. T maintain
that the Government should have protected the
Government agent at that inquiry. He was
their officer, and he, at any rate, should not
have been exposed to all this trouble without
someone appearing on his behalf. It was in the
interests of the GGovernment—it was the duty of
the Government to have had someone there to
watch the proceedings on behalf of the Govern-
ment agent—to protect him as far as possible.
He was their servant—their agent.

The PREMIER : He had left their service a
considerable time.

Mr. MIDGLEY : I am told that Mr. Thomp-
gon could not be procured.

The Howx. Sz T. McILWRAITH : That
is not true.

Mr. MIDGLEY : Surely there might have
been someone appointed to appear before the
Commission for the Govermment agent in the
same way that counselappeared for the petitioner
before the select committee. It would have
been quite competent to have allowed someone
to appear as counsel on behalf of those who were
so deeply interested and implicated in the
matter. They ought to have had inflicted upon
them the heaviest penalty of Queensland law.

The PREMIER : The boys were kidnapped.

Mr. MIDGLEY : T am speaking with regard
to subsequent proceedings that were taken
against the vessel and with regard to the
position of the Government in regard to the
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owner of the ship. They evidently believed
that all this was done and then that the cost
and damages o111 expense of it should fall
upon the head of the man who owned the
ship. I say if that was the conclusion of
the Royal Commission they should have given
Mr. Hodgson and his servants some opportunity
of defending themselves. Now, Ishall notdetain
the House much longer, except to refer to a few
other matters. I want to put this before the
House. The Commission largely relied upon the
evidence of a man called Cago. Ultimately they
placed implicit reliance on what he told them,
and yet this very man Cago is shown, in the
report of the Royal Commission, to have been
guilty of great deceit or very culpable cowardice.
He was the interpreter for the schooner
¢ Hopeful,” and when he got to Townsville he
told a tale which was a tissue of lies. That inan
was the chief interpreter relied upon by the
Royal Comiission, and they appear to have
taken his evidence as reliable and implicitly true.
Now, what reason has this House to believe on
the face of it, seeing that this man Cago is
already condemned out of his own mouth, and
seeing that he is condemned by the Royal Com-
mission—what reason has this House to accept
the evidence of that man any more than the
interpretation of Charlie on board the * Forest
King”? Now, I anticipate what will be the
ground of defence taken up by the Government.
The statement will be made that they are not
responsible for the action of Mr. Milmman,
Well, T think that that ground of defence has
already been taken from under the feet of the
Government. The Premier told us the other
night, that had Mr. Milinan not acted on the
information he received he would have deserved
and probably have received instant dismissal
from the Government Service. That was an
intimation that he wasacting on the Government’s
behalf. I donotmind the Premier’s laugh one bit.
If the Government maintain that if Mr. Milman
had not done a certain thing they would have
dismissed him that is a recognition that he was
in the service, and that is the logical conclusion
of the Premier’s speech, because 1f Mr. Milman
was not in the service of the (Government why
Thould and how could the Government dismiss
him ?

The PREMIER : He was in their service.

Mr. MIDGLEY : Quite so; that is all the
admission I want. If Mr. Milman was then in
the Government employ and did what he did as
a Government servant, and what he did was
wrong, and inflicted damage and wrong and
injury upon a member of the community, the
Government must hold themselves responsible
for the action of their servant. 1 did intend to
quote the speech of the Premier, delivered when
I gave notice of this motion for the appointment
of a select committee. I will not do that; but
I must and will say that that speech may well
be read and taken now as my speech on behalf
of Mr. Hodgson, the petitioner. If it can be
shown, and the Premier has shown, that a man is
responsible for the action of hisservant, then the
Government must take the responsibility in this
case. Mr., Milman was their servant ; he was dis-
charging duties on behalf of the Government ;
and my English common sense enables me to
draw that conclusion. The admission of the Pre-
mier last night just clinched the whole thing,
and I was very glad to hear such a sentiment
coming from him. I know that Mr. Milman in
engaging in this affair was somewhat unfortunate.
I know that the Preinier was afraid of the man
he had to deal with, and the result of Mr.
Milman’s importunity made the Premier keep
him at arm’s length. He made application to
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inquire into the Polynesian trade, that he might
go and report upon this matter, and ultimately
his request was acceded to.

The PREMIER : That is not correct.

Mr. MIDGLEY : Then I must go into the
matter more elaborately. What I havestated is
substantially correct, and cannot be contradicted.
Mr, Milman asked for a holiday, and for permis-
sion to go amongst the islands; that permission
was granted. Hethen asked if he might inquire
into the way in which recruiting was being carried
on, and if hemight report upon it ; and ultimately
the reply was that he might report only. He
wanted to know if he could do anything more
than that, and the answer of the Premier was
“No”; therefore, he was a_servant of the Gov-
ernment to that extent. I cannot understand
Mr. Milman’s reason for this request ; I do not
anderstand why he could not go and enjoy his
holiday quietly—why he could not throw off all
the cares and troubles and duties of his official
position, and take his rest and enjoy himself. I
do not know why, unless it be that there is a
clause in the Act providing that the informant
shall be entitled to half the proceeds of the
seizure. That may possibly be the solution of
Mr. Milman’s importunity ; I cannot think of
any other reason, The Act provides that he
shall be entitled to half the proceeds resulting
from an information.

The PREMIER : What clause is that ?
The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH : Do not

be interrupted, and go on with your speech.

Mre. MIDGLEY : I shall have an opportunity
of replying, and if that is contradicted I can
easily bring up the records.

The PREMIER : There is no such law.

Mr. MIDGLEY : Then I must detain the
Committee until I find the clause.

The Hown. Siz T. McILWRAITH : Go on with
your speech.

Mr. MIDGLEY : I shall have an opportunity
of pointing out where the clause is to be found;
but it is in the Act, and if it does not apply to
Mr, Milman I am wrong in my interpretation of
the Act ; but the clause is there.

The PREMIER : The clause is not there.

Mr. MIDGLEY : Well, it is there, and I
will find it there.

The Hox. Sig T. McILWRAITH : Do not
let him interrupt you ; it is a trick ; go on with
your speech.

Mr. MIDGLEY : I will not detain the
House, but I know the clause is in the Act. I
should be wasting the time of the House if T
were to look for it ; T am convinced it is there.
Now, I ask the House to look at this absurdity :
of course it is an absurdity if my interpretation
of the law be correct, but if it is not correct, then
of course the absurdity will not exist., The Act
provides that the informant shall receive half
the proceeds of any seizure that results in
forfeiture.

The PREMIER : No.

The Hox. Sik T. McILWRAITH : Go on;
go !

Mr., MIDGLEY : Well, T will go on, but
T will not point out the absurdity I refer
to until I know what the clause really is.
There is another matter, Mr. Speaker. These
men brought by the ¢ Forest King” were all
ultimately engaged on the various plantations to
which they were sent. They were engaged
through the medium of the same interpreter—
Charlie—after the proceedings in the Vice-
Admiralty Court, This man, when acting as
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interpreter, appears to have been sufficient for
the Government then. He was deemed suffi-
clently reliable to act then. Charlie was the
interpreter acting when these men were ulti-
mately engaged.  If the Government were so

j:horoughly satisfied that he was utterly
incompetent, why was he allowed to act
again? Not only were those men engaged

through the medium of the same inter-
preter; but, when Mr. Thompson left the
service of the colony, there was handed to him
a most honourable dismissal, a farewell ; and he
has a letter that, as a Governinent agent, he
may be proud of, and in possession of which
he may feel himself secure against any further
proceedings. There are other matters.” It may
also be suggested that the damages are excessive.
I am not going into that now, nor into the
details of the claim, nor into the fact that the
Government admitted the responsibility last night
in those law costs which were passed. It is said
that Mr. Hodgson was engaged in a nefarious and
infamous traflic, and that if a man engaged
in a dangerous, or wrong traffic or trade of
this kind, he must take the consequences. Mr,
Hodgson was engaged in a traffic which has been
originated, and legalised, and sanctioned, and
protected by the Queensland Government, and
if he were engaged in this trade honestly that is
not a thing that ought to be said against him.
Any blame that attaches to the traffic attaches
to the Government of Queensland and the colony
of Queensland. It isa trade, it seems to me,
which—if the evidence taken before the Royal
Commission be true—if the recruiting on board
the ““Forest King” were not properly done, it
never can be properly done, and it is a trade which
sught tobeimmediately swept away and done with;
but a trade which the Government of Queensland
has recently deliberately proposed to establish and
continue for another five years to come, if it was
not properly conducted by the “ Forest King”—
if these recruits were wrongfully brought to the
colony, I can see no justification for the Gov-
ernment deliberately proposing to continue that
trade for five years, nor can 1 see what reasons
they can have for supposing that the recruiting
trade will be more honestly conducted than it
was in this case. In conclusion, I will just draw
the attention of the House to the position of the
petitioner, Mr, Hodgson. He is an old citizen
in this colony, and a man of whom I know
very little. He was once a member of this
Assembly, some years ago, and a man who has
suffered in mind, body, and estate because of the
seizure of his ship. A man with whom I have
never had any business transactions—and I men-
tion that, because it has been supposed by some
that I have ; but I have had no business connec-
tion with him to the extent of one penny. That
is the only humiliating thing T have had to say
to-day—to make a statement of that kind in self-
defence. He is an old citizen in this colony ; he
has been in business for a great many years, and
he has been a member of this House. Subse-
quent to the seizure of his ship there is a terrible
outery in this colony against the black labour
traffic; certain men are arrested and tried;
certain men are terribly punished, with the
utmost rigour of the law—some of them nearly
hanged. But I am not speaking on the merits
of those cases. I am drawing attention to the
fact that this man has been engaged in this
trade. There have Deen two trials, as it
were, before this cominittee, There was an
inquiry before the Vice-Admiralty Court, in
which the petitioner was honourably acquitted,
and then there was the Royal Commission,
which, in its verdict, really condemned the pro-
ceedings of that vessel. There is a popular
clamour and outery against this trade, and there
is an unmistakable determination on the part
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of the Government to repress abuses. Tt isits
unmistalable deterinination to punish offenders;
and yet this man, in the midst of all this
outery, is elevated in the midst of it and says,
‘¢ Although the Royal Commission condemned
me, I cry for and demand further inquiry.”
That is not the action of a guilty man. The
action of a guilty man is tosneak away and be
silent. The action of a guilty man is not to de-
mand further inquiry into proceedings which are
condemned by the powers that be, as of a
questionable character. This man says “ I
demand  further inquiry.”  That is the
demand of a man who is engaged in a
business honestly and fairly. A select com-
mittee was appointed, which resulted in the
report, the adoption of which I move this
afternoon. T shall have another opportunity of
speaking on the subject, and going into the
details of the claim, every item of which I
believe to be just and fair, in my own mind. I
leave the matter in the hands of the House to
consider whether it shall be taken as the claim
of a citizen who believes he has been wronged.
I trust it will be fairly and honestly and gener-
ously dealt with by this Legislative Assembly.
The PREMIER said: Mr. Speaker, —The
hon. member evidently takes a very warm inte-
rest in this matter, and has spoken very warmly
on the subject. He has attacked the Gov-
ernment—1 do not know why, or on what
ground—he has attacked the Royal Commission,
and has attacked persons who gave evidence
before it.  But all that, I am sure, he will see
in his calmer -moments is altogether beside
the question. The question which he is asking
the House, by his motion, to give its attention to
is as to whether it should adopt the report of the
select committee—that is to say, to atfirm that
the select committee have provedto itssatisfaction
that the statements in their report are correct.
That is the motion. The hon. gentleman was
far from addressing himself to the motion and
showing that those allegations are correct.
That the Government is responsible for the
action of the *Swinger,” is another proposi
tion involved in his motion, and, instead of
addressing himself to it, he has addressed him-
self to this point: That Mr, Hodgson is an
injured man; that he is an honest man, and
his captain was an honest man ; and that, as a
matter of fact, there was no kidnapping carried
on on board the “ Forest King.” 1 will concede
the whole of that, so far as Mr. Hodgson is
concerned, there was no kidnapping carried on
on board with his knowledge, or the knowledge
of the captain, or of the Government agent ; but
in proving that, the hon. gentleman has not
advanced one step towards what he asks the
House to adopt. The question before us
is not whether Mr. Hodgson’s captain acted
with perfect bone fides, or whether the (Fovern-
ment agent acted with perfect bona fides, and
they were misled by the interpreters that they
obtained—whether Jerry misled them or Charlie,
or somebody else. That is not the question.
The question is whether the seizure by the
““Swinger” was justified under the circumstances
then existing. The captain of the ‘‘Swinger”
was employed on police duty in the Pacific under
the provisions of the Kidnapping Act just as much
as a policeman is engaged when patrolling the
streets of Brisbane, and his duty was to act upon
the circumstances as they presented themselves
to him. Sometimes an innocent man is arrested
on a charge of crime, but you do not hold the
Government responsible because the policeman
has arrested hin. Yet that is the case the hon.
member is endeavouring to make out to the
House. But it is not even that. He does
not seek to hold the Government answerable in
that sense, but to make the emaployer of the



Seizure of the

man who gave the information responsible.
That is the position. T will just illustrate it.
The proposit'::a is this—that if my servant is in
the street, and is informed that a crime has been
committed in a neighbouring street, and he goes
and tells a policeman that he is so informed, and
the policeman arrests the wrong man, I am to
pay the damages. That is an exactly analogous
case to this. But the hon. member has not
addressed himself to that ; he has contented him-
self with endeavouring to show that Mr! Hodgson
is innocent. I do not wish to assert that Mr.
Hodgson is guilty ; nobody supposes for one
moment that he would connive at any improper
recruiting. Nor does anyone for a moment believe
that the Government agent on board thatshipcon-
nived at improper recruiting. He did his duty as
well as he could; but hecause he was liable to
be deceived, it was not thought fit that he should
continue any longer in the Government service.
I believe he acted honestly, but he was nisled. It
is not necessary, therefore, to go minutely into
the question whether the evidence of the ! oly-
nesian witness Bedanna, or any other witness, is
correct. For instance, what is the use of in-
vestigating the question whether the account
he gave is primarily accurate, or whether
it was interpreted with perfect accuracy
by the interpreter ? What light does that throw
upon the matter? It throws none. Suppose
that the interpreter in the “ Forest King” case
made a mistake in the Admiralty Court, or
suppose the interpreters for the Royal Com-
mission made a mistake—it is most likely that
all the interpreters made a mistalte—what is the
use of investigating minutely a matter like that?
I propose to deal with the matter on a broader
basis. But before doing so, I wish to make a
few remarks in reference to the attack made on
Mr. Rose, one of the members of the Royal
Commission. The hon. member attacked the
Commission generally. We have nothing to do
with the Royal Commission in considering this
case. If any hon. member desires to bring
forward a vote of censure on the Royal
Commission, or a vote of censure on the
Government for appointing the members of
it, or a vote of censure on the Government
for acting upon their report, let him do so.
Let him do so at once, and we will meet the
matter fairly. But the hon. member is not
bringing forward a vote of censure of that
kind, although I am perfectly aware that
some hon. members intend taking advan-
tage of the opportunity to vilify the Com-
missioners.  Nevertheless the fact remains
that the Commission has done a great deal
of good for the colony, a good which cannot
be undone by any abuse or vilification showered
down upon the Commissioners by members of
this House, whoever they are. The hon,
member compared the manner in which Mr.
Rose gave his evidence with the manner in
which the other witnesses gave their evidence.
But let any one read the questions put to
Mr. Rose. Is there no difference in ask-
ing a man to give a narrative and asking
a man what were his impressions or motives?
‘Would the hon. member for Fassifern like to sit
there and be cross-examined by me in the manner
in which he cross-examined Mr. Rose before the
committee? If he was asked what he would
have thought if somebody had said so-and-so
when he said something else, would he not hesi-
tate before he answered? I ask anybody to read
ﬁle evidence and see the questions put to Mr.
Rose.

Mr. DONALDSON : Quote some of them.
The PREMIER : 1am not going to quote the

evidence all through. I have read it all
through, and I can understand any hesitation
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in answering some of the questions. It was
quite impossible to answer them except in a
speech of two or three minutes. A very
great number of the questions asked. of the
other witnesses throughout the inquiry were
questions to which simply an answer “Yes?”
or “No” was sufficient. Judging from my
experience of the examination of witnesses it
appears to me that a full narrative of the case had
been prepared, and the questions were put in a
form which only required the answer ‘Yes” or
“ No”—they were leading questions. I will now
just say one word as toa matter which is per-
fectly irrelevant to the inquiry, and that is the
suggestion that Mr. Milman was actuated, in
giving information to the captain of the “ Swin- -
ger,” by the hope of obtaining half the penalty.
That suggestion ought not to have been made.
The hon. gentleman said he would have an
opportunity of speaking on the subject again,
and I would ask him to withdraw the in-
sinuation. There is no provision in the Kid-
napping Act allowing reward to any person
giving such information. A vessel can only be
seized by an officer of Customs, or a public
officer in any British possession, a commissioned
officer on full pay in the military service of the
Crown, a commissioned officer on full pay in the
naval service of the Crown, and a consul or con-
sular agent appointed by Her Majesty to reside
in any island not within the jurisdiction of any
civilized power. These are the only persons who
can seize a vessel, and in no case can they have
any share in the forfeiture. Probably what the
hon. member referred to was the provision in
the Polynesian Act of 1884, which states that if
a ship is forfeited for a breach of the provisions
of that Act the informant may receive half the
penalty.

Mr. MIDGLEY : That is right.

The PREMIER : Having now disposed of
that matter, T will deal with the mierits of the
case, The report of the committee which the
hon. member asks the House to affirm, says,
firstly, that the allegations and statements of
the petition of Mr. Hodgson have been sub-
stantiated ; secondly, ¢ that there is no evidence
to show that the owner of the ‘Forest King,’
or anyone engaged on her during the voyage
when she was seized by the ‘Swinger,” was
guilty of, or aware of, any breach of the
laws or regulations affecting the recruiting
of islanders in Polynesia.” That is a somewhat
startling and sweeping assertion, It involves
the assertion that the interpreters, and everybody
on that ship, many of whom the cominitiee
never saw, and of whose conduct and pro-
ceedings they could have no information, were
not guilty of any breach of the laws and
regulations with respect to the recruiting of
islanders. We are asked to say that there
is no evidence that anybody on the ship was
guilty of any breach of the law. Now, there is
ample evidence that many of the islanders
recruited were deceived ; some of them may not
have been deceived, but if one was deceived that
is sufficient. There is ample evidence—I will
not say conclusive evidence, as that is a matter
on which each may form his own conclusion—
that some of the islanders were deceived.
Whether the committee thought the evidence
taken by them was more trustworthy than that
is another thing ; but to say that there is no evi-
dence that those men were deceived is simply to
say something contrary to fact.

Mr. DONALDSON : What evidence do you
allude to?

The PREMIER : The evidence of theislanders
themselves. I do not sayit is conclusive; that is
amatter on which each member may have his own
opinion ; but the cominittee state that there is
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no evidence that they were deceived. The hon.
member must see that there is evidence, though
he may disbelieve it. He does not, however,
say that he disbelieves that evidence, but asks
this House to affirm that there is no evidence
that anyone engaged in the ¢ Forest King,”
when she was seized by the ““Swinger,” was
guilty of any breach of the laws affecting
the recruiting of islanders in  Polynesia.
Then he asks the House to afirm as the third
proposition this most startling, most extra-
ordinary proposition :—That, in consequence of
the seizure of his vessel, the ‘“ Forest King,” the
petitioner has suffered loss, expense, and damage
to the extent of £3,000. He asks the House to
affirm that at once. Of course, that is a matter
which should be considered in committee, where
the question could be gone into fully ; but
to ask us to affirm this proposition is
something surprising, to say the least. Surely
he would have done more wisely if he
had followed the ordinary course of pro-
posing, not to adopt the report, which is
a useless proceeding, but to affirm that Mr.
Hodgson should be compensated, if the majority
of the House are of opinion that he should be
compensated. As to adopting the report of the
committee, that is quite impossible. Before we
could do that we should have to send it back to
the committee to get all the evidence available ;
for T am sorry to say that they have not even
taken the trouble to ascertain what damage Mr.
Hodgson has really sustained. He puts in
a claim, which I can only characterise as being
preposterous.  He claims the gross earnings
of the ship, puts down the total amount it
would have been possible for the ship to earn,
and instead of deducting the expenses from
the earnings he adds them on. I am not
going to trouble the House much about the
defails of the losses. The committee had
ample evidence available, if they had chosen
to ask for it. Under the Act of last year
every labour ship is bound on returning from a
voyage to send in a sworn return of the expenses
of the voyage; and on going to the Polynesian
Office they could have obtained a statement
showing the expenses of every ship since that
Act was passed. T will give the House
some information as to the sworn returns
of expenses on the voyages. As a matter of
fact, Mr. Hodgson has not sustained this loss.
T know that he wanted to sell the *‘ Forest King”
to the Government some time ago, and it is well
known that that vessel was not paying expenses.

AN HoNOURABLE MEMEER: When did he

want to sell it?

The PREMIER : Six months ago; but the
vessel was not paying before that. Mr. Hodgson
may have been specially unfortunate, but it is a
fact appearing from his own returns that the
average cost per head of all the islanders he
has introduced since that Act was passed has
been over £100. The passage money was,
say, £21 per head, so that it is quite im-
possible that he could have made a profit of
£3,000 in four months. T do not want to expose
Mr. Hodgson’s affairs more than is necessary,
but I will mention particulars in regard to other
ships. I have the particulars here, and they are
public property. Taking thirteen vessels at
random, sailing from various ports of the colony
last year, I find that the lowest cost at which
islanders were introduced was £15 3s. a head,
and that was in the case of a vessel which had
a very large complement of recruits and took back
a large number to the South Seas. The average
cost in regard to a large number of vessels, not
one of whichbelong to Mr, Hodgson, was £22 12s.
per head. That being the average cost per head
in introducing islanders, and the passage money
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being, say, £21, it is ridiculous to ask the House to
affirm that Mr. Hodgson has sustained a loss of
£3,000in four months on one voyage. Now, I ask
the House to consider the real question in this
case, and that is, whether the seizure of the
“ Forest King” was justifiable under the circum-
stances, and, after that, supposing it was not,
whether the Government are responsible for it?
It has been stated that Mr. Milman was in the
service of the Government., Of course he was;
he was a, police magistrate in the service of the
Government, and that is the only ground on
which the claim can be made—that the seizure
was in effect made by Mr. Milman, and that
the Government are responsible. Now the
seizure was not made by Mr. Milman in any
sense whatever. He was not more responsible
for the seizure, nor are the Government any
more responsible, than I am responsible for the
actions of any of my servants to whom I give
a holiday. The hon. gentleman, Mr. Midgley,
said that after some hesitation I allowed Mr.
Milman to go to sea. The correspondence was
laid onthe table of the House last year, and can
be seen at page 983 of the second volume of
““Votes and Proceedings.” A letter came from
Mr. Milman, addressed to Mr. Gray, on 13th
June, as follows—

“Mr. Macfarlane, from New Guinea, is now in town,
and has asked me to accompany him in the ‘Ellan-
gowan’ to New Guinea. It will be an opportunity not
likely to occur again for some time, as on this oceasion
she (‘ BEllangowan’) is to go to Last Cape and visit every
settlement between that and the Fly River. He informs
me 1 should be about three weeks away. I would have
an opportunity also of seeing some of the fishing stations
of men sailing from this port, including Nicholas—the
man reported by labour agent of ‘Ceara.’ Will you
kindly wire me, on receipt of this, if T can go, if I have
been able to dispose of Lee’s affair, and no other impor-
tant business crops up ¥’

This reply was sent by telegram :—

“ You may go to New Guinea if public business will
permit.”

Then on the 24th Mr. Milman telegraphed—

“ Captain of ‘ Ellangowan’ just arrived reports teacher
told him wholesale kidnapping going onh at Basilisk
Moresby and other islands in vicinity by three (3)mnasted
schooner * Heath’® also that *Lizeie’ rvecruited in like
manner If Igo Mr. Macfarlane states I can visit these
places and if instructed would inquire into truth of
these reports < Lllangowan ’ sails Wednesday.”

I minuted on that—
« My, Milman to go and make inquiry.”

Was that right or was it wrong? And where
was the hesitation ? The telegram was dated 24th
June, and instructions were given by me on the
95th, as soon as I saw it. The hon. member
endeavoured to suggest that the Government
distrusted Mr. Milman, and did not want to let
him go, but the dates show that the contrary
was the case. What was the duty of the Govern-
ment on being informed that kidnapping was
going on in New Guinea? The papers were
beginning to comment on it ; and I had been
informed in Townsville just before that irregu-
larities were going on; and was it not the duty
of the Government to investigate the matter
when they had an opportunity? I say that
if the position the Government take up
is right, if we were bound to put down
abuses, then, when a direct statement was
made to the effect that abuses were going on,
and an opportunity arese of inquiring into the
truth of the statement, we were bound to accept
it and let Mr. Milman go and make inquiries.
The formal instructions given to Mr. Milman
were—

 Oolonial Seeretary wishes you to visit if possible the
places where islanders by ¢ Heatl’ and ¢ Lizzie’ are
alleged to have been kidnapped and to make fuli inquiry
and report.”
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He replied the same day—-
“Have I any power to do more than make inquiry

and report if I find some vessel actnally engaged in
illegal recruiting off New Guinea”

My minute on that was—
“Report only.”

He asked afterwards whether the Government
would send any presents to the chiefs; and I
said—

“Take a supply of trade with you, and distribute at

discretion. You have no power to do more than report.
which you should do fully.”

That is what the Government did. Now, to
what extent are the Government answerable
for what Mr. Milman did on that voyage?
It is very hard to see where the responsibility
comes in. But what did Mr. Milman do on that
voyage? He did what any honest man was
bound to do. Any man hearing the statements
that were made to him, who did not act as Mr.
Milman did, would have csased to deserve the
reputation of a gentleman. He would simply
have been propelly branded as a conniver at
kidnapping. I say any man who has such a
curious notion of morality as to say, in face of
the facts to which T am about to call the attention
of the House, that Mr. Milman did wrong in
that respect, must have some strange perversion
of his moral nature. This is what happened ; it
is not denied. Of course there are persons who
say that Mr. Milman should have regarded Mr.
Macfarlane, Mr. Chalmers, and Mr. Lawes as
Liars ; but Mr. Milman, I believe, does not place
them in that category. This is the only evidence
given by Mr. Milman that the committee had
before them. He was examined in the Vice-
Admiralty Court; he was not examined before
the committee. If the committee did not
believe what he said they should have called
him ; if they did believe him we should take it
as truth. They certainly might have called him if
they thought it wasnot correct. I must read thib to
the House
the Vice-Admlra,lty Court—because these are the
circumstances connected with the seizure by the
¢ Swinger,” not a statement of what happened
at Moresby Island or Sud-Est, or some other
place some days before. The question is
whether the captain of the “Swinger” did right
under the circumstances he found existing. He
could not hold an inquiry to see what the truth
was ; he was on police duty, and certain facts
were brought to his notice. What we have to
see now is whether, these facts having been
brought under his notice, he did his duty ; be-
cause I apprehend that if the captain of the
“Swinger ” did his duty this House is not to
compensate Mr. Hodgson because he did his
duty ; or if so it is simply a case of generosity :—

By Mr. Chubb: Your name is Hugh Milman?® Ttis.
. ‘“ And you are the police magistrate at Cooktown?®

am.

“On the 9th July last you were on board IHer
Majesty’s ship ‘Swinger,” commanded by Captain
Marx? I was.

“You were, I believe, under instructions from the .

Queensland Government to make some inquiries as to
the true state of the labour trade?® As I was visiting
New Guinea I received instructions from the Colonial
Secretary to make all inguiries and give an account of
how the traflic was being carried on in the waters which
I should visit.

“1 helieve on this day the °TForest King’® was
sighted ? She was.

* You were on board of her?
alternoon.

¢ With whom ? With the Rev. Mr. Macfarlane and a
native teacher from Teste Island, named Jerry.

““ Did any of the officers of the ‘Swinger’ go with
you? No; they had gone on hoard previously.

¢ When you got on board whom did you see? The
Government agent.

‘ What is his name P
—and the captain.

I went on board in the

He is 2 man named Thompson
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““ Captain Dickson ?
name.

“ Did you proceed to do anything* I told the Govern-
ment agent that I was going to examine the recruits on
hoard, as I had a native interpreter with me who could
understand their language, to ascertain that they
thoroughly understood that they were coming to
Queensland for terms of three years.

¢ Was Captain Dickson present when you said this® I
cannot say whether he was there at the time. I think
he was engaged with the officers of the man-of-war; {
am not. certain.

* Did you proceed to the examination of the natives?
I did; I had the natives mustered ; I ordered the recrnits
to be mustered on deck, forward.

‘“ Were they mustered? They were mustered. I can-
not remember, now, whether forward or aft by the
deck-house. I think now it was aft by the deck-house.
They were mustered, and each one was called up sepa~
rately by name.

““When this was being done was Dickson there, or the
Government agent ¢ Yes, he was; and the two boarding-
officers of the man-of-war, Lieutenant Torlesse and Sub-
Tientenant Bruce.

“And Mr. Macfarlane? Yes; and Jerry.

““Just tell us what was done. You say the recruits
were enlled up by nawe ¥ I got the names, fivst of all,
from the Government agent’s book, and then I cailed
each boy by his name. That boy was brought np and
the question was put to him.

““ Brought up by whom? His name was called out
and he eame up himself—answered to his name him-
self.

“Was he called by name, or by number?

““ Well, he came up® Yes; hecame up.

“Well, what was done then? The question was put
to each of them, how long was he going to Quecensland
for.

By Mr. Power: Did you put these questions your-
self, or did you hear them put? I ordered them to be
put.

“By the Court: You told somebody in English to put
them? Yes; Iordered them to be put. I told Jerry to
put the guestion to each boy, how long he was going to
Queensland for. He put that gquestion, apparently.

* He said sometling, anyhow? Something, anyhow.

“ By Mr. Chubb: Not in English ¢ No.

“In the native language? Yos.

By the Court: Do you understand the native lan-
guage? No.

“ By Mr. Chubb: It was in a foreign tongue? Yes;
in a foreign tongue.

““By the Court : You told him this in English ® he put
it to the boy in soine language ; then he said somethlng
to yon again in English, which you will tell nus ¥ Yes; it
was partly carried on—as July, though he underbtauda
Inglish, does not, well—through Mr. Macfarlane, in the
first instance ; then from Mr. Macfarlane to him in Lifu
language. In some instances I asked Jerry direct what
did he say in English, and he repiied to me.

©Was that in all the cases? In sowe instances he
could not communicate with the hoys at all.

“In the instances when he appeared to communi-
cate? The answer was shnilar in each ecase.

«In English to you? Notin Inglish direct to me in
every instance. In sowme instances I a-ked him direct,
after the answer had been given to me by Mr, Macfar-
lane. Did the boy say so-and-so ?

“What were the answers or answer that you got
through Jerry, either from Jerry or Mr. Macfarlane, as
the case might he? The answers were the same from
all tliose boys; that they were going to Queensland for
two months, to be returned the chird month.

“Do you know—can you teil me—how many boys
Jerry communicated with or appeared to get answers
from ? There were thirty-nine boys in all, and there
were nineteen boys that lie was unable to communi-
cute with. That would leave twenty that gave him
answers.”’

Twenty boys said they were going for twomonths,
and the others could not be communicated with,
There is no doubt that happened. Whether
these boys told the truth is another questmn
This happened aboard the *“Forest King” ; that
is the material point.

““ Did you put any other questions through Jerry # I
did, on a subsequent occasion.

““But not on that ocecasion? No ; Ithink thatwas all.

“You told us that there were some yow could not
communicate with—that Jerry could not. Do yon know
what islands they were from?® There were fourteen
from Sud-Est Island, three from the mainland of New
Guinea north of Cape Ducie, one froin Normanby Island,
and one from Terguson Island in the D’Knirecasteaux
group,

Captain Dickson I believe is his

By name.
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“Did Jerry appear to be able to communicate with
the others? Yes

‘““When he spoke to them did they speak in reply?
They did

““ After youn got as far as this what did you do then?
I went on board the ¢ Swinger.” and stated to Captain
Marx the information I had received.”

Was he not bound to do that, Mr. Speaker?
Was he not absolutely bound to go and tell the
captain of the ‘‘Swinger” the information he
had received ?

¢ What did you state ¢ That the majority of the boys
were only recruited for two months, to be returned on
the third month, and that for the majority of the boys
there was no interpreter at all.

“ When did you ascertain that? The first time, of
conrse.

« Before you went on hoard to Captain Marx you did
something else. You told us there were fourtecn hoys
from Sud-Est Island that eould not be communicated
with by Jerry. Was anything done for them® The
Government agent inforined e that the interpreter for
them had run away ; but it was their intention to get
another interpreter on board, for these hoys, before
returning to Quecnsland.

“ Was 1o other interpreter produced, or anything said
to you about atother interpreter on hoard ¥ They said
they had an interpreter for five of the boys that Jerry
was unable to communicate with. There were three,
I think; one was the chiet interpreter.

“ For the five boys with whoin Jerry could not com-
municate? Yes.

“ What was the name of these interpreters?
tell you the name of one—Charlie.
nawies of the others.

““What were the five natives? Three from the main-
land of New Guinea near Cape Ducie, one from Nor-
manby Island, and one from Ferguson Island.

“Which one was pointed out as the interpreter for
the five? Charlie.

« Did they tell you who had been the interpreter when
they were recruited? Yes; they gave me to understand
that Charlie had.

“Did you try to communicate with these five through
Chartie? I did. Charlie attempted to communicate
with them, and I was told in the first instance by Jerry
that < that fellow no understand those hoys at all,’

* By Mr. Power: You say in the first instance Jerry
told you that? Yes.

By Mr. Chubb: Was that before or after Charlie had
commenced to speak to them?  After Charlic had
attempted to talk with them.

“ What was the modus operandi of atternpting to
corrmunicate with the boys through Charlic? Charlie
apparently attempted to talk to them and gotno answer.

“Did you give him a guestion to put? I told him to
put the same question as I had Jerry—that is, to ask
those hoys how long they had been recruited to go to
Queensland for.

“Then Charlie spoke to them, and got no answer ?
e got no answer

“Did you observe the boys make any gesture # No.

“ Did thev appear to understand him? They did not
appear to understand. Jerry then said that Charlie
was attempiing to talk to them in Teste language, and
they did not understand his language.

“ Did Charlie say anything to him? I then asked
Charlie, cannot you make those boys understand?
Charlie hung down bis head and did not answer, giving
me to supposc he did not.

“ Did he say anything? XNo; I do not know if he said
anything at the time or not. lIe gave mc to understand
he counld not communicate with the boys.

“ HHow about the fourteen boys from Sud-Ist? There
was no communication held with them at all.

“ You noticed already that they intended to get an
interpreter for them* The Government Agent told me
that Captain Dickson had promised to getan interpreter
before leaving those waters, otherwise the boys would
have to be retwrned to their islands.

‘“ Was the interpreter obtained for you for those hoys?
Tor the Sud-Est boys, no.

“ Did the agent or the captain say anything?
stated that they had not one.

“Then it was that you returned to the ‘Swinger’ ?
T thien returned to the * Swinger.”

“ What did you do on board the ‘Swinger’? I told
Captain Marx that T had ascertained from the boys that
I was able to eommunicate with—twenty out of some
thirty-nine—that they had ounly been recruited for two
months, to be returned in three months; that there
were fifteen Doys with whom no counnunication could
he effected, and when the interpreter who was provided
attempted to communicate with them he failed to do so.

I can
I do not know the

They
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““Then what happened? He said, ‘I wish you to
return to the ¢ Forest King,” and ask each Loy one
question, namely—if they are willing to go to Queens-
land for the full term of three years?

*Did you return on board the ship¥ I did.

““Who went with you? I was by myself then.

‘“ What did you do then on board—whowmn did you see ?
The Government agent, the captain, Mr. Madiarlane,
and Lieutenants Torlesse and Bruce were all on deck
with the boys.

“ And you went up to them? I went up to them.

“ What did you ask ? I called each boy by name.

< Jlow did you do so? The boys were on deck. I
told the Government agent I was going to call them
again. 1 called each boy by name and he came forward.
I then put the question through Jerry to them. ¢ Arve
you willing to go to Quecnsiand for three years ?’

* Did you use Mr. Macfarlane as an assistant between
you and Jerry on that oceasion? Yes; I think so. The
examination was held in a similar manner, exactly as
on the previous oecasion.

“ And you asked each boy, ‘Are you willlng to go to
Queensland for three years?’ Yes; aud I took down
the answer of each boy in writing at the time.

“ What answers did you get ? Five boys ont of those
I was able to communicate with—1I think it is flve.—
[Papers handed to witness,]

‘“What is that paper? That is the paper with the
answers of each boy on it. [Bxhibit No. 6.]

“ Now, what are the answers ® The information 1
took down was—The first four called there was no
interpreter for.

*“Where were they from?
and one from Ferguson Island.

“ Were those four out of the five? Four out of the
five which Charlie was originally unable to communi-
cate with.

“ Did Charlie attempt to speak to them on the second
ocecasion ; did you use him at all on the second ocea-
ston? I cannot remember. I thinkso. IIe was there
at the time. We were unable to communicate with him
by any means on the ship.

“ And the next boy ? The next boy I have was from
Normanby Island. He declined to go for thiree years.

“ What was his number ? I could tell you his name,
but I did not take the numbers down.

““What number of boys were willing to go for three
years? Ifive.

‘“ And the remainder?® They declined—those we
ware able to colnmunieate with.

“ Did they say they were willing to go for any time
at all* Some said they were willing to go for one year;
and a few said they were willing to go for two years

* Wag that all you did then?® I then returned to the
‘Swinger,” and reported the result.

“What @id you say? I said I had examined the
boys, and, of those we were able to communicate with,
all but five were unwilling to go to Queensland for threc
years. Ie then requested me to make a report in writ-
ing.”

Three from New Guinea

Now, sir, what could a good and honest man
have done but that? Yet an attempt has been
made to vilify Mr. Milman for this. He has
been accused of giving false information. These
statements were made to Mr. Milman, and he
could not ascertain whether they were true or
false. More than that, the statements having
been made to him it was his simple duty, as
much as it is the duty of any man to tell the
truth or to keep his word, to report the matter
to the captain of the ‘“Swinger.” Mr. Milman
reported the matter to Captain Marx, in writing,
as follows :—

‘“I have the honour to report to you, having been
instructed by the Quernsland Government to inquire
into the manner the labour trade is carried on in these

~waters, that this day I boarded the recruiting schooner

* Forest King,” of Brishane, at this place, and with the
assistance of the native teacher Jerry, who acted as
interpreter, and was kindly ient by Mr. Macfariane for
the purpose, I ascertained that, out of the thirty-nine
natives on board, five natives from Cape Ducie (on the
coast of New Guinea) and from the adjacent islands of
Fergu=on and Norinanby did not comprehend the nature
of their agreements, being unable to communicate with
anyone on board and there having been no interpreter
who could understand their language when they wer-
recruited, the so-called interpreter who was shipped
for the purpose at Teste Island, stating to me, in the
prescnee of Lieutenant Torlesse, Sub-Licutenant Bruce,
and Mr. Macfarlane, that he could not talk to them or
make them understand. Of the balance, all {with the
exception of fourteen recruitcd from Sud-Est) stated
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they were engaged for two months, and to be returned
the third month. These recruits were all spoken to
separately. The natives from Sud-Iist I was unable to
communicate with at all, there being no interpreter for
them on hoard, though I am informed that a competent
interpreter had heen on hoard when they were recruited,
but had since run away. On further inquiry with the
natives that I was able to communicate with (through
Jerry), I found that only five were willing to go for the
full term of three years, and consider it very doubtful
if they fully understood what they were agreeing to,
the balance of them point blank declining to go for the
term it was professed they had agreed to serve. Under
these circwnstances, I am of opinion that these natives
have beecn recruited contrary to the regulations of the
Pacific Island labour trade, and have the honour to draw
your attention to the above-stated facts.”

That was Mr. Milman’s action. Nothing that
happened afterwards has anything whatever to
do with the matter. Let us now see what
Captain Marx said.

The Hon. Siz T. McILWRAITH : This is
rather a mean thing—obstructing on a private
members’ night.

The PREMIER : The hon. member says it is
a mean thing to obstruct on a private members’
night! T intend that the House and country
shall know the real nature of this transaction,
and will sit here until to-morrow morning, if
necessary, to discuss the subject. We are deter-
mined to settle the matter, and have it out. I
will, however, make as short a speech as T can.
As yet, 1 have only spoken half an hour, and two
hours were occupled by the hon. member who
moved the motion, I have not been guilty of
any meanness in the sentiments I have uttered,
or will, in anything I am to utter, T hope the
leader of the Opposition will be able to say as
much when he sits down.

The How. Siz T. McILWRAITH : Do not
get angry.

The PREMIER : The hon. member seems to
be getting into a very uncomfortable frame of
mind. T have a very plain story to tell, and the
telling of it will not take very long. I simply
want to put the matter fairly before the country.
T do not mean that the hon. member for Fassifern
put it unfairly ; but the hon. member has missed
the point altogether, as I will show directly. He
asserts one thing, and I am talking about some-
thing else—something quite different. The hon.
member’s speech was really irrelevant to the
question before the House. And, now, what did
Captain Marx say ?—

“At the time that the lieutenant and sub-licutenant
went on hoard the ' Forest King. the Rev. Mr. Mac-
farlane; Mr. Milinan, police magistrate of Cooktown;
and a mission teacher named ‘Jerry.” wcre ou board the
‘ Swinger,’ also one other Pacific Islander; Mr. Mae-
farlane has his head-quarters of the mission at Port
Moresby, New Guinea: his head station is at Dinner
Island ; ‘Jerry’ is a mission teacher of Teste Island,
under Mr. Macfarlane’s supervision; Jerry is a native of
Lifu; Mr. Macfarlane has been stationced in those parts
ten or twelve years I think; Mr. Macfarlane is able to
speak some of the native dialects or languages; the
languages of the islands are entirely distinet; Jerry
can, T believe, speak more than one of the dialects; I
believe so from observing him about a fortnight he was
with me acting as interpreter; after receiving a reply
that the papers were all right, I recalled the boat, and
sent Messys. Macfarlane, Milman, and Jerry on hoard.”’

Mr, Milman, you see, was acting at the request
of Captain Marx—

““ Porlesse and Bruce remained on hoard the * Forest
King’ ; after a time Mr. Milinan returned, and stated to
me that there were live natives with whom he could not
communicate at all, the interpreter produced by the
captain of the ‘Torest King’ being unable to com-
municate with them, and also that Jerry our inter-
preter was also unable to speak to themn; that he
had guestioned all the other labourers except four-
teen from Sud-Est, the interpreter for whom had
run away, and that they all stated that they were
engaged for two months, to he returned the third
month; I then requested Mr. Milman to return
on board the ‘Forest King’® and qguestion each
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individual labourer whether they were willlag to go
to Queensland for three yvears ; Mr. Milman went to
the ‘Forest King’; after some time Mr. Milman re-
turned with Mr. Torlesse and Mr. Macfarlane, and they
stated to e that nearly the whole of the recruits
dectined to go for three years, that some were willing to
2o for two years, and others for various less periods : he
stated on the second oceasion that he was not able to
communicate with the fourteen men from Sud-Est and
the five men whom he had previously founa that there
was no interpreter for; I then considered the matter
until ahout 7 o’cloek; the eommunication I received in
the first instance was verbal, and I requested it to be
put in writing, I also saw the boarding-book of Mr.
Torlesse and Mr. Maefarlane; Mr. Macfarlane said
exactly the same as Mr. Milman, and Mr. Torlesse said
exactly the same as Mr. Milman and Mr. Macfarlane.”

Now, sir, that is the statement of Captain Marx.
Mr. Milman, Mr. Macfarlane, and Mr. Torlesse,
three gentlemen of unimpeachable honour and
character, notwithstanding all the attacks made
on them in this House and out of it, informed
the captain of the ‘‘Swinger” that after using
the best means in their power to obtain infor-
mation they found recruits on board the ¢ Forest
King” who did not understand their agree-
ments. What, then, was Captain Marx to do?
He had only one duty under such circumstances—
to take possession of the ship. He was simply
acting on his instructions, T will venture to go
farther, and say that if Mr. Milman had not
given the information to Captain Marx he would
have deserved dismissal and would probably
have got it ; and that if Captain Marx had not
seized the ‘“Forest King,” if he had not been
dismissed he would have been very severely repri-
manded, and left unemployed for a considerable
time. Theseare the circumstances of theseizure of
the “Forest King,” and whatever took place
afterwards does not in the least degree increase or
diminish the responsibility of the Government.
These are the facts, and it is upon these facts that
the question must be determined. The proceed-
ings before the select committee had no rele-
vancy whatever, What did they do? They did
notinquire into the question asto whether uponthe
facts presented to him Captain Marx was justified
in seizing the ¢ Forest King,” but whether Mr.
Hodgson and hisservantsknewof any irregularity.
They are two different questions. What the hon.
member endeavoured elaborately to prove was
that Mr. Hodgson and his servants were in-
nocent. I do not dispute that for a moment.
They thought the islanders understood the nature
of their engagement, and Captain Marx did not.
But the real facts have nothing to do with the
merits of the seizure. Each set of persons acted
on the. information as it was presented to
them., The captain of the ¢ Forest King,” when
informed by the interpreters that the men
understood the nature of their engagement,
took them on board; and for that I do not
blame him. But the men did not understand
the nature of their engagement, and when that
was pointed out to Captain Marx his duty was
plain—it was to seize the ship. The hon. mem-
ber endeavoured to show that there was a con-
tradiction between the evidence of those
witnesses and the evidence given before the
Royal Commission; but there was no contra-
diction at all. The hon. member also commented
rather severely on the answer given by Mr.
Rose, that he thought the evidence of the
islanders was the best possible evidence, I
would correct that by saying that it was the
only possible evidence. When it is stated that,
according to the evidence, the men did not
understand the nature of their engagements, the
hon. member thought he had a very pertinent
answer by saying, ‘‘ Here is a number of persons
who thought they did.” It does not matter that
those persons thought the men understood the
nature of their engagement except so far as
it saved the ship from forfeiture. Otherwise
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it is perfectly irrelevant. The question the
hon. member went into before the select com-
mittee was, not whether the men understood
the nature of their engagement, but whether
the officers of the ‘‘ Forest King” thought
they did. I admit that there is no evidence to
show that they did not think so. But that is no
answer to the charge of having improperly taken
away men from their homes, That they
honestly believed they were doing right is an
answer to the forfeiture of the ship, and that
isall.  As to the probability of the men under-
standing the nature of their engagement—that
they were going to Queensland for three years,
and were to receive £6 a year, and work on sugar
plantations, I would as soon believe—and I form
my belief from my knowledge of human nature
and of the world—I would as soon believe that
they understood the 47th proposition of the first
book of Euclid. I have no more doubt of that
than I have of my own existence. The men were
from a hitherto untried part of New Guinea;
they knew nothing about time or money, and
yet the hon, member would have the House
believe that they understood all about it—
where they were going, what were they to do,
for how long, and how much they were to
receive. On the facts T have not the slightest
doubt that these men did not wunderstand
anything of the kind. I will call attention
to one curious fact: the recruiting agent and
the Government agent of the “ Forest King”
do not agree as to the manner in which the
time was explained to those men. The
Government agent says he used to put out
thirty-six matches or other articles to indicate
three years ; and the recruiting agent said he did
not do anything of the kind. I do not accuse,
nor is it at all necessary to accuse, anyone on
board the ““TForest King” of bad faith; for that
is not the question before us. The claim of Mr.
Hodgson is that the vessel was wrongly seized,
and that the Government are responsible for it.
I have pointed out the ecircumstances under
which she was seized, and I say that any man in
the position of Mr. Milman would have done
exactly what he did. For Mr., Hodgson I am
sincerely sorry, but it does not follow that this
Government is bound to compensate him for it.
The Chief Justice pointed out that he could give
no damages. He said :—

“TUpon this point along—the proved good faith of the
defendants, without reference to the proof of actual
consent—the case for the Crown has failed. There is
fairly satisfactory evidence that the officers of the
‘Forest King’ acted in good faith, believing the natives
fairly recruited and consenting parties to their removal
to Queensland. Nevertheless, the circumstances pre-
sented to Captain Marx, on the report of Mr. Milman,
were such as to raise a reasonable ground of suspicion,
and to justify the seizure and detention. The Imperial
officor being justified, it follows in this particular case,
without laying down any absolute rule as to damages in
future cases, that there can he no damages against the
Crown in respect of his act.”

The Hon. S1r T. McILWRAITH: That is
on the report of Mr. Milman,

The PREMIER : Mr. Milman told Captain
Marx the exact truth.

The Hown. Sir T. McILWRAITH : No; he
did not.

The PREMIER: He did ; he told him the
exact truth. Is that the point the hon. member
is going to take? Does he intend to say that
because the information given to Mr. Milman to
Captain Marx in good faith was not correct,
therefore Mr. Milman is a liar? Mr. Milman
only told Captain Marx what he saw and heard.
There is no suggestion made by anyone but the
hon. member opposite, that Mr. Milman told
Captain Marx anything but what he actually
saw and heard, and he was corroborated by Mr.
Macfarlane. The hon. member has also charac-
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terised him as a liar, I know, but his reputation
stands higher throughout the civilised world than
that of the hon. member. My, Macfarlane told
Captain Marx exactly what Mr. Milman had
told him.

The Hox. Stk T. McILWRAITH : 1 say
that what Mr. Milman told Captain Marx was
false.

The PREMIER : I do not know in what
sense the hon. member uses words ; we shall have
to get that new dictionary of his. Does he mean
that Mr. Milman’s information turned out to be
incorrect ? Because that is not the meaning of
“false.,” The hon. member is playing with
words. The information was given to Captain
Marx, not only by Mr. Milman and Mr. Macfar-
lane, but also by Mr. Torlesse and Mr. Bruce,
all independent honourable men ; and because of
that the Chief Justice held thatthe seizure and
detention of the vessel were justified. That being
so—if all those persons were acting lawfully and
properly—where does the claim for compensation
come in. I have, as briefly as I could, pointed
out the real nature of the questions raised upon
this matter.

Mr. BLACK : Mr. Speaker,—I beg to call
your attention to the state of the House.

Quorum formed.

The PREMIER : T have, as briefly as T could,
pointed out the real nature of the question raised
upon this matter—that is, whether the seizure of
the * Forest King” under the circumstances as
they then existed, was justifiable. I have en-
deavoured to point out that nothing subsequently
discovered can make any difference. Those
were the facts as they were represented to the
captain of the “Swinger,” and upon them his
action was right. Mr. Milman, in giving the
information he had, only did his duty, and he was
confirmed by Mr. Macfarlane. That being so,
although Mr. Hodgson sustained a loss—for
which I am very sorry— no claim can Dbe made
against this Government. If a claim should be
made against the Admiralty it is a matter for
them to consider ; but the decision of the
Supreme Court shows that, although the Kid-
napping Act expressly provides for indemni-
ficationn being made in a case of wrongful
seizure, this seizure was not wrongful. Hon.
members may very fairly differ in opinion
upon the merits of the case. Some hon. members
may think that these men did understand the
nature of their agreements. For my own part,
I am satisfied they did not, though, as I say,
some men may very fairly holda different opinion.
But what I have endeavoured to point outis that
all that is quite irrelevant to the question now
before the House. The formal question is as to
whether we shall adopt the findings of the
committee, That the allegations and state-
ments of the petition were not substantiated there
can be no difference of opinion. Tt is stated in
the petition that the seizure was made at the
express instance and instigation of Mr. Milman ;
of that there is absolutely no evidence. The only
evidence is that Mr. Milman reported to Captain
Marx what hehad discovered, and Mr. Macfarlane
and Lieutenants Bruce and Torlesse corroborated
what he said. It was not made at the instiga-
tion of Mr, Milman. The petition not only says
that the seizure was made at the instigation
of Mr. Milman, but that it was made whilst he
was ‘“‘engaged in the performance of duties on
behalf of the Queensland Government, but with-
out any lawful or just cause.” I have pointed
out on the facts of the case, which are uncontra-
dicted, that he was not engaged in the perform-
ance of duties for the Government in the sense
in which the words are used, and that there
was a lawful and just cause, and that this
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was found by the Vice-Admiralty Court; so
that the statements contained in the petition
are not true. Under these circumstances I
submit that we cannot, as sensible men, adopt the
findings and report of the select committee. Ido
not blame the select committee for their finding,
They were possibly inexperienced in the duties
of select committees. They did not get all the
evidence they might have got, as T have pointed
out, although there were means at their dis-
posal to obtain furtherevidence. That this House
should be asked to affirin that this seiznre was
made at the instigation of Mr. Milman, that the
islanders engaged understood the nature of their
agreements, and that Mr. Hodgson, in con-
sequence of the seizure of his vessel, suffered
2 loss of £3,000, are three propositions which
there is no evidence to support, and 1 therefore
hope that the House will decline to affirm them.

Mr. LUMLEY HILL said : Mr. Speaker, —
The House has listened this evening with very
great attention to two very able and exhaustive
speeches delivered from two diametrically oppo-
site views—each ably expressed, and with an
equal amount of interest and feeling. T myself
do not take such an extreme view as sither of the
speakers I have listened to. I have carefully
studied this case through all its stages. I looked
into it long before coming into this House, and
made up my mind as to what 1 was going to do,
just as Lsuppose every member of the House has
made up his mind one way or the other as to
how he is going to vote upom this question.
All the eloquence in the world will not shift any
one of them any more than the able speeches [
have heard this evening have moved me from
the opinion I have formed after reading care-
fully through the evidence taken by the Royal
Commission, by the select committee, and
also the evidence taken in the case by the
Supreme Court. I have read all the evi-
dence carefully, and the conclusion I came
to in my own mind was that the correct thing
in this case to do is to adopt a middle course, T
do not believe that this report is wholly right.
T cannot bring myself to vote forit. I think,
in making a report like this which the select
committee have presented to the House, they
have submitted a claim to be considered
almost infallible. I think it is quite open
to exception that some points in the re-
port have not been clearly established. It
reminds me of a time more than twenty years
ago, when I was first admitted to the Commission
of the Peace, a very old and wise friend of mine,
a legal man, gave me this advice—* When you
give your judgment do not give your reasons for
your judgment. Your judgment will probably
be right if you exercise an intelligent and
common-sense view of the matter, but your
reasons for that judgment may be utterly
wrong.” T believe that was sound advics, and
it was advice T acted on ; and I believe I should
have erred if I had refrained from taking
advantage of it. I believe that to a certain
extent this committee have erred in that
direction ; they have given too much to the
House. I do not think they were entirely
right, nor do I think that the commissioners
appointed to inquire into the Pacific Island trade
were entirely right in all their conclusions, but
there is a great deal of right fin both of them,
and I believe there is substantial good in both
of them. I believe that legally, in this case—
to which I intend to confine myself and to be as
brief as possible—Mr. Hodgson has legally not a
claim to a single farthing upon this House.” There
is no doubt whatever upon that point in my mind,
but equitably I consider, after reviewing the
position, that Mr. Hodgson has a claim; I
consider, myself, that there can be no doubt
in any intelligent man’s mind who follows the
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case through with care and thought, that Mr.
Hodgson has suffered a loss at the instigation
of a man who was not actually authorised to
act in the position of a representative of the
Queensland Government, but who, nevertheless,
ostensibly and apparently did. He had no right
to do it—his own instructions expressly forbade
him to do it—but ostensibly he did appear as a
representative of the Queensland Government.
No man in this Committee, and I do not
think that even the Premier, would tell me
that Captain Marx would have seized that
ship had it not heen for the representations
of Mr. Milman. The Premier gave us rather
a strained illustration when he asked the question
that supposing a servant of his gave information
to the police, by which a man was illegally
arrestedin the street and lodged in gaolonacharge
which tarned out to be false, would the plaintiff
have recourse against the Premier himself? Of
course certainly not, but I say this: that if I give
information to a policeman and instruct him to
arrest a man on a charge that turns out to be
false, that man has a very good action for
damages against me, and might go for me at
once, and no doubt would. That, I say, is the
position here, because Mr. Milman, to a certain
extent, though without authority, was ostensibly
the representative of the Queensland Government.
He did that without a doubt. I haveno doubt
he did it, but that he did it through any of the
wicked causes alleged, or likely to be alleged by
some hon. members, I do not believe. I think
it was simply an act of indiscretion. He is not
the most discreet of individuals. I myself can
speak feelingly, becanse I have suffered by his
indiscretion. It was through his indiscretion
that 800 additional ballot-papers were furnished
which enabled the fraud to be perpetrated at
California Gully and Halpin’s. I know that
Mr, Milman did that inadvertently, because he
told e some time before the polling, which
enabled me to wire to my committee to look out
for frauds, that the presiding officer at Herber-
ton had got possession of 800 ballot-papers, and
warned them to watch California Gully and
Halpin’s ; but the committee were remiss and
consequently the frauds were perpetrated.
Therefore I know the sort of indiscretions Mr.
Milman is likely to commit, but I acquit him
wholly of any dishonesty in the matter. I am
satisfied that he had no bad motive whatever,
and that he was acting simply aecording to the
best, of his intelligence and the best of his lights.
He deemed it incumbent upon him, from con-
scientious motives, to make the representations
he did to Captain Marx, and upon those
representations the vessel was seized. I am
therefore decidedly of opinion that, equitably,
Mr. Hodgson has a claim upon this House and
upon thecountry. Iconsider it my bounden duty
in my place in this House to guard with almost
excessive vigilance the public purse, in the inte-
rests of the taxpayers of the colony; but I do
think that in a case where it appears plainly that
an individual citizen of the State has suffered loss
and wrong through the action—unintentional,
ill-advised though it may have been, officious
or anything else that hon. members may choose
to stigmatise it as being—I say I do think that
the taxpayers of the colony, if they were polled
to a man, would not object in such a case to that
man being recouped the loss he has sustained. I
do not believe that any man would hesitate for a
moment in doing so0 ; and it is therefore my in-
tention to move, as an amendment to the report,
that this House is of opinion that Mr. Samuel
Hodgson ought to be compensated for the loss
sustained by him in consequence of the seizure of
the schooner ““ Forest King.”

Question—That all the words after ¢* that” in
the original motion be omitted, with a view of
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inserting ‘“ this House is of opinion that Mr.
Samuel Hodgson ought to be compensated for
the loss sustained by him in consequence of the
seizure of the schooner ¢ Forest King,” —put.

Mr. DONALDSON said: I am aware, Mr.
Speaker, that in making reference to the remarks
of the hon. the Premier this evening I shall be at
a considerable disadvantage, because he has
sheltered himself entirely behind legal points.
But that will not prevent me, sir, in the interests
of truth and justice, from defending the action
and finding of our committee after full
investigation. The Premier states that the
action of the “Swinger” in taking posses-
sion of the ‘‘Forest King” was similar to
2 policeman who might arrest a person for doing
a wrong. While I admit that the ‘Swinger”
was acting very much in that capacity when she
seized the ‘Forest King,” we must not lose
sight of the fact that certain information was
furnished to the captain of that vessel upon
which he acted. The facts are these—I wish
to be as brief as possible, and shall not make any
reference {o the earlier part of the voyage. I
shall commence from the time of the boarding of
the “Forest King” by Lieutenants Torlesse and
Bruce. These officers went on board and made
an examination and certified that from the
official log—the Government agent’s as well as
that of the captain’s—everything was in order.
Some time afterwards Mr. Milman and Mr.
Macfarlane went on board and made an examina-
tion of the boys, and notwithstanding that the
services of interpreters were offsred to them
they refused to take those interpreters, and
acted entirely from the evidence of their own
interpreters. Upon that they based a report,
and upon that report the ship was seized.
Anyone who reads the evidence that was given
by Mr. Milman orby Captain Marx cannot help
coming to the conclusion that they acted hastily
in the matter and not after a proper investigation.
It has also been stated that the committee did
not go sufficiently into the case and try and get
the evidence of all the parties. We were twitted
with the fact that we did not summon Mr.
Milman before the committee for the purpose
of getting his evidence, but had we done
that could we have received one tittle more
evidence than he gave before the court, where he
was thoroughly examined upon every point
brought forward on both sides by most eminent
counsel? I think we should only have been in-
curring extra expense which would have served
no useful purpose whatever if we had brought him
to Brisbane, seeing that all the evidence that he
could give had been already given. We con-
sidered that at the time. We considered every
word of the evidence he had given before fram-
ing our report, and came to the conclusion that
it was entirely unnecessary to bring him here.
But, sir, we acted in an entirely different way
with regard to gentlemen within our reach.
We took the opportunity of examining Mr.
Rose, a gentleman who was connected with the
Comimnission, and we wished to have the services
of Mr. Buckland, but he took advantage of his
privileges as a member of this House and refused
to give evidence before us, Otherwise we should
have had a little more information and

Mr. BUCKLAND : I was never summoned.

" Mr. DONALDSON : You refused, neverthe-

less. You sent word, and admitted it last

night, to the effect that you would not come.
Mr. BUCKLAND : Isent no message.

. Mr. DONALDSON : Last night, Mr. Speaker,
in reply to an interjection from me in this House,
the hon. member stated that even if he had been
summoned it was not his intention to attend the
committee,
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Mr. BUCKLAND :
to Hansard.

Mr. DONALDSON : It is omitted from
Hansard, but I can appeal to hon. members
who heard the hon. member.

Mr. BUCKLAND : I never said so.
HownouraBLE MEMBERS : Chair !

Mr. DONALDSON: The hon. the Premier
also stated that the questions put were of a most
objectionable nature and could not be replied to
by Mr. Rose, and I asked him twice to state
any one question to which he objected, but
he did not take any notice of my remark.
Now, the Premier has taken the trouble to read
the evidence which has been given by Mr, Mil-
man before the Vice-Admiralty Court. That
may be information to many hon. members, but
it was no information to the committee, because
they had considered it before. I shall take the
opportunity of reading the whole of the evidence
given by Mr. Rose before the committee, and 1
will leave it to hon. members to say whether
they consider one of the questions that were put
to him were improperly put. I can say truth-
fully that the questions put to Mr. Rose were put
with the full intention of eliciting the truth and
nothing more. The examination of Mr. Rose is
to this effect :—

‘937. By the Chairman : You were one of the mem-
bers, Mr. Rose, of the Roval Commission to inguire into
the obtaining of these islanders® I was.

*938. In holding your inqguiries, did you examine
anyone but the islanders—the recruits? Yes; the in-
spectors at Mackay, Townsville, and Ingham.

“Mr. Power asked if the committee were going to
travel outside the ¢ Forest King’¥

“The Chairinan said he thought not.

“939. By the Chairman: You had to examine the
islanders through interpreters in every case, Mr. Rose?
Yes; in almost every case. It is mentioned in the
report when they were examined by means of Inter-
preters and through what interpreters; and, if not,
that also is mentioned.

“910. What were the names of the interpreters that
you had when you were examining the recruits by the
‘ Forest King’¥ (ago, Toiamina, and Gatin.

*941. Had those men had any experience before as
interpreters, Mr. Rose? Cago had; Toiamina also had
—at any rate, I was informed he had been brought
down here as an interpreter, and was examined in
the court; Gatin we found at Hamleigh Plantation,
Herbert River.

©942. Did they strike youas beingmen of fair intelli-
genee as interpreters® Cago and Gatin did; Cago
especially ; he had been 2 pupil of and had been trained
by either Mr. Macfarlane himself or one of his teachers.

“943. Could they speak ILnglish well? Cago spoke
English pretty well. Toiamina could not do so, nor
could Gatin. We used Toiamina and Gatin as second
interpreters.

““94%. You appear to have examined, I think, 480 of

I never said so. Refer

those islanders altogether? Yes.
*“945. In thirty sittings? I dare say.

““946. I suppose it became almost a formal thing
before you got through them—the sane repetition of
what had gone hefore— you just had to ¥ Ido not
understand.

“947. You had to rely upon what an interpreter
said in each ecase, largely? Well; excunse me a moment,
[Perusing the Report of the Royal Commission.] You
will find on paragraph 12 of our Report, page 18:—

¢ As g matter of course we were mainly dependent
in the fulfilment of our commission upon the services
of interpreters. Sometimes the evidence had to be
filtered, so to speak, through the medium of two inter-
preters.

‘““That was the case with several of the ‘ Forest King’
boys. Questions were put to Cago, and trauslated by
Cago to Gatin, and put by Gatin to the islanders—the
Sud-Est islanders. Cago could not talk Sud-Est.

*‘But as we gained experience during the inquiry
we also found many checks by which to test their
veliability ; such as familiarity with the manner of
witnesses, the methods of the interpreters, and the
private use of vocabularies compiled by the witnesses
themselves of their different languages.”

‘“And so on. As we went on I took, myself, and comn-
piled little voeabularies to test the interpreters. As a
matter of faet, on several occasions I did, by the use of
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those vocabularies—I do not know whether it was the
case of the ‘ Forest King’ boys or not, but 1 waus able
t0 test thoroughly the reliability of the interpreters.

948, You got at the truth through them? I am
perfectly certain in my own mind that we got at the
truth. T may say I looked over, this morning. the
private notes that I took through the inquiry, with
comments in the margin on the behaviour of the boys
themselves and the manner in which the interpreters
were doing their work ; and, so far as the ‘Forest King’
boys were concerned, I had five or six different entries
to the effect that I was perfectly satisfied as to the
truthiulness of the statements being made.

“949. By the interpreters: And the boys.

“950. You state, Mr. Rose, in your report, page 19,
clause 16, as follows :—

““(2.) Even under the most favourable circumstances
the natives had very little conception of the real
purpose for which they were invited on board or
engaged to go in the ship to Queensland.

““That purpose onght to have heen explained on
three separate occasions—first, by the recruiting agent
through his interpreter, and that in the presence of the
Government agent who was hound to be in the covering
boat—supposing the recruiting was heing conducted
from the beach; second, hy the Governmment agent
when on shipboard he was cntering the names of the
recruits in his log; third, by the Polynesian inspectors
at the port of arrival in the colony.

“‘Youare aware that it has appeared in evidence
in court that this was constantly done on board the
““ Torest King* when she was recruiting? I am not
aware.

“951. You would consider that if this had been
done-—if all these precautions had been taken—the
interpreters employed—the Government agent had
doue his duty? As a matter of fact, thosc precautions
werenot taken. At least, that is my impression.

‘“952. But, as a matter of evidence, they were. It is
repeated in evidence, and in documents wrilten at
the time, that those precautions and instructions weve
carried ont and taken? That is a statement I do not
admit—I do not acknowledge.

““953. You do not acknowledge its truth?
do not deny that it is on record?
it is on record.

‘“954. It is on record, repeatedly. It is om record,
but you do not believe it. You do not helieve they did
carry out those instructions? I do not know that it is
on record; butI do know that the evidence hrought
before us showed that those precautions were not
taken.

**865. But you had no evidenee, but the evidence of
the islanders, Mr. Rose? The best of all evidence.

*“956. But those men who were especially implicated.
if thiere had been any irregularities in the node of
recruiting, were not there—were not examined by the
Comnission? The report shows they were not.

“957. Inthe sworn evidence before the Vice-Admiralty
Court and in the logs of the captain, and the Govern-
ment agent on board the ship. it is on record in
those documents, and declared on oath in that
evidence, that those instructions were invariably carried
out—rigidly carried out. You are satisfied from what
the islanders said that they were not¥ I am satisfied
from what the islanders said that the purpose for which
the islanders were being recruited was not fully
explained to them, and that they did not understand
they were coming to Queensland either for three years
or to work on sugar plantations for that period.

“958. Well, you state further on, Mr. Rose :—

““At times, no interpreter was carried
recruiting agent’s boat’ :—
This is a general statement,
“and then, no matter how desirous he might he of
dealing fairly with the natives in his negotiations for
their hire he had to depend on signs’:
And so on. Have you the impression or the recollection,
Mr. Rose, that it was ever the case with the * Forest
King.’ that the boats carricd no interpreters, or is it
stated in your report? Turn to page 34 of the Report,
voyage No. 7:—

“““The ‘ Forest King” left Brishaneon the 17th May,
and reached Rossel Island in the Louisiade Archipelago
on the 27th, where an attempt was made to recruit
withont an interpreter. The Govermment agent, Mr.
J. Thompson, however, wrote an ofticial letter to the
captain, prohibiting reeruiting without interpreters.
The ship then made for Sud-Est and Brierly Island,
and at the latter place # native named Kasowai was
engaged as interpreter. Trom 2nd June till 10th June
Sud-Est was exploited for recruits, and sixteen secured,
Kasowat, however, telling them that they were to go
on the ship as béche-de-mer fishers; (i) to go and sce
white man’s place, not to work,”

But you
Ido not know that

in the
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And so on. If I remember rightly, there were one or
two boys who stated that the interpreters made signs to
them.

959, Well, Mr. Rose, it uppears from your Report
from which you have read, that they b{ld various
interpreters in the *Torest King’s’ reeruniting boats?
Yes.

980, They had various interpreters? Yes.

‘981, To judge by what you say of the islanders
when brought b:fore the Commission, you considered
that those interpreters deceived the islanders,—at any
rate, they deceived the islanders, whether they deceived
the ofticials on the ‘Forest King’ or not? Certainly
they deceived the islanders. It came out in the exami-
nation ot them, especially of the Sud-Est Island boys,
that the interpreters on board the °Forest King’
could not speak Sud-Bst. One or two ot them—Tosi, T
think, was 1 remarkably intelligent lad. Ile said that
Churlie, that was one of the interpreters, learned Sud-
Est on the voyage to Brishane.”
1t is very tedious going through the whole of the
evidence, Mr. Speaker, but I will still challenge
the statement of the Premier that there is not a
single question in the evidence I have read that
could not be honestly and fairly and straight-
forwardly answered. I do not wish to make any
accusations against Mr. Rose, but I believe he
was doing the best he could to support the
report of the Commission, which he partly com-
piled. To one or two of the questions put to
Mr. Rose, he stated they were hardly fair; but
the committee endeavoured to elucidate the
whole truth, and find out on what evi-
dence the Commission came to the conclusion
that those boys had been improperly recruited.
If we are taxed with having not fully investi-
gated this case by getting evidence on both sides,
what must the charge be against the Royal
Commission? Did they, in any case whatever,
try to secure the evidence of either the Govern-
ment agent, the captain, or the recruiting agent,
or any one of the crew? Noj; they did nothing
of the kind. In every case they only examined
the islanders, and those islanders were interested
in getting their liberty. Hence there was a very
great inducement to them to lie—they framed
their answers in such a way as to get their
liberty. Not content with this, the natives were
cunning enough and intelligent enough to know
that when they were giving their answers—
probably being put up to it by the interpreter—
they would get their liberty eventually. If the
Government say they are not responsible for the
acts of Mr. Milman, why did they make them-
selves responsible, by returning the islanders to
their islands afterwards? Surely, if any wrong
has been done in recruiting improperly, the
Government should have taken notice of it. T,
Milman had certainly gone a long way out of
his sphere, and exceeded his duty, when he made
the report he did, and caused the vessel
to be seized. We have not a tittle of
evidence before us to show that any boy on
board the ship was improperly recruited. I
contend that, after full examination, it cannot be
proved in one solitary case that an islander was
mproperly recruited. If they had taken a little
more care they would have found that Mr.
Milman had reported that some islanders on
board the “ Forest King” fully understood the
terms of their agreements. It was the opinion
of Mr. Milman that five islanders understood the
nature of their agreements. Where are those
five now ? Returned to their islands ; not one of
them, when giving his evidence, stated that he had
engsged for more than two or three months, and
yet the examination had taken place six months
or eight months after they had been engaged. At
the trial here, and when they had been rubbing
against civilisation for some time, at the examina-
tion before Mr. Woodward, the Polynesian
Immigration Agent, not one of them stated
that he had not been engaged for a longer period.
The proper interpreters were employed, and
every precaution was taken in examining them,
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Notwithstanding that, no complaint was made
that any boys had been improperly recruited or
did not understand the terms of the agreements.
We had Mr. Woodward’s evidence and Mr.
Rose’s, and would have been only too happy
to have had that of the hon. member for
Bulimba also, if he had graciously attended
and given the information within his power.
He acted wungraciously in mnot coming
before the committee; he would have been
treated honourably and honestly if he had come
forward. The hon. Premier got very warm in
his defence of Mr, Milman. I am sorry that I
cannot agree with him upon this occasion,
because I believe that if any official ever exceeded
his duty Mr. Milman did. It was simply from
his actions that this unfortunate procedure
has taken place. It has been unfortunate

in every way, bhecause the only vpersons

benefiting by it were the lawyers. I notice
the hon. Attorney-General smiles; I do
not wonder; he was named for a good

sum the other day for fees. I would not be
surprised if we see another seizure of the same
kind. My contention is, that I think it is far
better to be a subject of any country than that
of Queensland. Only a few months ago—some
time last year—a German resident at one of the
islands happened to have a few goods destroyed.
What was the result? A large sum of money
was paid to that man. It was paid hastily
because a statement had been made that a
British subject—a subject of Queensland-—had
destroyed those goods.
. The PREMIER: It was paid after a full
inquiry,

Mr. DONALDSON: Inquiry has proved
since that the damages were excessive.

The PREMIER : No.

Mr. DONALDSON : Some four or five times
the amount of damage done was paid ; that has
been proved since.

The PREMIER : I have never heard of it.
Mr. DONALDSON : If T make any misstate-

ment it is unintentional.

The PREMIER : It has only been asserted in
this House ; there has never been any evidence.

Mr. DONALDSON : I do not wish to make
any mistake ; but I heard it upon what I thought
was good authority., The statement has been
made that that man was reimbursed by a much
larger sum than he actually lost. It is admitted
by every member of the committee who has
honestly inquired into the question that Mr.
Hodgson suffered a great loss indeed. Surely to
goodness we can go outside legal difficulties in
this case, and can fairly take it into our con-
sideration ; and if he has suffered a wrong,
and that wrong has been brought about in a
large measure by one of our officers, we
will only be doing a fair and honourable act in
reimbursing a portion of that loss. T shall not
take up the time of the House, because I
have been informed that several hon. members
wish to address themselves to this subject
to-night, and while T have, as briefly as I pos-
sibly could, referred to the main facts of the case,
and some of the facts that caused us to come to
the conclusion we did, I must state that with
regard to myself T very reluctantly accepted a
seat upon that committee. I certainly went
into the committee with a feeling that Mr.
Hodgson was bringing forward a claim on this
House that he was hardly justified in bring-
ing. I had not fully inquired into the
matter or read up the proceedings of the
Admiralty Court at that time, and I really
thought he was seeking to get reimbursed by
this House for a loss that he had sustained but

[ASSEMBLY.]

« Forest King.”

was not fully entitled to, because he had escaped
through a legal technicality. —That was the
impression I went on that committee with : but
after a full investigation my opinions greatly
changed, and I am happy to say that we were
unanimous in arriving at the conclusion we did.
Every member of the committee came to the
conclusion that Mr. Hodgson had suffered a
wrong, and that that wrong had been chiefly
brought about through the over-officiousness of
Mr. Milman. Had it not been for him the
seizure would not have taken place, and, having
no remedy against the British Government for
having seized the ship, it was fairly within our

rovince to consider the claim and to award Mr.
%odgson a fair and reasonable amount for the
loss he had sustained.

Mr. FOOTE said : Mr. Speaker,—I feel called
upon to make some remarksin reference to this
matter, having been a member of the committee.
I must take exception to the remarks that fell
from the hon. gentleman who just sat down—
that every member of the committee was In
accord with the report brought up by it.
was not present at the time the report was
brought up—no doubt I ought to have been,
but when I went on to that committee it
was my intention to do the best I could—
in my own mind, and so far as my lights
went—to arrive at a satisfactory conclusion.
I may say that T was somewhat disappointed.
I was disappointed at the manner in which the
inquiry was conducted. I have no desire to take
exception to the manner in which the proceed-
ings were carried on, as the committee had a
right to conduct the inquiry on their own prin-
ciples; but in my opinion the onus of proof
should have lain on the petitioner. Therefore,
when I saw the chairman place himself in the
position of counsel, and observed that he was
furnished with several sheets of foolscap con-
taining a number of questions in writing, t_he
circumstance appeared to me very suggestive
and my mind became prejudiced. I thought
the inquiry was not a fair one, and the hon.
member for Fassifern will do me the justice
to say that, after the first morning T was pre-
sent, I mentioned to him my belief that he
was hardly pursuing the right course. Tsug-
gested that he was taking up a wrong position in
the matter. He, however, made no reply.
attended again once or twice, but I could not
dispel the prejudice from my mind with regard
to the position the chairman had assumed,
which, as far as he knew, was perfectly right.
The hon. member has his opinion and I have
mine. However, my mind was very much pre-
judiced, and I may say that I am not in accord
with the report brought up by the committee ;
but I have tried to do my duty in the matter.

Mr. DONALDSON: How many meetings
did you attend?
Mr. FOOTE: I think about three.

Mr. DONALDSON : You only attended two,
and there was nothing done at one of those
meetings.

Mr. MIDGLEY : The hon. member was asleep
all the time.

Mr. FOOTE : I was not asleep on any occa-
sion; but when I saw the leading manner in
which the questions were put Ilooked upon the
inquiry as a were farce. That is the conclusion
T have come to, and anyone who reads the evi-
dence given before the committee will see that
the questions were leading questiong, and that
oftentimes the answer was put into the mouth of
the witness. The hon. member for Fassifern
says I was asleep. [ was not, asleep on that
occasion or any other ; and if hon. gentlemen will
look at the evidence and see the questions I
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asked, they will find that they were quite in
accord with the business that was hefore the
committee. At least, T think so. I should
not have referred to my departure from the
committee had the matter not been men-
tioned by hon. members., Both the mover of
the motion and the hon. member for Warrego
said that all the members of the committee were
in accord. Well, it devolves upon me to state
that it is not the case. I am the exception. I
am not going through the evidence, as hon.
gentlemen who have preceded me have done that
to a very comsiderable extent, and because I
believe that every member of this House has
read the evidence for himself, and that it is
by no means necessary for me to read it
to the House. I wish, however, to make a
few remarks on one or two points. The
first point is as to what took place after the
seizure of the vessel. The events up to that
time have been discussed by hon, members who
have already spoken. It is very suggestive that
after the vessel had been seized Captain Dickson
arranged to navigate her to the port of Brisbane
when he was so directed. But the ship seems to
have become very much in disorder. I presume
that is not to be wondered at under the circum-
stances. But it appears that the boys, instead of
being kept down below, as usual, were allowed
to come on deck, and it was in evidence that a
strenuous effort had been made to show that
Jerry incited them to jump overboard.

Mr. DONALDSON : Iriseto a point of order.
The hon. member is not stating the facts accord-
ing to the evidence. No evidence came before
the committee that the boys were not previously
allowed on deck.

The SPEAKER : What is the point of order
the hon, member raises?

Mr. DONALDSON : The point of order is
that the hon. member for Bundanba is not quoting
the evidence correctly. T am quite satisfied in
having raised the point.

Mr, FOOTE : T have read the evidence, and
what I have stated is the inference I have drawn
from the evidence. Prior to the occasion of
which I am - speaking the boys were kept below
deck, and I say that it has been tried hard to
put the blame for those boys jumping overboard,
on Jerry. An effort has been made to show
that they did it at his instigation. Well, even
if that should be the case—which I doubt,
although it is in evidence that Jerry did tell
some boys that if they went to Queensland they
would not live—if he did do that he certainly
had good grounds for doing so, because the
gtatistics of the colony show that the mortality
amongst kanakas here is very great. But I am
rather inclined to think that it is more likely that
the boys were incited to jump overboard by some
of the other interpreters and not by Jerry., If
Jerry did or did not do it he certainly had the
influence or power to get the trade-box open so
that the natives could help themselves, It is
found in the reports that they did help them-
selves, because some of those who were captured
and brought back had knives in their possession,
If the Government agent and the captain had
done no wrong, and had nothing to fear from an
investigation, there was no reason why those
boys should have been allowed to jump over-
board ; but it seems to me that there was a fear,
a very great fear, and the boys were incited to
jump overboard mnot by Jerry but by some
other person who wished to get rid of them
in order that they should not be present te
give evidence in the proceedings before the
court. There is one other point to which I ghall
advert, as I shall be glad for this discussion to
come to a close. We have heard so much
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during the past few years about kanakas that
I am sure anything we can say now will not
be new., 'The point I refer to is, that the
seizure of the “Forest King” was an act
performed by an officer of the Imperial Gov-
ermmment, and I cannot see how the taxpayers of
this colony canin any way be held responsible for
an act of an officer of the Imperial Government.
That officer is responsible to the Imperial
Government. No doubt the judgment of the
court was against him, and I am told that the
costs of the proceedings have been paid by the
Imperial Government. I havetherefore come to
the conclusien that Mr. Hodgson suffered loss,
as the hon. member for Fassifern said, in mind,
body, and estate, for I can hardly understand
how anyone can be engaged in a lawsuit with-
out suffering in all those ways ; but I cannot see
why the taxpayers of the colony should be
saddled with any expense in reference to this
matter, and it is my intention to vote against
the motion.

Mr. FERGUSON said: Mr. Speaker,—As
one of the members of the committee who
inquired into the petition of Samuel Hodgson,
1 think it is my duty to say a few words. 1
should not have spoken, however, but for the
remarks just made by the hon. member for
Bundanba with reference to the chairman of the
committee, and I do not think those remarks
will be endorsed by any other member of the
committee. Eleven meetings were held, and the
hon. member for Bundanba is down as having
attended three. I believe he stayed afewminutes
at two of the meetings. He has acknowledged that
he was prejudiced, and that is quite true. There
is no doubt that he is the only member of the
committee who had a prejudiced mind. The
hon. member for Fassifern conducted the
inquiry in a most straightforward, unbiased
manmner, and did all he could to enlist evidence
on both sides fairly and honestly. He did not
show any partiality whatever. T think the hen.
member for Bundanba should be the last to
accuse anyone of partiality. T have had a little
experience of that hon. member on committees.
I have been a member of a few committees
when he has been chairman, and I must
say that I never saw any chairman act in
such a biased manner as the hon. member for
Bundanba ; so that he should be the last to
accuse the hon. member for Fassifern as he has
done to-night. The committee were unanimous,
for T do not think the hon. member for Bun-
danba should be reckoned, seeing that he was
prejudiced and did not attend the meetings of
the committee.

Mr. FOOTE : In explanation, I may say that
I did not consider myself a member of the com-
mittee. As I explained to the House, my
mind was prejudiced, and I retired in con-
sequence.

Mr. FERGUSON : Then I think the speech
of the hon. member should have very little
weight in this House after that confession, We
can say now that the committee were unanimous,
and I believe that the verdict was just so far as
my judgment goes. I went to the meetings of
the committee to see fairplay and justice done,
and whichever side had sustained a wrong I was
prepared to see that the wrong should be put
right. I do mnot take any notice whatever
of lawyer’s speeches such as we have heard
to-night. The Premier takes a legal view of
the case; but that was not the view taken by
the committee. They took an equitable view of
the case ; and, looking at it from that point of
view, not a member of the House can say that
Mr. Hodgson has not received an injury at the
hands of the Queensland Government. The
seizure was an arbitrary act, committed by an
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officer of the ‘“Swinger,” at the request of Mr.
Milman, or through Mr. Milman. No one can
doubt that. I do not know whether he acted
maliciously ; but there is no doubt that he
was anxious to do something to please the
Government of the day. He commenced with a
mistake ; but having begun, the thing had to be
carried through ; and the evidence taken before
the Royal Commission shows that he tried to
carry out the blunder to the best advantage.
The seizure was made without observing any
justice whatever, because the examination was
all on one side, as anyone can see on reading the
evidence of the examinations by Mr. Macfarlane
through the interpreter Jerry. The evidence
on the other side was mnot taken at all
I do not think that any body of Britishers,
such as we are, will allow such an arbitrary act
as this—the seizure of a man’s property, in con-
sequence of which he has suffered great loss—
without doing him justice. It is all very well to
say that the taxpayers of the colony should not be
asked to pay the money ; but I do not think there
is one taxpayer who would for a moment begrudge
the payment of this sum if it came to a vote—
except a few who may be prejudiced. As far as
the evidence taken before the Royal Commission
with regard to the ¢ Forest King” is concerned,
it is proved beyond doubt that the evidence of the
boys at the time of the seizure was false, and that
no evidence was obtained from the officers of the
vessel. T hope the Huuse will see that this is a just
case. There is no doubt whatever that the Royal
Commission was a one-sided affair. We only had
one of the members of that Commission before
us, Mr. Rose, and I shall read a few of the
questiong I put to that gentlemun.

“On the suggestion of Mr. Donaldson, that Mr,
Milman’s statement should be found,

“Mr. Power read from page 5§ of the Vice-Admiralty
Court proceedings, an extract from Mr. Milman’s
letter to Captain Marx, as follows:—

“““On further inquiry with the natives that I was
able to communicate with (through Jerry), I found that
ounly five were willing to go for the full term of three
years, and consider it very doubtful if they fully
understood what they were agreeing to.””

‘Why should this be considered doubtful? Those
five admitted nothing else but that they wereen-
gaged for three years.

“In cross-examination he said Captain Marx admitted
that five boys were willing to come to Queensland for
three years.

“By the Chairman: Ilad you any acquaintance or
much intercourse with Polynesiins before this, Mr.
Rose? No.

*“How long had vou heen in the colony at this time—
when appointed on the Commission? Three months.

‘“ You are a barrister. are you not, Mr. Rose? Yes.

By Mr. Ferguson : As an English barrister, did you
consider that the inquiry—that is, only taking the evi-
dence of the recruited hovs alone—was a fair one f—not
taking any evidence on the other side of the question,
evidence of the officers, the captain, and the Govern-
ment agent of the ship®—Do you, as an English bar-
rister, consider that it was a fair inquiry into the case?
I will answer by asking you another question?f—Is it
fair to ask me a question the tendency of which is to
discredit my own report ¥
That is the answer. I think that is quite enough
to show that the Royal Commission could not
even answer questions put to them when they
came to be cross-examined. They felt so guilty
that they could not reply to the questions put to
them-—could not say yes or no, although that
was all that was required. T said :—

“Itis a plain question—Would you yourself, as an
English barrister—put it as « matter of common honesty
-—consider it a fair inquiry into a case of that kind?”
He said :—

“I have already suid that I think it would have

been bhetter if we had had before us the recruiting
agents, the Government agents, and the captains.”
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He admitted at last that it would have been a
better course. There is no doubt that this House
will agree that this was a wholly one-sided
inquiry.

Mr. BROOKES : The committee?

Mr. FERGUSON : No ; the Commission.

“You do not believe it is a fair inquiry, then? I
think we obtained sufficient evidence to enable us to
present a fair report.”

There is no doubt they presented a fair report ;
but what is that report ? Anyone who has read
it can judge what it is.

“That is not answering thequestion. I ask you to say

whether you consider that a fair inquiry, as an English-
man, a8 an English barrister, with a case of that kind
—Taking only one-sided evidence, the evidence of the
boys recruited, and not the evidence of the Government
agent, the captain, or any other officers of the ship ?—
Is it fair or not: was it a fair inguniry or not#—It is
ouly ‘Yes’ or ‘No’? I think you must be content with
the answer I have given.”
That is all we could get out of Mr. Rose as far
as that is concerned. I am not going to read
any more ; it is similar all through. T need not
say much more, as I know there are other hon.
mewbers who are better able to speak on this
question than I am. I can only say this—that
the Government of Queensland, if they want to
act honestly and for the credit of the colony,
should pay this money without the slightest
hesitation. 1 do not think it is to the credit of
the colony to deprive any man of what he is
entitled to, or to seize any man’s property by
the action of an officer of the Queensland Gov-
ernment.

Mr. BUCKLAND : Of the Imperial Govern-

ment.

Mr. FERGUSON : To stand up and defend
such a thing as that in the House I think isa
discredit to the colony, and if for nothing else
than the credit of the colony the Governmens
should at once admit the matter, square up, and
pay the money.

Mr. CHUBB said: Mr. Speaker,—I would
like to say a few words on this question, and in
doing so I will say at once I do not intend to
regard the question from a legal point of view at
all. Looking at it in a legal light the petitioner
has not a leg to stand upon. That is to say
he could not maintain the claim in any court of
law against anybody. But, sir, I do not for-
get that this session we passed an Act of
Parliament under which we proposed to
give compensation to planters in respect of
Josses sustained by them through the return
of certain islanders who were improperly
brought to this colony, They had sustained a
loss by reason of an action to which they were no
parties, and we recognised the principle that
their case should be taken into consideration and
heard before a district court judge, and that they
should receive compensation on certain lines laid
down in that statute. I look upon this petition
as the application of a similar principle. It
cannot be denied for a moment that the
petitioner has suffered a loss, though it cannot
be said he has sustained an injury, because
if he had sustained an injury in a legal sense
he would have had a right of action or claim to
reldress against someone. He has sustained
a loss.

Mr. BROOKES : £3,000?

Mr. CHUBB : I do not say that. I am not
prepared and do not intend to vote that the
petitioner should receive £3,000. T donot say to
what extent I think he should be compensated.
He has sustained a loss, and that loss was
brought about by the lawful action of an
Tmperial officer, who, acting nnder the authority
of an Act which gave him power, on reason-
able grounds of suspicion, to seize the
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vessel, did so seize the wvessel. That
officer was held by the chief authority in the
colony, the Vice-Admiralty Court, to have acted
legally—to have had sufficient ground for the
action he took. That being so, the petitioner
could have no right of comnplaint from a legal
point of view ; but the court went further, and
found it had not been proved that the provisions
of the Kidnapping Act had been infringed, there-
fore the vessel was restored to the petitioner
and he was allowed costs. Damages were not
given ; because the court held that inasmuch as
the Crown, represented by its officer, had
acted legally, it was not a case in which damages
could be given. Now, sir, the petitioner
comnes to this court—not a court of law, though
it is contended that the House of Com-
mons is the highest court of the realm
-—he comes to this Legislative Assembly, a
court of conscience, if I may use the term;
and he asks this Assembly to take his case into
consideration and to award him compensation. T
do not accept the report of the select committee
that there is no evidence, and that the damages are
as they say. It is quite plain that there is acon-
flict of evidence. It was stated by Mr. Milman,
and also by Lieutenant Torlesse, that when they
went on board the vessel and proceeded to
examine the natives, they were told distinctly
that the interpreters for some of the islanders
had run away, and the Government agent was the
R‘erson who gave that information to Mr. Milman.

hat was denied by Mr. Thompson, Captain
Dickson, and Charlie. On that point, there-
fore, there was a conflict of evidence, but it
was shown clearly that, so far as Captain Marx
was concerned he had reasonable grounds for
believing that the Act had been infringed.
Asgsuming that the petitioner has a right to ask
for compensation, the question then is, to whom
should he go? Should he go to the Imperial
+overnment, by whom the loss was caused, or
should he ask to be compensated by this colony ?
There is something to be said in defence of his
action in coming here. It may be said that his
vessel was a Queensland vessel—a vessel em-
owered to carry on business by virtue of a
icense granted by this colony, and that the
seizure of his vessel was the result of certain
action taken by an officer of this colony. I
think the real key to the whole proceedings
will be found in the proceedings of the
Vice-Admiralty Court, page 14, question 112.
In cross-examination, Mr. Milman was asked,
“In what capacity did you go on board?”
—and he replied, ‘‘To ascertain if I could
find out any malpractices in the way the
labour traffic was being carried out in those
waters, taking advantage of a proper and reliable
interpreter.” Now that, I think, is the key to
the whole proceedings. Mr. Milman being on
board the “Swinger,” and in those waters went
on board the ¢ Forest King ” to ascertain if there
were any malpractices in the way the Act was
being carried out, and he had the assistance
of a reliable interpreter. Mr. Milman thus
initiated the whole matter. It is no doubt a
fact that Lieutenant Torlesse signed the log of
the Government agent certifying that he had
found everything correct, and that he afterwards
altered the record by substituting the words
“all papers.” That was in accordance with the
fact, for he did not find everything correct. He
simply went on board, and examined the ship’s
papers, had a look round ; but never attempted
to examine any of the boys to see what they
knew. Afterwards, when the examination took
place, it was found by Mr. Milman that every-
thing was not correct; and then Lieutenant
Torlesse made an entry in the book in accord-
ance with the facts, If Mr. Milman had
not gone on board, Lieutenant Torlesse
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having reported to Commander Marx that
there was nothing wrong, there would have been
an end of the matter, and the vessel would not
have been seized, But Mr. Milman, possibly
anxious to satisfy himself that everything was
right, went on board, and, according to him,
everything was all wrong. He reported to
Captain Marx, and by the inquiry that followed,
his suspicions were confirmed, and the vessel
was seized. As T say, the initiatory steps were
taken by Mr. Miliman, and that is the ouly ground
on which the committee could ask the colony
to deal with the matter. I am not prepared
to say we ought to do so, but I would not
throw the motion out. I am prepared, in fact,
to allow the motion to go into committee,
or to accept the amendment proposed by the hon.
member for Cook that Mr. Hodgson is entitled
to be compensated, leaving the amount to be
fixed afterwards. Looking at the case in all its
bearings, it is one of those the House might
fairly take into consideration, and do what is
generous,

Mr. BLACK called attention to the state of
the House.

Quorum formed.

Mr. BLACK said : Mr. Speaker,—I expected
that a question of this sort would have been
considered of sufficient interest to keep the
House together ; but it appears to me that hon.
members on the Government side, who will
entirely outnumber this side, have come to some
understanding among themselves that the least
said the soonest mended on this very awkward
position which the Government find themselves
placed in.

The PREMIER : It is not awkward at all.

Mr. BLACK : If the hon, gentleman will not
interrupt we shull get on with the business of the
evening much more speedily. The hon. member
for Bundanba, who, I imagine, has gone home
after his lengthy speech, certainly surprised me
in the exception he took to the constitution of
the select committee. Having occupied a position
on a select committee with that hon. member,
I can well understand that when he found
he was not to have entirely his own way on that
select committee—where he found there were
other members of it who were able and deter-
mined to- exercise their own judgment—and
when he found that he could not “ boss” that
committee, as I have known him anxious to do
on previous occasions—he gracefully retired.
But, as the hon. member for Hockhampton has
remarked, his having withdrawn from that com-
mittee left the report which has been brought up
unanimouson the point that Mr. Samuel Hodgson
has undoubtedly sustained injury. Thatis the con-
clusion they have come to after a most careful
examination into allthe facts connected with the
case, and that he is entitled to certain pecuniary
consideration in consequence, as they consider,
of the seizure of the “ Forest King” by H.M.S.
“ Swinger’’ owing to the injudicious action of an
officer of the Government. I refer to the police
magistrate at Cooktown, Mr. Milman. We
have had no fewer than three inquiries into
this case of the “Forest King.” First of all,
there was the action tried hefore the Chief
Justice presiding over the Vice-Admiralty
Court, when the judge had every opportunity
of weighing the evidence adduced both for
and against in the case. Kvidence was heard
on both sides ; the islanders were examined, the
Govermment agent, the captain, the recruiting
agent and others, were carefully examined,
and cross-esnmined by the learned counsel who
took part in the inquiry. I think that any hon.
gentleman who can weigh evidence in an im-
partial manner will be of opinion that the
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conclusion that the Chief Justice arrived at in
the very able verdict which he gave is en-
titled to the consideration of every person
in the colony. And what was that verdict? It
was, thateverythingthat had taken place on board
the ‘“ Forest King” had been conducted in a
legal and proper manner. That was the first
inquiry, and it resulted in the vessel being
released with costs against the Admiralty. I
was at first led to infer from the Chief Justice’s
remarks that had it been in his power to award
damages against the Admiralty, and in Mr.
Hodgson’s favour, he would have done so.

The PREMIER : He did not say anything of
the sort.

Mr. BLACK : I accept the Premier’s explana-
tion that that is a misunderstanding. At all
events, I know that that was the impression in
the public mind at the time. He decided that
all the proceedings in connection with that parti-
lcula,r voyage had been in accordance with the
aw,

The PREMIER : No; he only said the people
on board believed it to be so.

Mr. BLACK : T am not going to split straws
with the hon. gentleman. He has had every
opportunity of acting as an advocate in the case
this afternoon, but I must say I prefer the very
plain and lucid exposition of the case which we
have had from the hon. member for Fassifern.

Mr. BROOKES : No doubt.

Mr. BLACK : The speech of the hon. mem-
ber for Fassifern enlisted my sympathy; it
appealed to my feelings; every word of it was
carefully weighed, and I believe he spoke
honestly and conscientiously. Theimpression he
made on my mind was that hehad most carefully
studied every sentence which was given in
evidence before the select committee. I can-
not say the same for the speech of the
Premier. It was the speech of a very able
lawyer—a speech which I certainly cannot from
a legal point of view controvert, but it gives
me the impression that, if the hon. gentleman had
held a brief on the other side, he would have
made an equally telling speech. It was the
speech of an able advocate, but it did not
appeal to my feelings at all. The second inquiry
into the case was made by the Royal Commission.
To that Royal Commission it is absolutely neces-
sary that I should briefly refer, as several points
in connection with its Inquiry into the case of
the “Forest King” have not yet been referred to
by any hon. member who has spoken yet. The
first point T would specially refer to is the very
extraordinary fact that Mr. Milman, by whose
action the ““ Forest King” was seized, was never
present at all during the inquiry into the alleged
kidnapping by her. Can the Premier give me
any reason for that ?

The PREMIER: Because it was feared he
might be thought prejudiced.

Mr. BLACK : Then the hon. gentleman made
a very great mistake in appointing him one of
the Royal Commissioners if he feared he might
be prejudiced. But, notwithstanding the fact
that Mr. Milman took no part in that inquiry,
he signed the report of the Royal Commission,
which says :—

“We are of opinion that all the recruits hrought by
the ‘Torest King’ were decoyed on hoard under fulse
pretences; that the nature of their engagements was
never explained to them ; and that none of them under-
stood they were to work on a sugar plantation for any
period, much less for three years.”

Although Mr. Milman was not present on this
inquiry into the case of the ‘“Forest King,” he
signed this report, and T have just read the
opinion he endorses as a commissioner. But
this is what Mr. Milman himself says in connec-
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tion with the seizure of the ¢ Forest King”:
In a letter dated 26th July, 1884, conveying
certain information to the Colonial Secretary
upon the seizure of this vessel, he says, referring
to the recruits who were on board :(—

“These recruits were all spoken to separately. The
natives from Sud-Est I was unable to communicate with
at all, there being no interpreter for them on board,
though I am informmed that a competent interpreter had
been on board when they were recruited, but had since
run away. On further inquiry with the natives that I
was able to communiecate with through Jerry.”
Mind, “through Jerry”! That is theinterpreter
specially entitled to credence. He is the inter-

oreter who accompanied Mr. Milman and the

ev. Mr., Macfarlane when they went on board
the *“ Forest King ”; and this is what Jerry tells
him —

“1 found that only five were willing to go for the full

term of three years.”
That is Mr. Milman’s own statement on the
subject. After he had satisfied himself through
Jerry that five boys, at least, thoroughly under-
stood the nature of their agreements in signing
the report of the Royal Commission he changes
hismind and is of opinion—

““That all the reeruits brought by the ‘Forest King’
ware decoyed on board nnder false pretences; and the
nature of their engagements was never explained to
them ; and that none of them understood they were to
work on a sugar plantation for any period, much less
for three years.”

When I see this unreliable evidence commented
on by a member of the Royal Commission
in this extraordinary way, it invalidates the
value which this report of the Royal Com-
mission would otherwise have to my mind.
Another significant fact connected with this re-
port, and one which concerns the hon. member
for Bulimba, who also signed this report, and
who was also of opinion that the whole of the
islanders, some 500, examined by the commis-
sion were decoyed on board the different vessels
under false pretences is this: I find that Mr.
Buckland, the hon. member for Bulimba, was
absolutely absent during eleven out of the thirty
sittings held by the Royal Commission, and yet he
signs the report as being personally of opinion
that every ome of the 500 boys examined
had been misled as to the nature of their
agreements. It is absolutely necessary to
refer in some manner to the report of the
Royal Commission. The position of the
Government is this at the present moment:—
If it can be shown that in the case of the ** Forest
King —with the exception of the “ Hopeful”
case, which was also tried before the Supreme
Court and on which a verdict was given—I say
if it can be shown that in the case of the “*Forest
King” the Royal Commission came to an
erroneous conclusion, the whole of the deduc-
tions drawn in the report of the Royal Com-
niission are not worth the paper they are written
on; and that is the opinion I hold of
their report upon the ¢ Forest King” case.
After the Royal Commission brought up a report
in which they declared that all the islanders on
board the “Forest King” had been misled and
enticed on board under false pretences, Mr.
Hodgson, who believed he was used unjustly by
the Royal Commission, after the verdict given
him by the learned Chief Justice, believed he
was entitled to some recompense for the loss he
sustained, and he did what was open to any
other man in the country to do—asked an hon.
member to move for a select committee to be
appointed to consider the case. His petition was
entrusted to an hon. member on the Government
side of the House and a select committee was
formed, consisting of four hon. members on
the Government side and three members on
the Opposition side of the House. The
whole case was submitted again to them—
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I attended two of the sittings of that committee to
see in what way the evidence was being taken,
and T believe t'::4 every consideration was given
by the commiliee to all evidence considered of
importance bearing on the case. What was the
result ? The select committee virtually confirmed
—if any confirmation was necessary—in fact
entirely endorsed the view held by the Chief
Justice on the matter after having examined
both sides in the case—they affirmed that the
whole transactions which took place on board of
the “Forest King” were in accordance with
law, and their report has to my mind entirely
upset the value of the report brought up by the
Royal Commission.

An HonOURABLE MEMBER: Who were the
other witnesses ?

Mr. BLACK : In connection with the exami-
nation by the Royal Commission, there is this
significant fact to be considered: not a single
white man who was connected with those re-
cruiting vessels was ever examined by that Com-
mission. Not a single witness was examined who
knew anything at all about it except the Poly-
nesians. I attended some of the sittings held by
that Royal Commission, and nothing astonished
me more than to find one boy say that he
had engaged for two months; another boy
by the same ship, engaged by the same
recruiting agent, with the same Government
agent, with the same captain on board—said
he came for ‘‘three-fellow moon”; another
for five moons ; another seven moons; another

two moons ; another one year; another
two years; and another three years—and
those boys came by the one ship with

the same officers and the same Government
agent on board. Hearing that, I came to the
conclusion at ounce that these boys had not got
the most remote idea of time.

HonouraBLE MEMBERS on the Government
benches : Hear, hear !

The PREMIER : That is the whole thing.

Mr. BLACK: Ibelieve that they donot know
the value of time. I believe those boys had no
idea of time, but I say had there been any
connivance between the officers of that ship and
those men, they would have concocted a similar
story ; but that they had not done. It is not
necessary to enter into the details of this case.
Hon. members havehad the evidence before them
for some time, and the mere fact of reading ques-
tions and answers will not lead any member of
the House to come to any different conclusion
upon what he has probably already made up his
mind he is going to do. I wish, however, to
point out one thing to the House, and
that is the great importance which attaches
to the reliability, or otherwise, of the evidence
taken in the inquiries which we have had in the
case of the ‘‘ Forest King.” We have had two
inquiries held by intelligent people of this com-
mynity ; the first one by the Chief Justice, than
whom I do not suppose there is & more able and
learned gentleman in the colony, if in the world.
We know what his verdict was in the case.
Then we had the inquiry by the select com-
mittee the other day—gentlemen who I am proud
to say are worthy of every credence in the
matter. We have seen the verdict that they
have brought up. There are, therefore, two
inquiries which commend themselves to the good
sense and judgment of every one in the country,
and what have we got on the other side? Wehave
a one-sided committee, composed of three gentle-
men supposed to hold peculiar views on the sub-
ject. At all events, with regard to two of them,
I should say that. With respect to the hon.
member for Bulimba, I know what his views
are. He is not an extreme man, I amn happy to
say ; but I know that he has certain views on
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the labour question, ags I have. I should have
been unfit to act on that Commission—I say
that plainly, Mr. Speaker. It would not have
been a fitting thing had I been appointed
on that Commission, holding the strong views
I do on the subject, nor was it fit that the
hon. member for Bulimba should be one of that
Commission ; still less that Mr. Milman, who has
been at the bottom of all this trouble—who has
really been the cause of bringing a great deal of
diseredit on this colony—it was certainly not fit
that heshould be on that Commission, Withregard
to the third gentleman, Ibelieve that had hehad a
few more years’ experience in the colony, he might
have been better fitted for the position to which
he was appointed—a gentleman of undoubted
legaltraining, soTam told by the Premier, who was
appointed owing to his special ability to criticise
and dissect evidence—and whatdid thatgentleman
say? 1 heard him, when questioned before the
select committee as to whether the evidence
of blackfellows was to outweigh—was of special
value—say that it was the best of all evidence.
Well, sir, I do not consider that it is the best of
all evidence—the evidence of these islanders
who were especially interested, who I know had
been adduced to give false evidence by that
missionary boy, Jerry ; I knew that their evi-
dence would be false before ever the Commission
visited thé northern portions of the colony, for 1
was travelling about there at the same time, and
it had gone the rounds of the plantations ‘‘ big
fellow master come up; boy go home.” That
was Dbefore any inquiry was held. Against
that evidence, sir, we have this rather’
significent fact : Assuming that all these boys
had been misled, that they were all so anxious to
go home—why, we bave read of the tears that
were shed when the ‘¢ Victoria ” landed some of
these boys—I do not believe a word of it; but it
is a significent fact that something like 100 boys
declined to go heme. Notwithstanding that
before the Commission they said they were only
engaged fortwoorthree moons togofishing, ortodo
nothing, directly the Commission were gone what
did they say—‘ ' We engaged for three years, we
will stop three years;” and there they are now.
There are two sides to every question, Mr.
Speaker, but I know it would never do to allow
it to go forth to the world that the report of that
Royal Commission was not worth the paper it
was written on. In my opinion—and it is im-
material to me whether I get anyone to endorse
it or not—the report of that Royal Commission
is absolutely worthless, except in one case, that
of the “Hopeful.” It is of value there because
the report is sustained by the verdict of the
courts here, where both sides of the case were
inquired into, and their verdict has been well
sapported; but, with regard to the seven other
cases, to my mind the report is equally valueless
as the report in this ‘‘Forest King” case is,
where we have two judgments given by tribunals
that we can believe, as against one that we cannot
believe. I stated that it would hardly suit the
Government to have the report of this select com-
mittee sustained by the verdict of this House,
and with their numerical strength I do not sup-
pose it will be sustained; but, notwithstanding
that, I believe that the verdict of the minority
in this case will carry a_great deal more weight
than the verdict of the majority which the
Premier can command in this House. I will
tell you, Mr. Speaker, and this House, why it
would not suit the Government that the report
of this select committee should be sustained.
The report .of this Royal Commission has been
made use of at home for political purposes. We
have seen the fair fame of this colony dragged
through the dirt in consequence of the report of
that commision.

The PREMIER : Noj cleared.
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Mr. BLACK : And what will be the result
when the report of this select committee—which
is equally, in fact of far more value than that of
the Royal Commission—goes home to England?
T hold in my hand the London Times, of June 18,
in which there is a letter from the Brisbane
correspondent, dated April 25th. It is not very
hard, in my opinion, to identify the writer of
this letter. 1 shall not mention the name
because I might be wrong, but I do not think we
have very far to go outside the Royal Commission
to find out. The letter says:—

“Greatexcitementhas been caused throughout Queens-
land by the publication of the Report of the Royal
Commission appointed toinquire into the conduet of the
labour trade in New Guinea and the adjacent islands.
Public attention was drawn towards the close of last
year in a more than usual degree to the enormities of
the traffic in Pacific Islanders by what are known as the
‘Hopetul’ trials. The present Government, under the
leadership of the Hon. 8. W. Griftith, Q.C,, maintain that
they represent 2 party which has been evidently
opposed to the system of working plantations by
black labour of any kind—whether coolie, Chinese,
Malay, or kanaka—and indeed one of the planks
of the platform on which they stepped into power
was ‘Queensland for the white man, and no black
labour.” Among their first enactments was a measure
amending the Pacific Island Labourers Act of 1880, and
the framing of more stringent regulations for the con-
duct of the South Sea labour trade. These ars the
regulations which the sugar-planters of Northern
Queensland have designated the ¢ cast-iron rules,” by
which they say the sugar industry of the colony has
been ruined, and oo account of which a cry has
recently gone forth from the sugar-planting capitalists
for separation.”

The PREMIER : Hear, hear!

Mr. BLACK: I think the hon. gentleman
who says ‘‘ Hear, hear” knows something about
this. T think he could easily put his finger on
the writer of this article.

Mr. BROOKES: What does it matter about
the writer ? Is it true?

Mr. BLACK : Noj; it is not true.
The PREMIER : Of course it is,

Mr. BLACK : If the hon. gentleman wants to
know my opinion, 1 say it is not true; that it
is unmistakably false. The letter goes on r—

““ That the ‘cast-iron’ regulations however, availed
not to put an end to the most atrocious iniquities in
the trade, was demonstrated by the ‘Hoperul’ trials;
and, accordingly, the Government issued the Royal
Commission to inquire into the methods pursued by the
crews of the labour ships in recruiting the natives
of New (Guinea, the Lounisiade Archipelago, and the
D’ Iintrecasteanx group of islands. The Commissioners
were Mr. John . Buckland, M.P., Mr. W. Kinnaird Rose,
barrister-at-law, and Mr. Hugh Miles Milman, police
magistrate, The result of their investigations, which
were contiunusly pursued over a period of three months,
during which they examined nearly 500 witnesses ’—

Mark, sir, it does not say anything about the
colour of the witnesses ; not a single word about
that, or the value of the evidence they gave—

““ Nearly 500 witnesses, has bheen the disclosure of a
system which rivals in wickedness and cold-blooded
treachery the worst features of the old African slave-
trade.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, with the exception of the
“Hopeful” case I maintain that that is abso-
lutely false, and my reason for saying so is that
the one case in which we have had an opportunity
of thorough and searching investigation has
proved that it was false; and that being false
it invalidates the truth of every other case except
that of the ‘“Hopeful.” That the other cases
were proved on the same sound ground that the
“ Hopeful ” was proved I cannot agree with the
hon. gentleman; but if they were proved on the
ground that the “Forest King ” was proved on,
then I say the report was not a true report and
not entitled to an aton of credence. Well, then
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the article goes on to describe the way recruiting
was done with the same bias that pervades the
report of the Royal Commission.

Mr. BROOKES : You had better read it.

Mr. BLACK : This is how it finishes up :—

““ Such are the results of a system of labour traffic

which the sugar-planters say is necessary to the welfare
and existence of Northern Queensiand.”
That is utterly untrue. The planters do not say
that that sort of labour trade is necessary for the
success of the sugar industry, and they never
sald so. But the friend of the Premier’s who
wrote that letter has endeavoured to perpetuate
the slander cast on the planters in persisting that
they have been participators in any illegality
that took place in the islands.

“And it is on the strength of the efforts of the pre-

sent Queensland Government to regilate the trafic and
cure its evils that the demand has been made hoth here
and in London for the separation of Northern Queens-
land into a separate colony.”
Why, a greater libel on the separation movement
was never uttered. The separation movement
has had its existence for several years, and it
originated outside the labour question—though
T admit that the planters would be very glad to
see separation, because they would be more
likely to get justice done totheir cause than they
can hope for under the present system of govern-
ment.

““ Attempts have been made to disguise the fact that
the separation movement is really and truly a pure
black labour yuestion, but these attempts hoodwink no
intelligent. man in the colony. The separation move-
ment was conceived, is carried on almost solely, and
supported wholly, by the money of the sugar-planters;
and, except in two sugar estate centres, it has fallen
dead.””

I do not think that the writer of that article can
say that now. Let him take a trip up north.
Let him go to Charters Towers and inquire
among the miners, and see what they say on the
subject now, Let him go and ask those men
what they think of the separation movement
now. The hon. gentleman smiles. He knows
that a change has come over the spirit of the
dream at Charters Towers, and that the miners
will now only too gladly accept the position
which they see will lead to the rapid advance-
ment of the North. The ‘Coolie bogie "—the
coloured labour cry—is dead, and the hon. gentle-
man will not be able to make a stalking-horse of
the planters any more. The thing is played out.

The PREMIER: I hope it is. I wish I

could believe it.

Mr. BLACK: Let the hon, gentleman try
and run an anti-separation candidate for any of
the Northern constituencies, and see where he
will be. I daresay he knows as well I can tell
him.

“1t is to be hoped that before ever giving ear to any
representations on the subject from any guarter, the
Imperial Government will make searching inquiry
into the facts disclosed by the report of the Royal Com-
mission, andthe motives which underlie all demands for
a free land in the north-eastern portion of the Aus-
tralian continent. The present Government of Queens-
land deserve some eredit for the courage with which
they have endeavoured to lay bare the methods of the
labour traffic.”

Well, I think, Mr. Speaker, anyone now, after
reading the decision of the Chief Justice and
the report of the select committee will come to
the conclusion—they will be able to arrive at a
correct opinion of the method that the Royal
Commission have adopted in dealing with the
majority of those cases :—

“ And should they, as rumour declares they will, shortly
send back to their islands the whole of the natives so
cruelly deceived and kidnapped, they will command
the adiniration of the civilised world for an act at once
of justice to the islanders, and of high moral courage in
redeeming, in some measure, the fair fame of Queens-
land from a foul and blood-stained blot.”
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Well, that is a very nice sentimental paragraph,
and it has had this effect, as the Premier evi-
dently thougl:t it would—it had the effect, at the
time, of dragging the fair fame of this colony
through the mire. But what was the Agent-
General doing at the time? Did he attempt to
state public opinion? Did that gentleman, know-
ing as well as he must have known the condition
of the sugar industry at the time, attempt in
anyway to stave off the righteous indignation of
the English people had thereports been frue ? Not
he. He made capital out of it, knowing, as I
fearlessly assert, that this was a most gross
exaggeration of the real facts of the case. But
coming back to the report of the select com-
mittee on the * Forest King ” case—I have
given my opinion on the subject, holding,
as I do, that a gross injustice was done to
the owners of the ‘Forest King,” brought
about by the action of an officer of the
Government, who went down to the islands,
I firmly believe, with the intention of raising
trouble if he possibly could, and taking advan-
tage of the unsuspecting innocence of one of the
officers of Her Majesty’s fleet. He would not be
. guided by clear evidence, which he could have
got on board the ship, but he and Mr. Macfar-
lane, against whom I have not a word to say,
did the job together. Mr. Macfarlane had his
missionary boy as interpreter, but I would point
out to the House that Charlie—the much quali-
fied Charlie, was also a missionary boy—a boy
specially recommended to the ship as a missionary
boy. That boy had been brought up amongst
the missionaries, and was recommended by
the wife of one of the missionaries as a boy
who could be relied upon as an interpreter,
and who, as the sequel proved, was able
thoroughly to interpret everything necessary.
But that boy was discredited and the other boy
is proved in examination before the Chief Justice
to be not so good as he was thought. He told
the other boys that if they went to Queensland
they would die in two months, and, naturally
enough, when they got the opportunity, attemp-
ted to escape. When they came here they found
the work a little different to what they were led
to expect, and they would say anything the
Royal Commission chose to ask them. I do not
attach very much credence to the evidence of
the islanders; they would say anything., T am
prepared to admit that they might have been
misled, but the idea of the Royal Commission—
a Commission which, by the way, is going to cost
the country £20,000 or £30,000 before we have
done with it; a Commission composed of three
men supposed to be beyond the average indi-
vidual in the matter of intelligence, and presided
over by a gentleman of high legal training,
whose specialty is dissecting and analysing
evidence—the idea of those men being hood-
winked or misled does seem a little ridiculous.
The idea of that Royal Commission being misled,
and coming down and writing that report, and
that report being sent home to England and
being acted upon as if it were the common
practice of the colony to recruit labour in that
way, reflected very little credit upon the Royal
Commission, and still less upon the Govern-
ment. One of the ablest lawyers we have had
in the colony took advantage of a popular
prejudice to allow the fair fame of the colony to
be dragged in the mire. I shall vote for the amend-
ment—that Mr. Hodgsonreceive such a sum as the
House may decide that he is entitled to legally. I
cannot refute what the Premier has said, and he
is again supported by the hon., member for
Bowen. Legally, Mr. Hodgson is supposed to
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have no leg to stand upon; but morally he has.
I have heard the Premier state in this House, on
more than one occasion, that if any man can
show that he has been injured by any act of the |
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Government, whether he has a legal claim or
not, if he has a moral one, it is the duty of the
Government to give him consideration, and on
those grounds I will vote for the amendment.

Mr. STEVENS said: Mr. Speaker,—I do
not intend to go into the evidence—either that
obtained by the Royal Commission, or the
evidence taken by the select committee. Not
because I do not think it a matter of very great
importance, but because the hon. gentleman
who brought the matter before the House dealt
with it in the most exhaustive manner; and there
is very little doubt in my mind that any hon.
member who is not convinced by his speech, and
by the sifting that he gave of the evidence, will
be much assisted in his judgment by anything I
or any other hon. member can say. I have
gone into the case fully; I was unable to
attend all the sittings of the select com-
mittes, but I was there sufficiently often to
listen to a great deal of the evidence that was
taken. Since then I have carefully sifted it,
and have also read the report of the proceedings
of the Supreme Court, and the report of the
Royal Commission. The history of the case
briefly is, that Mr. Milman, empowered by the
Government to report upon any cases that he
might think fit during a visit to New Guinea,
visited the ¢“ Forest King,” and after a brief and
very one-sided examination, induced one of Her
Majesty’s ships to take possession of her, and
she was brought down in charge of Captain

Marx, Mr. Hodgson, her owner, thereby
suffering a severe loss. It has been sought
to be proved that the evidence given

by Mr. Milman’s boy, Jerry, was conclusive,
that the ship had engaged in an unlawful trade
and the boys bad been unlawfully recruited. The
evidence brought forward Ly the select com-
mittee, and also the evidence elicited from some
Polynesians examined by the Royal Com-
mission, goes to prove that the boy Jerry was
thoroughly unreliable. There is no doubt that
he was brought by Mr. Milman and the Rev.
Mr. Macfarlane to prove that the boys had been
obtained unlawfully. That went without
saying, from the action taken by them,
when Jerry was taken on board the ship.
The boys were examined by Jerry, who
declared that they knew nothing about their
agreements whatever. After they had been
talked to by Jerry for a short time the ship’s
interpreter was asked a question er two and
was quite dumbfounded ; and no wonder that he
was. The presence of the naval authorities,
and, no doubt, having the fear before his eyes
that he would be punished in one way or
another would make him so. He was at a loss
what to say; but, after a moment, he said
they were unlawfully recruited. Afterwards
he admitted that they had been engaged for
three years. None of those boys,or comparatively
few, were questioned by the Royal Commission ;
only one ortwo were, themajority were not. Tomy
mind it appears very clear that these men, who
told one taie on board the ship and another to
the Royal Commission, had some very good
reason for contradicting what they said in the
first instance. Thero is no doubt that,when the
word was passed through the plantations that a
commission was coming up to inquire into the
manner in which they had been recruited, the
Polynesians agreed among themselves that
they should tell the ome tale. No large
number of men can come hefore a court of
inquiry, and give a stereotyped answer
as those men had done, unless they had been
well tutored. Boy after boy came and told
the same tale, a thing which would convince any
ordinary juryman that their report was cooked,
and they had been put up to it., The Premier, in
addressing the House this evening, kept as far ag
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he could from rebutting the evidence elicited by
the select committee. He started his speech
by saying that Mr. Hodgson has no legal claim
to the money. It has been admitted by several
hon. gentlemen that he has not a legal claim,
perhaps; but at the same time he has a fair
claim, The Premier said that the action
of Mr. Milman in persuading Captain Marx
to seize the ‘“Forest King,” was the same
as if a man went to a policeman and
told him that something had been done
wrong, and the policeman had taken that man
in charge, consequently the employer of
that man was liable for all he had done.
The case was the same as if Mr. Milman had got
a warrant, and got Captain Marx to execute it.
I am not very well up in legal matters, but I im-
agine that if a man obtains a warrant, and getsa
policeman to execute it, he is liable for what may
follow afterwards, and that in my opinion is an
exactly parallel case to the one we are now discus-
sing. Some short time ago atelegram wasreceived
from the old country stating that the fair fame,
or good name, of Queensland had been completely
cleared before the world, and I do not hesitate
to say that that telegram produced a feeling of
gladnessthroughoutthe State. Butifit wasknown
at home, as it is generally known in the colony,
that our fair fame was cleared by crushing
honest colonists it would not have bad the effect
it did have. There is not the slightest doubt
that Mr. Hodgson has a fair claim on the
Government, that he has been very hardly and
very badly treated by a servant of the Govern-
ment, I do not wish to say much with regard
to the Royal Commission. I will only point out
that whatever decision they arrived at, it was
likely to be a biased one from the fact that Mr.
Miliman was one of its members ; and he was the
cause of all this trouble. He was asked by
Mr. Kinnaird Rose, one Jf the members of
the Commission, if it would be possible to
bring forward the captain and mate of
the ““ Forest King” and examine them, and he
replied that it was not possible. The only fault I
have to find with the Commission is that they did
not insist npon the production of those men, as
their evidence, because of the straightforward
way in which it was given, is such as carries con-
viction withit. I donotthink it comes with very
good grace from those members who have always
been crying down black labour to say that the
evidence of the natives is of equal value with the
evidence of white men. It was with considerable
reluctance that I took a part in this matter.

am not in favour of the employment of
black labour, and would not support it in any
way if it was not for the position in which the
planters have been placed by the country ; and T
did not enter into this matter with any feeling
in favour of Mr. Hodgson. But the more I
heard of the evidence elicited by the chairman
and the counsel for the petitioner the more I
became convinced that he had been badly used.
I appeal to hon. members to dismiss from their
minds the question of black labour. This is not
a question of white or black labour, but of the
claim of a fellow-citizen, and I think if hon.
members will dismiss that matter from their
minds and consider the case on its merits they
will agree with me that Mr. Hodgson has been
seriously injured and is entitled to compensation.

Mr. ISAMBERT said: Mr. Speaker,—1I shall
not detain the House very long. I think that
from all we can gather from the debate this
evening, and from what we hear about the
employment of black labour, we can plainly see
that the civilised Christian man, in this latter
part of the nineteenth century, cannot be
entrusted with the management and disposal of
inferior black race It is astonishing, with the
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amount of special and restrictive legislation that
we have, how many villainies have crept into this
trade.

Mr. BLACK : Mr. Speaker,—I beg to call
attention to the state of the House. No hon.
member listens more attentively to others speak-
ing than the hon. member for Rosewood, and T
think he deserves a better audience than this.

Quorum formed.

Mr. ISAMBERT said : Mr. Speaker,—It has
been admitted that this trade has objec-
tionable features, The islanders do not under-
stand their agreements. Xven when ships
proceed in a legal manner there is always a

covering boat with the recruiting boat.
‘What does a covering boat mean? It
is a boat with men armed with rifles, to

protect those engaged in recruiting. Was such
a thing ever heard of in engaging civilised men
for any work ? I think the Premier has put the
whole affair in the proper light when he said
that this colony is not responsible for what the
British Government has done. If the colony is
responsible in this case, it is just ag much
responsible for the loss sustained by Mr. Ran-
some, or for the loss sustained by Mr. Peter
Hansen through the reversal of a judgment
arrived at by a judge and jury, or for the
wrongs suffered by Leonidas Koledas through
some action of the Mines Department. Parlia-
ment rejected those claims. I know that the
present Ministry recognised that Leonidas
Koledas had been wronged, but even if they were
inclined to correct that wrong they could not do
0, as the Act by which he could be compensated
or reinstated in his claim has been abolished.
1 believe that Mr. Hodgson has suffered a loss,
but since Parliament would not recognise the
claims I have mentioned, I do not see how it can
recognise the elaim now made.

Mr. MIDGLEY said: Mr. Speaker,—The
House does not appear to be in any particular
hurry to deal with this question, and I have no
doubtthatthe delay has resulted in disadvantage.
T am in no hurry to come to a division,
whatever may be the result. Since moving
the adoption of the report the proceedings have
taken another direction. I may say at once
that I have not the slightest sympathy with the
amendment, nor have I the least reason to alter
my belief that the decision to which the select
committee came should not be altered. The
committee, after careful deliberation, after taking
evidence and examining documents, came to the
following conclusions :—

1. That the allegations and statements of the peti-
tion have been substantiated.

“II. That there is no evidence to show that the
owner of the ¢ Forest King,” or anyone engaged on her
during the voyage when she was seized by the
‘Swinger, was guilty of, or aware of, any breach of
the laws and regulations affecting the recrniting of
islanders in Polynesia.

““1II. That in consequence of the seizure of his
vessel, the ‘Torest King,’ the petitioner suffered such
loss, expense, and damage as are stated in detail in his
claim, less the item of £600 for ‘cstimnated net-
earnings,” &c.

“IV. That the committee, after careful examination
and due consideration, recommend the payment to the
petitioner by the Queensland Government of the swn
of £3,011 7s.6d.”

If we had come to this House and made the last
of these recommendations, without any of those
preceding them, no doubt the Premier would
have been able to say it was a strange thing to
ask this House to award a sum of money to the
petitioner and to state no reasons. If a man is
disposed to quibble, he has never any need of
material, and however carefully and conscienti-
ously the report might have been drawn up, it
would have been exposed to attacks of this kind.
Fault, no doubt, can be found by legal gentlemen
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with the work done by the 'prentice hand of a mere
layman in drawing up the report. I notice it is
quite a habit with lawyers to treat with the utmost
contempt any opinions of laymen in regard to law.
There are different kinds of lawyers as there are
ditferent kinds of planters; some of them are of
the baser sort, and others are of the higher grade.
The way in which lawyers turn up their noses,
turn out their lips, and show their teeth, when
laymen say anything about law is almost enough
to dismay and intimidate any ordinary man
from discussing legal subjects at all. They must
have the impression that the laws we frame from
time to time for the governmment of the colony
are laws which cannot be understood by the
people, and should not be understood by the
people. I am quite satisfied that the contention
which I held this afternoon has not been very
materially altered, even by the speech of the
Premier. It is simply to my mind an attempt
—T had almost used the word *mean”—to
escape from responsibility, and to avoid the
payment of what is fairly and rightly due. It ig
an attempt to evade the question by the old plea
of no responsibility. The Premier admitted that
Mr. Hodgson suffered actual and serious loss ; he
admitted that neither Mr. Hodgson nor any of
the Furopeans on his ship, at the time she was
seized, could be proved to have been guilty of
any breach of the law. Awnd is this man,
who has suffered wrong, to be sent from
pillar to post; from one court to another;
and redress denied him, simply because
it is impossible to sheet the responsibility
home to anyone ? Surely someone is responsible,
The action of the Government in this matter
does not commend itself to my admiration. He
was undoubtedly engaged in a service which has
never been disowned by the Government since.
The succeeding stages of this unhappy affair
have never been disowned by the Government.
Tt is too late now to take upthe ery and the refuge
of no responsibility. I think it is undeniable,
Mr. Speaker, that had it not been for the action
of Mr. Milman, the officers of the ‘“Swinger”
would never have seized the * Forest King.”
Did they who instigated the inquiry that re-
sulted in the seizure of that ship, use all the
means they might have wused and ought to
have used to ascertain the bona fides of those
who had been engaged on board of her? I
maintain they did not. Mr. Milman appears
to have thought it becoming of him, and seems
to have regarded it as his duty to set himself in
immediate and direct antagonism with another
man equally a Government servant with himself,
The Government agent on board the ¢ Forest
King” should have had every opportunity given to
him to show that these men who had been obtained
as recruits, had been fairly and properly obtained.
He declares that an opportunity was not given :
he declares the interpreters he had were not sub-
mitted to the test, and I can quite believe it.
I believe Mr. Milman came into the whole busi-
ness with a strongly prejudiced mind. We find
that, speaking of the cause which actuated the
boys in jumping overboard, he gives two entirely
different versions of that affair., In his report
to the Premier, page b, he gives this version :—
“The night previous to the ‘Torest Xing's’ de-
parture, and previous to Captain Marx putting his prize
crew on board, an attempt was made by the natives on
board (with the exception of the Svd-Est men), who
were near their homes, to escape, and sixteen succeeded
in doing so, six heing picked up by the ‘Swinger’s’
boats. The ecircumstances under which these men
escaped would lead me to suppose that their escape, if
not actually ordered, was connived at by the authorities
on board, who had everything to gain (in the event of
the charges being proved) by these men escaping.”
That is one version that Mr, Milman gives, but
as 8 member of the Royal Commission he gives
a materially different version, I admit that Mr,
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Milman did not sit on the case of the  Forest
King ”—he ought never to have had anything to
do with it—but although he did not sit on this
case, yet he signed the report jointly with the
other members of the Commission. His signature
is attached to the end of the document which
concludes the report of the Commission. Now
this is what he says as a member of the Commis-
gion. If he does not believe it he should have
dissented from it :—

““The ‘Forest King’ was at Anchor Island on 8th

July, and here H.M.S. ‘Swinger’ appeared on the
scene. The boarding officers of the ‘Swinger,” Rev.
Mr. Macfarlane, Mr. H. M. Milinan, and the interpreter
Jerry, went on board the ‘ Forest King.” Charlie and
Jerry both spoke to the Sud-Est boys, but neither
could make themselves understood. Two Sud-Est
recruits who spoke a little Teste said that Charlie
spoke Teste, but that they ‘no hear him good. With
the other recruits from the other islands both Charlie
and Jerry could converse, and they all said that they
told both that they had been engaged for two moons.
Upon that Jerry informed some of them that they
would have to ‘work, work, work,’ in white man’s
country, that they did not understand how to work,
and that they would get sick and die. This frightened
many, and that mght twenty-two of them slipped
overhoard and attempted to escape, which some of
them did.”
Now, I want to draw the attention of the House
to this fact. In this report of the Royal Com-
mission, Mr. Milman—he attached his signature
to it—states that the reason these islanders
jumped overboard was that Jerry had told
them that in Queensland they would have to
“ work, work, work, and would get sick and die.”
That is one version he gives. In the report he
sends to the Colonial Secretary, prior to this, he
says that this was a concocted scheme on the
part of the officers of the ship—that they
connived at the men getting away. Which 1s
the true version ? As far as Mr. Milman is con-
cerned we have no help ; we can take whichever
we choose. 1 say there are evidences that Mr.
Milman entered into this matter with prejudice
—that he wanted to find something out, and
that in trying to find something out—as some
hon. member said he got the wrong pig by the
ear. No wonder the pig squeaked. It is in
the nature of a pig to squeak. It is in
the nature of the right pig to squeak, and it is
very much in the nature of the wrong pig to
squeak. Mr. Hodgson, feeling confident he had
a good cause, has squeaked, and it is not to be
wondered at. Now, Mr. Speaker, I have
a word or two to say with regard to what
fell from the hon. member for Bundanba.
T was unfortunately not in the House at the
time, but I know what the hon. member said.
He stated that from the very first he was con-
vinced that the committee-—at any rate the
chairman of the committee, that is myself—did
not intend to go into the thing fairly—that I was
either incompetent for the position I occupied, or
that T was corrupt.

Mr. FOOTE : That is not true, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. MIDGLEY : That is the fair inference I
can draw from it. It was a position I did not
seek to occupy. If I had known that asking for
the committee—the very fact of being the mover
in the matter—really meant that T should be the
chairman of the committee, I might have hesi-
tated. The member for Bundanba states that he
was led to the conclusion from the way I asked
questions, that T was biased, that 1 was there as
the advocate of the petitioner.

Mr. FOOTE : I must contradict the hon.
member. I did not say anything of the sort.
Mr. MIDGLEY : Well, I must take the

hon. member’s denial. I can only say he used
words to that effect.
Mr. FOOTE: No. I said I became pre-

judiced ; I did not say anything about you.
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Mr. MIDGLEY : I quite admit that the hon.
member was prejudiced ; I believe he was the
only prejudiced man of the committee, and
as he has not spared me in this matter I shall
not spare him, because the matter is one now
for the public to judge. The hon. member
stated that the questions I asked were ques-
tions that showed my bias in the matter.
I am going to read to the House the
questions I did ask, and I shall show where
the interjections of the hon. member came in.
The first question I asked Mr. Hodgson was—
“You are the owner of the ‘“Forest King?”
Answer—‘T am.” Then the examination went
on as follows :—

“ You were the owner of this schooner at the time
she was seized® I was.

““ Had you been long engaged in the husiness of
lahour recruiting ¥ About three years.

“ Had this vessel been on a labour voyage hefore?
It was her third trip.

‘ With the same captain # No.

‘¢ With the same Goverminent agent? No.

‘“ Both new to her? Both new. I may mention that
Captain Dickson wasfor many yearsbefore in my employ
in other vessels.

“Was he employed in the labour trade before—in
lahour vessels? He was.

“In any labour vessels of yours? Yes.

“ And while so employed had there been any reports
or complaints against him? No, indeed.

“Nor had he been ‘logged’ by the Government
:}ngen’t;? No; there was never any complaint against

im.

It was at this juncture that the hon. member for
Bundanba interposed, and said—‘ Well, I do
not know whether the hon. member is retained
as counsel for the petitioner, but these are
leading questions.” He has said that I made no
answer. 1 treated the interjection with the con-
tempt it deserved. The only answer I was
disposed to give was fo vacate the chair,
and throw up the whole business, but I thought
it was not wise to attach too much importance to
the interjection of the hon. member. Was there
anything in these questions to justify the hon.
member in asking if I was retained as counsel for
the petitioner? Moreover, the hon. member said
he saw a list of questions written out. There
was a list, but it was of questions written out by
myself. Not a single question was suggested
tome by anybody. The list was not put into
my hand by anybody else. They were my own
questions, and I should have been very glad to
have had the position occupied by someone else.
But there are now other hon. members here who
wish to debate the question, and I am very
willing to give way for them.

The Hox. Sir. T. McILWRAITH said : Mr.
Speaker,—I have not been present during the
whole of the debate, and am not aware of all
that has been said. T had, however, the oppor-
tunity of hearing the speech made by the Premier,
in reply to the hon. member for Fassifern. I
objected to the style in which that hon. member
was interrupted by the Premier when he was
stating the case in favour of his motion. Ithought
myself that, had the Premier done right, he
would rather have complimented that hon. mem-
ber on having so clearly stated the case. I think
it took away from the position of the Premier
when he interrupted one who is comparatively
a young member, and interrupted him too on
one particular point that I noticed, with the
effect of destroying that part of the hon. mem-
ber’s argument. I thinkthat was quite unworthy
of the position of the Premier, and he ought at
all events to have depended on the merits of the
case, and T was no less astonished to find the
Premier resting behind legal technicalities in
place of facing the question straight. The
Premier commenced by saying he was not
going into detail, but the last part of his speech
was nothing else bhut details—a taking up of
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the time of the House by reading a lot of
unmeaning evidence, that of Mr. Milman ; and
he never showed the House how the argument
applied at all. When the hon. gentleman comes
forward and tells us that we should discharge
from our minds altogether the proceedings of the
Royal Commission, and that the only case we
have to consider is simply whether we ought to
adopt the report of the committee, he is telling
us thorough nonsense. How is it that we can
separate the work of the Royal Commission
from the report of the committee? Why, the
whole of the evidence of the Royal Com-
mission was adopted by the committee. It
forms a part of their report, quite as much as
the evidence taken by themselves. We have
also the additional advantage of the cross-
examination of the Commissioners themselves,
which in itself is a valuable addition to the
evidence. Hon. members should read it, and if
they do I have not the slightest doubt they will
come to the same conclusion as the committee.
The Premier says that the whole question is:
Was the seizure of the “Forest King” justifiable
at the time that it took place?—and he said that
if it was justifiable, if Mr. Milman had reason-
able grounds for taking the action he did, it
did not matter at all what action took place
afterwards ; the Government are responsible
for nothing. The answer to that was put very
clearly before us by the hon. member for Cook,
shortly after dinner. I agree myself that if we,
by the injudicious actien of any of our officers,
have brought any loss on any of thecitizens of
the colony, we are responsible ; and I believe it
can be easily shown that Mr. Milman brought
the loss upon the owners of the ¢ Forest King.”
The case is very clear. Mr. Milman, who was
viewed with evident suspicion by the Govern-
ment, sought in the broadest terms for some
authority to act. Up to the last moment the
Government declined to give that authority,
or any authority whatever, except that when
in the South Seas he might report. They
evidently viewed him with suspicion, and
no authority was given to him, except that
he was to keep his eyes about him and write to
the Government. Yet he saw fit to take action
in a very peculiar case. The ‘Forest King”
was boarded by the officers of a man-of-war.
They examined the officers of the ship, and the
Government agent, and came to the conclusion
that all was correct, and they signed to that
effect. Afterwards Mr. Milman communicated
information to them, which information sub-
sequently turned out to be completely wrong,
but which when given was, in the opinion of the
Chief Justice, at all events, a sufficient justifi-
cation for the captain of the ‘Swinger” to
examine into the matter himself. Well he went
on board or sent his officers on board again, and
they made a further examination. That examin-
ation was of a very peculiar kind, and ought to
have excited the suspicion of the Government.
The information given to the captain of the
“Swinger” was that the boys on board the
“ Forest King” had been kidnapped, or at all
events that they had been got on board and were
being taken to Quenslaned not knowing the
terms of their engagement. That was proved
to the satisfaction of the captain and officers
of the ““Swinger” by this process: islanders
from the different islands were brought up
to be examined on that point; in the case of a
Teste Island boy the questions were put through
a missionary boy who understood English, as
was proved a month or two afterwards when he
was brought down to Brisbane and proved him-
self to be a very efficient interpreter. Omne would
have supposed that the communication would
have been made direct between the interpreter
who knew the Teste language, as well as English,
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and the Teste Island boy; but it was not done | this Commission was a member of Parliament,

in that way. The questions were first put
by Mr. Milman to an English missionary,
who understood Lifu, and he translated the
question to the missionary boy, who, in
his turn, put it into the Teste language.
Then the missionary boy got back the answer
in the Teste language, which he translated
in Lifu to the missionary, who translated
it into English to Mr. Milman and the captain.
Does that not look suspicious in the face of it.
Here we have a boy capable of speaking both
the English and the Teste langnages, and
where was the necessity for an additional
interpreter in the shape of an Inglish mis-
sionary who intercepted with an additional
language? Tt was quite impossible that Mr,
Milman or the officers of the ship could know
what was taking place. The interpreter knew
the language at each end of the chain, and
there was no necessity for an additional
lauguage being introduced. No one could know
what was really going on, except the missionary
himself, who had sole control over all that
passed. Going a step further, let us look at the
examination of Mr. Milman, and see how he
tried to evade the point, how he equivocated and
prevaricated when brought to the point as to
whether that was actually the means of com-
munication between the islanders and him-
self. He would not say it positively, but
he at least admitted that that was the way in
which the evidence was taken. No one who
thinks can help coming to the conclusion that
the missionary wanted to have the entire com-
munication between the islanders and the
captain of the * Swinger” in his own hands,
without the slightest check from Mr. Milman or
anyone else. The result was that on account of
the action of Mr. Milman, who was not authorised
by the Queensland Government, and whose action
was quite ultre vires, and whose only authority
for acting at all, according to the Premier, was
that he was an honest man, induced the captain
of the *‘Swinger” to take the ship in charge,
and it remained in charge until the case was tried
before the Brisbane court, with the result which
we all know. The Government had unlimited
means, as far as money was concerned, to do
justice to their case, and to exonerate the officers
of the ‘“‘Swinger”; and they did their best
because they felt themselves responsible to a
certain extent, owing to Mr. Milman’s action,
The court decided that the Government had
failed to prove that those boys were kidnapped,
or that any of them were there without having
been properly recruited according to the law and
the regulations under that law of the Queensland
Government. The owners of the ship proved that
in each individual caseevery boy on board had been
properly recruited. Now let us carry the matter
a step further. After that decision was comne to
the boys had to go through another ordeal. The
Government had kept back, and properly kept
back, the passing of those boys by the Polynesian
inspector in Brisbane ; but after the matter was
decided a strict inquiry was made as to whether
all those boys had been properly recruited. Mr.
Woodward, the head of the staff, who under
ordinary circumstances would have entrusted the
work to one of his subordinate officers, took the
examination upon himself, and he certified weeks
after the trial that every one of them had been
properly recruited according to the laws of
Queensland, Now comes the next stage in the
proceedings, which the Govermment are very
anxious to separate from the case of the * Forest
King.” The Government appointed a Royal
Commission to examine into the way in which
the labourers from certain ships had been re-
cruited, and among them the recruits that had
come by the * Forest King.” One member of

who has never yet been known to have a
different idea from the Premier on any
subject, who is one of the most subservient
supporters of the Government, and whose
qualification, as stated by the Premier, was
that from his knowledge of his character
he was a good man to make a juryman;
that he had a good evenly bulanced mind. In
choosing jurors, however, there are always two
parties. There is one party that can challenge
at once, without giving any reason at all. Mr.
Buckland in that case would have been thrown
out at once, without any reason being asked
at all. If the right of challenge had been
yielded at all, Mr. Buckland, being so strong
a partizan of the Government, would have been
thrown out, because it would have been shown
why he should never have been a man chosen to
try such a case. Who was the next one? Mr.
Milman, the culprit, upon whom we are sitting
now-—who is being tried. He was the originator
of the mystery. He tried to gef into this coolie
and black labour racket, and had got the (Govern-
ment into all these difficulties, and got the
captain of the “Swinger” to seize this ship,
which seizure the Supreme Court of this colony
declared to be illegal. The man who, if there is
anyone in this colony, is on his trial in this case.
He was appointed the second member of the
Royal Commission. Who was the next man ap-
pointed to be ajuror? The next man appointed
to be a juror was a man who was utterly igno-
rant of the condition of the colony—a perfect
“new chum,” He has earned his spurs here
as well as in other countries as a journalist,
otherwise he had no [qualification whatever.
Anyone who has read that veport written
by him—because there is no question sbout who
has written it—so far as it may be considered a
literary composition, Mr. Rose has the whole
merit of that report, for every word of it is his
own. In fact, one can see that it is not
the report of a lawyer who had digested all
the evidence given, and had reported according
to that evidence. It is just what a first-class
correspondent would have written to a paper
knowing the kind of cue he was expected to give.
Tt is not, I say, a digest of the evidence, but a
first-class report of a man taking up a certain
line. It has been said that Mr. Rose has been
hardly treated by the committee. I should like
to know how? There is no doubt he wasina
position peculiarly pitiable. I have read the
evidence and I can see it all. Mr. Rose goes up
to the different places and takes only ome class
of evidence. He knows perfectly well that other
evidence should have been taken—for instance,
the men whose character and interests in life
in the colony are so much at stake—the
captain, owner, and inspector on board of
that ship. That evidence, of course, ought to
have been taken. Mr. Rose admits it at once.
Why was that evidence not taken ? Because
Mr. Milman had put objections in the way.
1 say it is actually pitiable to see—I can fancy at
all events the way in which Mr. Rose tried to
get out of answering that question plainly—
that either Mr. Buckland or Mr. Milman had
put objections in the way. Just consider how
this thing has been managed. With any
respect for decency could Mr. Milman have
sat while the ¢ Forest King ” case was under con-
sideration ? No; and be was judiciously absent.
Mr. Buckland again was absent during a
great part of the time, and I believe during a
portion of the time the ¢ Forest King” case
was going on. While they claim the credit
of not having interfered with the case in which
they were directly and personally interested — I
am referring now more particularly to Mr.
Milman—they claim credit for having the good
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taste not to be present in a case of that kind,
but they carefully left their proxies with Mr.
Rose, that only certain particular witnesses
should be called, thereby ensuring that the result
of the case would be in their favour., Talk
about that being justice in a country of this
sort ! It is ridiculous to consider it in that
form. T.ook at the almost ridiculous conclusions
they came to! They might have had sufficient
respect for the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court to have read, at all events, the evidence
that was taken when the “ Forest King” case was
tried in Brisbane. I will putit in another shape:
Mr. Milman acknowledged that night, when
the recruits were examined by Her Majesty’s
officers, that five out of those on board the
“Forest King” understood that they were
engaged for three years, and meant togo. Tt
was proved afterwards, in the evidence, that
among the twenty-one men returned to the
islands, there were certain boys of that five.
But, sir, in the face of that, this is what, on the
evidence of the hoys, those commissioners thought
they were entitled to report with reference to
the ¢ Forest King.” They say :—

“ We are of opinionthat all the recruits brought by
the ¢ Forest King’ were decoyed on board under false
pretences ; that the nature of their engugements was
never explained to them; that none of them understood
that they were to work on sugar plantations for any
period, much less for three ycars.”

This is a more severe verdict than was given in
any of the other cases, and is opposed to the
whole evidence given on their ownsideof the case,
and the admission that a large number of those
men—*“five” is the number stated, but it was
afterwards admitted that there were more
—five at all events of these men perfectly
understood the arrangement, and were quite
wiling to abide by it, and actually did
abide by it. I have got down now to the
Royal Commission. We have here a Royal
Commission which has reported that the whole of
these “boys” were kidnapped. The Supreme
Court tried the case under quite different con-
ditions altogether. The Commission had the
whole of the Government influence and the
Government money to get the best evidence they
possibly could to establish, if possible, that one
single ““boy’ out of the lot had been kid-
napped. The judge laid it down as law,
that if they could prove one single case
where a ““boy” was brought on board without
understanding his agreement—where the regula-
tions were violated—that would have been a
sufficient justification for the captain of the
“ Swinger ” to seize the ship. The result was
quite different ; not only did the Government
fail to prove one single case, but the other side
proved most distinetly every case, on the part
of the defendants, to have been a legitimate case
of recruiting.

The PREMIER : No!
The Hon. Sz T. McILWRAITH : Every

case was proved to be a legitimate case of
recruiting.

The PREMIER: No!

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH : ¢“No.”
If that is the way in which the hon. member
always tries to get out of it, I have the docu-
ments here and I will read the judgment of the
Chief Justice. It has been read before but T will
read it again. It is contained in the last para-
graph of the judge’s summing up. I thought T
might have been able to give it in a few words,
$0 as to save the time of hon. members, but I will
read it all :—

T think the weight of evidence is rather in favour ol
Charlie and Harry ”—
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Two of the witnesses who were examined for Mr.
Hodgson—

* I think the weight of evidence is rather in favour of
Charlie and Harry having made the islanders under-
stand the nature of their engagements in the first in-
stance,in which case the defendants must havethe henefit
of it as » proof of consent. That some of the islanders
did not reply to Charlie in Mr. Milman’s presence after
Jerry had endeavoured to speak to them may have
arisen from the unusual circumstances of the arrival of
the man-of-war, the frequent questioning, Jerry’s des-
cription of the risks of coming to Queensland,and other
ineidents of the hour which would make men. who are
but ¢ children of a larger growth,” act like children and
remain silent. Charlie gave Mr. Milinan to understand
(whether in words or by ‘ hanging down his head > does
not appear) — but somehow Mr. Milman understood
that Charlie meant he could not communicate with the
hefore-mentioned five natives, which is, of course,
true if they had hecome unwilling to reply to him,
I think that it is to be regretted that the ship’s
interpreters were not tested before Jerry had been
allowed tospeak to the islanders. It seems clear that
from some person’s information they had been dis-
credited .in Mr. Milman’s mind. But assuming th:t
Charlie and Harry did not truly or correctly state to
the natives the terms of the proposed agrecments, is
there any evidence that the recruiter, captain, or Gov-
ernment agent were parties to the fraud or mistake?
I think there is mone. They were ignorant of the
languages”in which Charlie and Harry spoke, or pre-
tended to speak. Is there not, on the contrary, then,
evidence that the agent, captain, and recruiter, ful-
filled all the requirements of the law, and bond fide
believed that the natives had consented 10 come
with them, understanding substantially the terms of
their eontract? On behalf of the Crown it is said
that there was bad faith on the part of the Govern-
ment agent, the captain, and the recruiter — that
they were all engaged in the commission of these
felonies. There is no evidence, other than that I have
already described in support of this sweeping accusa-
tion. To believe them guilty I must not only have full
confidence in the truthfulness of the natives, in Jerry’s
accuracy and truth as to their statements to him, in
AMr, Milman’s perfect comprehension of Charlie’s aets,
and of the motives and conduct of the natives when
questioned; but I must disregard the sworn testimony
of the persons accused. and I must conclude that the
Government agent deliberately falsified the official log
from the beginning of the voyuge to the time of the
seizure, on purpose t0 aid and ahet the ship’s officers in
the commission of these offences. The Governmentagent
is an officer who has been accredited by the Queensiand
Government on six suceessive occasions. No questions
were asked tending to discredit the character of the
agent, the captain, or the recruiter. The Government
agent complied with all the regulations and instructions
of the Government, and the captain deferred to his
directions and control in all matters relating to the
employment of interpreters and recruiting and landing
natives who did not appear to understand the terms of
agreement. The agent regularly rccords the circum-
stance where the natives appeared fully to understand
their agreements. To some of them the terms were
thrice explained by three different interpreters. Captain
Marx told the agent his log was ‘ well written,” which
I understood at first as conveying an imputation on
the conduct of the agent. Captain Marx, however,
explained that he meant, not that the Government
agent was ‘a fraud,” but that he had endeavoured to
do his duty. If he did so, and was satisfied, unless it
can be shown that the captain and reeruiter knew
that the natives had been deceived, or that they did
not, in fact, understand the terms of the agreement
they were about to enter into, or that they were not
willing to come with them, the case for the Crown
must fail. Tpon this point alone—the proved good
faith of the defendants, without reference to the
proof of actual consent— the case for the Crown has
failed. There is fairly satisfactory evidence that the
officers of the ‘Forest King’ acted in good faith,
believing the natives fairly recruited and consenting
parties to their removal to Queensland. Neverthe-
less, the ciremmstances presented to Captain Marx,
on the report of Mr. Milman, were such as to raise
wisonable ground of suspicion, and to justify the
re and detention. Tune Imperial officer being
justitied, it follows in this pariieular case, without
laying down any absolute rule as to damages in fiiture
cases, that there can be no damage against the Crown
in respect of his act; but when the Crown authorities
proceed for condemnation and do not succeed they
must, like other unsuccessful suitors, pay their
opponent’s costs. I thevefore pronounce that it has not
heen proved that the ship had been, during her said
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voyage, or at the time of her seizure, emploved in the
commission of any of the offences charged; and order
that the said vessel he restored, together with the goods
and effects on board thereof, and with costs.”

That I take to be as plain an admission as it is
possible to conceive on the part of the Chief
Justice, that not only did the Government fail
to sheet home to the owners of the vessel the
charge that they had recruited illegally, but that
it had been actually proved, on the other hand,
that every islander who was on board that ship
had been recruited according to the laws and
regulations of the colony of Queensland.

The PREMIER: No,

The How. Siz T. McILWRATITH : T say that
is the effect of the judgment of the court. T
know quite well that the hon. gentleman has
said the opposite, but that is my interpreta-
tion of what the judge said, and which is borne
out by the statements I have just read. With
regard to the last point, the judge said that
there was justification for the captain of the
“Swinger” in the action he took —that he
was justified in that action by the information
which he had received, and that get him out
of paying damages. Why? Simply by throw-
ing the responsibility on Mr. Milman, and
thereby on to the Queensland Government;
because the argument used by the Chief Justice
says this : that Mr. Milman being in so respon-
sible o position as an officer of the ueensland
Government surely he could be taken as an
accredited authority for a statement such as he
made to the captain of the ‘‘Swinger,” and
therefore the captain of the  Swinger” was
justified in the action he took. It is clear that
the judge did not agres with the evidence taken
that resulted in the seizure; and in stating
those facts he threw the whole responsibility
on to the Queensland Government. We have
now got as far as the Commission. The Com-
mision, I hold, ought to have taken very dif-
ferent evidence to what they did, and having
declined to take that evidence and having written
that report, I think a man may be accused of
being very thin-skinned if he complains of having
been asked to justify what he has done as a com-
missioner before a committee of this Hoase. Mr.
Rose was agked to justify that, and headmits that
he did not take the evidence that he ought to huve
taken ; that, had he been left to his own judg-
ment as a barrister—or as an honest man, as I
would put it—not using the two terms synony-
mously—that had he acted according to his
own judgment he would have called other
evidence; in fact, he virtually admits
that he could not answer certain guestions
without invalidating his report, and he
asks the committee piteously whether he
should say anything to invalidate that report.
That does not at all justify the impassioned
terms in which the Premier complained of the
treatment Mr. Rose had received from the com-
mittee. He seemed to forget that Mr. Rose
had put himself in that position, and that had
he called proper evidence the result would
have been that probably he would not
have been called upon to give evidence be-
fore the select committee. I am perfectly
satistied that had he done so he would not
have brought up such a report as he did with
regard to the case of the ¢ Forest King.”
Well, sir, that is not the only result of it. The
result goes further. We have got this member
of Parliament, who is essentially a party man,
without a hair-breadth of opinion on any point
in the world. We have got Milman, who is one
of the parties implicated as the originator of this
mischief; and we have got Mr. Rose. Now,
what is his position, No sooner does he send in
his report than he writes another report to the
English people in the shape of a letter to the
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Times. I will ask anyone who has read that
letter, if they consider it a fair account of what
has been going on in Queensland. I have read
it, and the comments on it, and I believe it

to be a gross libel upon the colony of
Queeniland, and that it has done it an
immense amount of discredit. The same

morning on which that letter appeared in the
Times an article appeared in that paper re-
flecting on the way in which the slave trade was
carried on in Queensland. But the Zimes article
was mild in comparison with an article on the
sane subject that appeared at the same time
in the Si. James's Gazette, which accused us of
being a nation of slaveholders, and hinted that
the South Sea Islanders that were left in Queens-
land had actually been kidnapped. Now, I have
stated it before, and I repeat it now, that on
the same evidence taken by Mr. Rose the
colony can well be convicted of having in
its possession at the present time 10,000 or
12,000 kidnapped islanders. The same evidence
that was taken by the Cowmmission can be got
to convict every ship’s load of islanders now
being brought to the colony. Talke the case on
the matter of probability alone. The Govern-
ment who have been on the lookout for abuses in
the South Sea island trade were, I presume, not
likely to have cases of this kind in greater
number than those which occurred during the
réyime of the late Government. If kidnapping
hus taken place during the reign of the present
Government how much worse must the evil have
have been under the late Government? At the
time the Commission was appointed, 10,000
or 12,000 islanders had come into the country

under the previous Government, but those
men’s cases had never been inquired into,
and it was the duty of the Government,

merely if there was a chance of one single
slave living on any plantation in Queens-
land, to investigate that case and decide whether
he should not be sent back to his home. Are
we to come to the conclusion that the whole of
the kidnapping has been confined to these six
ships, or are we to conclude that kidnapping
took place under the previous Government, and
that not one of those cases has been inquired
into? What conclusion are we to come to?
EKither that the present Government have con-
nived at a system of slavery and have, at the
same time, had the cunning to put it down,

or that they have submitted to a system
of slavery which is now existing in the

colony. The Government cannot avoid either
one or other of those conclusions. I say, sir,
that the whole case discloses the fact that the
Premier and the Government gave the clue
to the Commission as to what they were to do.
From the constitution of the Commission there
is not the slightest doubt about what they were
meant to do. They took their cue and they per-
formed their business well, but that Mr. Rose is
thoroughly ashamed of his part of the work I
have not the slightest doubt. I have no doubt
whatever that, so far as his credit as a barrister
is concerned, he regrets the day when he sat on
this Commission. The work has given him,
perhaps, some kudos as a journalist, but has
destroyed his fair fame as a barrister and his
reputation as a judge of facts. Before leaving
this subject I will draw your attention to another
point in the evidence which the committee have
brought out as far as possible, and which
one cannot but see was right after reading
the evidence taken before the Vice-Admiralty
Court. I refer to the way in which the evidence
of this boy Charlie was ignored by the Royal
Commission, They got hold of a boy named
Cago, who figured prominently in the “Hopeful”
case. He acted as one of the interpreters when
the ¢¢ Irorest King ” was taken charge of, That
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the boy’s interpretation was credible I do not
think anyone can believe. Was it not extra-
ordinary that a boy of that sort, young, and so
untruthful, should be brought down here, should
not be considered able to take care of himself,
and should be confined in the house of one of the
commissioners until an opportunity was given
to take him away ? I do not think that it was
fair to discredit this boy Charlie in the way in
which he has been discredited. Here is a boy
who was on board when the * Forest King” was
seized, and he appeared in the Vice-Admiralty
Court as one of the best English-speaking
witnesses of the wholelot. Now, the reason why
the examination of the boys was put specially in
the hands of Mr. Milman on that night of the
seizure was, that it was alleged that there was
no one on board who was able to speak the
Sud-Est language. But what are the facts of
the case? This boy Charlie, who was on board
the * Forest King,” and who said he could speak
the language, was not only rejected, but his ser-
vices were not called into requisition ; but when he
came to Brisbane and was examined before the
court, what was the result ? It is a difficult
thing for people who do not know the Sud-Est
to judge as to whether an islander is or is
not speaking the language, but an intelligent
man who knows languages can put a test
which will satisfy all intelligent men as to
whether the language is actually being spoken
by the interpreter. Now, this boy, whose ser-
vices were not availed of on board the ‘ Forest
King,” was brought into court by the counsel
for the defendant, and the opposing side was
challenged to examine him to see whether he
could talk the language or not. The test was
actually submitted, and some Sud-Est boys
were brought into court, with the result that
the Chief Justice in his notes said that the
interpreter freely communicated with the Sud-
Est boys. Now, can it be believed that the boy
had acquired that language during the short time
he was in town here? The fact of the matter
is that he knew the language all along, and we
know also that he was the best English scholar
of the lot. T will not, however, go into details
and point out how the witnesses of the
Government have been since diseredited.
There is no doubt in the mind of any-
one who reads what I consider to be im-
partial reports—there is no doubt in the mind
of anyone who reads the Brisbane Courier’s report
of the expedition to return these islanders—that
that expeditionhad been arranged, and was known
of amongst themselves; and there is no doubt
that that boy Cago had told them that if they
said they had only been engaged for three months
they would be returned to their country, and
have plenty of trade to take back with them.
Do not we know perfectly well that to homesick
boys that would be quite sufficient to justify
them in telling the lies they did ? That they did
tell lies, there is not the slightest doubt on the
part of anyone who reads the evidence. As a
matter of fact the boys admitted it to the
Courier reporter, and to the reporter of the
Sydney Morning Herald. The Premier says
that we should not give so much money for
damages if the report of the committee be
affirmed, and gives as a reason, that Mr.
Hodgson has offered the ship to him for
employment within the last few months, at a
low price, and therefore she could not be very
profitable. There is no wonder that he did ; if
it were only within the last few months that he
made the offer, we could not be surprised if he
had offered her upon any terins. But that does
not prove that a great loss has not been sustained.
The committee were not at all called upon to
prove the amount of damages that Mr. Hodgson
has sustained, for the reason that in the cross-
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action which was tried in the Admiralty Court
the damages were not questioned by the Gov-
ernment; in fact they were admitted, and
if damages had gone against the Government
they would have had to pay them. Therefore,
the committee had every reason to suppose that,
the Government having admitted the damages,
they were not called upon to go into the details.
1 do not want to go into the details that T
intended to, and which I should have been
perfectly justified in going into. I will simply
give a résumd of the case. Mr. Milman, acting
on behalf of the Queensland Government—and
his deeds have been since adopted by the
Queensland Government—took certain action in
the seizure of the *“ Forest King,” that resulted
in a great loss to the owner. The case came on in
thecourt in Brisbane, held before the Chief Justice,
and the facts were thoroughly gone into—where
the (overnment had every power, and they
exercised it, of bringing the best witnesses they
could on their side; the result being that the
court decided that all the islanders had been
lawfully recruited.

The PREMIER : No.

The Hox. S1r T. McILWRAITH : In addi-
tion to that, or included in that, was the result
that the Government did not prove one single
case in which the law had been violated—to put
it in the mildest way. That was the result after
a most thorough investigation. The judge then
stated, as plainly as possible, that legally he
could not give damages against the Crown,
but if his judgment meant anything it
meant that, equitably, the Queensland Govern-
ment were responsible, because it was the bad
judgment of Mr. Milman that led Captain
Marx so far astray from his duty. The case
then went on a further stage. The Government
themselves took up the examination, and, as in
duty bound, examined the boys. It was no
ordinary examination ; it was a close investiga-
tion by the chief inspector, in Brisbane. He
examined those boys, and actually certified that
they were properly recruited, and gave them out
tothe different employers, and they went to their
work. Then came the next case. The Govern-
ment, for their own political reasons, appointed the
commission,which was clearly a one-sided commis-
sion. In thefirst place it had the merit of secur-
ing a decision in one way, and in the next place it
had the merit of rewarding their own supporters
for what they did. Therefore it was a suborned
commission from thestart, and no report could
have been expected except one, and that one
actually came, Then, of course, as that reversed
the decision of the Supreme Court, where evi-
dence was taken from both parties, T hold
that it was a very proper thing on the
part of this House that they should ask
for a committee, That committee sat, and
it has been compeient for the Government
to give any evidence they liked. I think the
most damaging evidence against the Govern-
ment is the evidence given by Mr. Rose, in which
he admits that the evidence he took was not the
evidence upon which an honest man ought to
have come to a conclusion. He admits that in
his evidence ; and, so far from considering that
he has been in any way bullied by the com-
mittee, I think he has been treated wonderfully
leniently. I am told that he was rather
pitied for the humiliating position into which
he was forced, not through the way in which
the questions were asked, but from the very
fact that he had made a report without taking
proper evidence. We have thereforethe Supreme
Court evidence, and the evidence of the committee
of this House—upon which committee I believe
the majority were actually Government sup-
porters, But apart from that altogether, it was
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a committee that was approved by this House,

although the House might have had the certain
control over it by making it elective by ballot.
We have the verdict of the Supreme Court, and
of this committee, and that of the Comnmission
which was organised by the Government for the
purpose of bringing before the country a fore-
gone conclusion,

Mr. KELLETT said: Mr. Speaker,—1I should
not like to allow this matter to go to a vote without
saying afew words uponit. Previous tothe matter
coming before the House I carefully went through
the evidence, so that T should have my opinion
upon it before it was debated here. I cannot
see where the exception can be taken to the
terms of the report. There is only one very little
matter in it—in the 2nd clause—that might pos-
sibly be altered. That is where it says, * There is
no evidence to show that the owner of the ¢ forest
King,” or anyone engaged upon her during the
voyage”, ete. I think it should have said
“any white man.” It would then have been
perfectly correct, although mno doubt some
islanders might know something abont it I
think that has been pretty well proved by the
evidence, and I think the mover of the report is
to be congratulated upon the trouble he took
over it. L thoroughly helieve in a man
when he takes anything in hand, going
right through with it, and sparing no pains
or trouble in bringing about the conclusion
he thinks a proper one. I think the
hon. member and other hon. members of the
committee got the best evidence they conld to lead
them to come to a fair decision. I think a better
or more reliable agent than Mr, Thompson could
not have been on board the ship so far as we can
cather ; and T must say I am very pleased to
read this evidence and see this report, and I am
sure that a great number of peoplein QQueensland
will be very proud to know that they are

able to change wsome opinions that they
have held and be able to think that all the
ships  which come here with South Sea

Tslanders are not the same as the “Hopeful.”
I was myself led further away than I think I
would be now in this black labour business, for
the reason that 1 thought nearly all the cases
were like the ‘“ Hopeful ” case, as only the worst
cases have been brought before us, the better
ones not coming under our eyes at all. Tam
sure that the people of Queensland will be glad
to find from the report of these six unprejudiced
gentlemen that they are not all “Hopeful”
cases, It is well known that T have astrong
feeling against black labour, and that I have

spoken against it, both inside and outside
this House. If there is any kidnapping
connected with it the sooner it is done

away with the better. But to come to this case,
we find that the Govermment agent, Mnr.
Thompson, was, as has been admitted by the
Premier, a reliable man. The first island the
vessel went to he would not allow the captain to
recruit ; he would nct allow any recruiting to
take place before a suitable interpreter was
obtained, which was not done until they got to the
fourth island at which they called. He did not
permit any islanders to be recruited until they
obtained an interpreter who could make the
islanders understand their agreement. I do not
think any man could have gone further
than he did. It is said that all the evi-
dence taken by the committee was on one
side. I deny that. Mr. Hodgson and the
captain may be sald to be on one side, but Mr.
Woodward and the Government agent could not
be said to be on the same side ; and Mr. Wood-
ward, who knew that it would be a dangerous
thing for a Government officer to be caught
tripping, stated in his evidence that he was
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satisfied the islanders knew the nature of their
agreement, that he certified to that effect, and
that he allowed them to be sent away to planta-
tations. I believe that the conclusion he came
to was a proper one. Now, I will refer to
Mr. Rose, one of the members of the Royal
Commission. I think the way in which
he gave his evidence has been pretty well
put  before the House by the leader of the
Opposition. Evidently Mr. Rose was in a very
ugly position ; indeed, a man could scarcely be
in a more invidious position than he was placed

in. He tried all he could to give little informa-
tion. We know what a turn lawyers have for
that. In conversing with an eminent lawyer the

other evening I told him that Mr. Rose did not
give a straight answer, and he replied,*“ Lawyers
never do.” There is, however, evidence that Mr.
Rose states that the Royal Commission did not
get all the evidence they should have obtained.
I think T have read all his evidence through, and

that is the coneclusion at which 1 have
arrived. There is no doubt that Mr. Rose
has erred in such a way that it must be

remembered during his career in Queensland.
He is 2 new comer to Queensland, and not being
hiased or mixed up in party politics he should
not have allowed any man to overrule him; he
should have brought out whatever evidence he
considered was fairly just. As to Mr. Milman,
T have no doubt in my mind that he was the man
who brought about all this trouble, and I cannot
help thinking that the Government, although
they will not acknowledge it, must be satisfied
now that they made a mistake in appointing
him on the Commission. He was the last
man in the colony who should have been
appointed. The lawyers now tell us that if
there has been any loss sustained by the owner
of the ship we are not the parties responsible.
T hold that we are responsible—that the captain
of the “Swinger” would never have seized
the “Forest King™ except for Mr. Milman. The
officers of the ““Swinger” went on board and
examined the papers, and certified that all was
correct, and left the vessel. Mr. Milman then
came and told another story, and said that the
ship had done so-and-so. Hvidence was then
taken, and, as stated by the leader of the Oppo-
sition, it was filtered through an interpreter and
the missionary, Mr. Macfarlane. I do not want
to impute motives to any man, but I say that
on account of his action on that ocecasion
Myr. Milman should have been the last man to
be appointed on that Commission. He was
bound to defend the case as any other man
placed in the same position would be, and
make out the best case he possibly could. Tam
perfectly satisfied that a correct conclusion has
been arrived at by the select committee. There
is one other matter to which I will allude.
The Premier remarked that the amount of
money recommmended by the committee is absurd,
and that the owner has claimed the gross
amount of takings and then added on expenses.
It is very evident to my mind that the hon.
gentleman—who is one of the best barristers in
the colony at figures and mathematics—has not
looked very carefully into the matter, or he
would not have come to that conclusion. The
expenses of the voyage have been really paid by
the owner.

The PREMIER: The
finished.

Mr. KELLETT : The voyage was finished
when the vessel arrived here. 1 domnotcall that a
part of the voyage when the vessel was coming
up the river fiying the Admiralty’s flag, but the
captain and crew had to be paid their wages
during that time. All the expenses charged in
the claim were expenses paid by the owner

voyage was nob
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of the vessel while she was lying in the river.
All the other expenses of the trip had
been already paid, and amounted to £1,500.
I am satisfied that the Premier would not have
made that statement if he had looked into the
figures. I had a hope, but it is getting lessevery
day, that when any matter was brought before
this Assembly, and it was shown that a man
had suffered an injustice, the members of this
Assembly would see that injustice remedied, I
am satisfied that injustice has been done to Mr.

Hodgson, and that he has sustained great
loss—greater than the actual money loss,

because it has upset him so much during
during the last six months that it is likely
to bring him to his grave. Anybody who looks
at himm now must be of that opinion. I had a
hope that this question would be considered
fairly, and that no party matters would be
introduced ; but the question has heen con-
sidered by some to be a condemnation of the
Government. I do not look upon it as a con-
demnation of the Government beyond what
everybody in the colony must condemn-—the
appointment of Mr., Milman. That has bheen
done, however, and cannot be got over. There
is no doubt in my mind that Mr. Hodgson is
entitled to compensation.

Mr. ANNEAR said : Mr. Speaker,—I am not
going to give a silent vote. I believe, with the
hon. gentleman who has just sat down, that we
should approach this question without any bias
whatever ; but, after reading the evidence, I
cannot help thinking that a great deal of bias
was exhibited when the inquiry was held. T
find that a great many of the questions were
evidently concocted, and putin a very leading
manner. I will not go so far as to say that
the chairman of the committee has any interest
in the decision arrived at by the committee
or that he has any interest in the decision to
which the House may arrive. I fully believe
that the hon. member 1s sincere and considers he
is doing hisduty, no more andno less ; butI think
a mistake was made by Mr. Milman in going
down to the ship and taking upon himself the
duties he did take upon himself, and which he
almost forced the Government to give him to do.
We are told that he had leave of absence. He
should have gone to New Guinea the same
as any other gentleman would have done.
He should have taken his holiday to himself,
instead of interfering with the business of other
people. It seems to me that Mr. Milman is a
very officious gentleman. He wanted to malke
himself very prominent in doing a duty he was
not asked to do, and I think the Government
were to blame when they went se far as to say
to him—‘Report only.” T think that the
Premier should have said to him—*Mind your
own business. Go and take your holiday trip.”

Mr. MOREHEAD : “ And never come back.”

Mr. ANNEAR: That is the answer that
should have been given. Perhaps, after hearing
the able speeches made by the Premier and the
leader of the Opposition, a simple nind like mine
becomes somewhat unhinged as to knowing what
todo; but I have no doubt that Mr. Hodgson
has suffered a great injury. I cannot vote for
the adoption of the report, however, because the
evidence is very one-sided, but T intend to vote
for the amendment moved by the hon. member
for Cook, Mr. Lumley Hill. The gentlemen
who sat on the select committee are well known
to the House and to the country, and I believe
they went into the question thoroughly unbiased
and with a determination to do their duty. I
have seen Mr. Milman once, and I think I should
know him again if I were to see him. I think
he is a very officious person, and that he was the
cause of all this trouble. If it had not been for
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his pleasure trip, and for the weakness of the
Governiment in saying ‘ Report only,” this case
would never have been brought forward. Mr.
Hodgson was engaged in a legalised trade, his
vessel was under Government control, but if we
adopt the report it will be as much as saying that
the whole of the trade—some of which has been
carried on in ashameful manner—has been carried
on in a proper manner, that none of the abuses
known toexist, and that none of the crimes for
which men are now suffering, were committed.
We know, however, that abuses have taken
place, that crimes have been committed, and
that sentences—not too heavy—have been
passed on the men who have committed those
crimes. Tt would be against law and order and
against the ruling of the judges, especially the
Chief Justice, a gentleman whose sincerity,
honour, and integrity no one doubts, who is not
only a credit to Queensland but to the whole
of Australia, to adopt this report and thereby
to reverse his decision.
Mr. BLACK : Confirm his decision.

Mr. ANNEAR: I do not think so. I hope
substantial justice will be done—I do not wish
to put off the evil day—to a gentleman who has
suffered at the hands of Mr. Milman, and Mr.
Milman only, for I firmly believe that had it not
been for the advice given by Mr. Milman to
Captain Marx, the ‘“ Forest King” would not
have been seized. 1 have that faith in the
Government that I believe, should this House
decide that Mr. Hodgson has suffered a wrong
and that we should redress it, they will see that
redress faithfully carried out.

Mr. MOREHEAD said : Mr. Speaker,—I
think myself that this question—and my mind
is quite unbiased in the matter—may beresolved
into a nutshell. There was a certain decision
arrived at by the Supreme Court with regard to
this ‘‘ Forest King,” and after that the matter
was relegated to a committee of this House. 1
think it can hardly be said that that com-
mittee had any undue bias in the direction
which some hon, gentlemen on the other side of
the House have shown in this matter. I think
myself that there could not have been selected
from this side of the House any three members
whose politics were more uncoloured than the
three members who were selected—that is to say,
they could not be called strong partisans. There
could not have been a more colourless tribunal ;
T do not mean colourless in the way of indicating
that there was not capacity, but that there was a
want of strong political bias. That, I think, willbe
admitted by everybody, and anyone who has read
an account of the way in which the evidence
was taken, will admit that it was taken in a
perfectly fair manner. A report has been
brought up by this committee, which should re-
ceive acceptance at the hands of this House,
backed up as it is by the decision of the Supreme
Court. Now, with regard to the composition of
the Commission, which is a material matter to be
considered in discussing this question, I think
that every member of this House will agree with
me that the tribunal which was appointed by this
House was more competent to decide the matter
than the tribunal appointed by the Government.
Now, however, we will deal with this Mr,
Milman. Mr. Milman is very chameleon-like.
From my knowledge of that gentleman I have
every reason to believe that when the late
Government was in power he was very glad to
serve them ; perhaps he was too eager to serve
them. He perhaps went beyond his duties as a
police magistrate. When he found that the late
Government were put out of power, and that
there was likely to be trouble with regard to an
election petition submitted to this House, he
changed Lis colour again, and then thought he
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would make friends with the mammon of
unrighteousness, which he did, as is shown by
his action on this Commission. The statement I
have made can, I think, be borne out by facts.
I could say more about that gentleman. I could
point out that he was the first man in this colony,
I believe, to employ kanakas and not pay them.
He left them unpaid, and they had to be returned
to their islands at the expense of the State.
That is one fact I could record against that
eentleman. I could also put this on record—
that thereis hardly a tradesman in Rockhamp-
ton who does not remember that gentleman very
well, the record being that he has not paid his
debts, He therefore was not an exceptionally
good man to be put on this Commission. He was
determined to right himself in the eyes of
the powers that existed, and he did it, T
believe, by bearing false witness. T think the
report we have before us vindicates that state-
ment on my part as regards Mr. Milman. Now,
with regard to Mr. Buckland, the hon. member
for Bulimba, whom I am sorry not to see in his
place. What were his qualifications to be a judge
in this matter? What did he know about it?
He knew he had a very good thing on ; he knew
he was to get £450 to act on this Commission.
A man who gets £450 paid by the Government
side of the House is not at all likely to bring up
a report adverse to what the Government ex-
pect. Now, sir, with regard to Mr. Rose. I
do not know what his peculiar qualifications
were that he should have been selected to
be a member of that Commission. He
was a man who was utterly ignorant of
the question which he was appointed to
inquire into. He certainly is a gentleman who,
I believe, has been connected with Bulgarian
outrages, or had to deal with Bulgarian outrages.
He was sent out there, I believe, by some
newspaper, and apparently finding the thing
paid so well he came out here to discover
Polynesian outrages. That appears to me to be
the only logical reason that Mr. Rose was put on
that Commission. He certainly was a man who
rose very suddenly 5 T donot think any one would
ever have known about Mr. Rose unless he had
written advertisements about himself which
appeared in the newspapers, and by which he suc-
ceeded in getting put on the Commission. I have
very friendly feelings towards Mr. Rose, who, I
believe, sits in the gallery and makes notes on
us—except yourself, Mr. Speaker, you are ex-
empted by your position—and I suppose we have
a rod in pickle if we make any notes on him.

Mr. LUMLEY HILL : A rosebud,

Mr. MOREHEAD : I suppose that is a witty
remark, but I must say my obtuse mind does not
grasp the witticism intended by the hon. member
for Cook, except that I believe he owns a station
called *“ Rosebrook.” That is the only possible
connection I can see between ‘‘rosebud” and
the statement I have made. But, sir, to
come back to the subject-matter under dis-
cussion, I do not see, and never have seen,
why Mr. Rose should have been appointed on
this Commission, unless, indeed, the Government
were afraid he would be such a literary power
that he would scathe them with his literary flail
if they did not give him something to do—that
is to say, he was to be another 450-pounder.
‘What other reason there was for putting this
gentleman on the Commission I think this House
has yet to learn. However, the Commission
contained one individual, a member of this
House, who was utterly ignorant on the subject
he was to deal with; a second member of that
Commission was a Civil servant who was upon
his trial, and who was made judge of his
own conduct, good or bad; and the third was
an untried Scotch advocate, who had been
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recently admitted to the bar, and who has, I
believe, some literary pretensions, whether good
or bad T do not know and I do not care. That
was the composition of this extraordinary com-
wission, which brought in a most extraordinary
report. Well, the history of this case is as ex-
traordinary as the constitution of the Commis-
sion, because, when the matter came to be dealt
with by the highest court in the colony, there was
an utter failure as regards the report of that Com-
mission. Then when the matter is relegated to a
committee of this House—certainly an unbiased
committee, certainly a fair committee, I might
almost call it an unfairly fair committee so far as
dealing with the question relegated to them was
concerned—they bring up a very strong report
indicating that an enormous injustice has been
done to an individual, and recomnmending that he
should be recouped for the loss he had sustained.
Now, with revard to the amendment of the hon.
member for Cook, I do not know if it cornmends
itself to other members of the House, but it
does not commend itself to me, for, although
recognising, as it does, the injustice under
which Mr. Hodgson is suffering, it does not
go so far as the recommendation of the
committeee very properly goes. I know that
some hen. members may be in favour of the hon.
member for Cook’s resolution and will probably
not vote for the recommendation of the com-
mittee, but I would ask them to consider the
question in all its bearings. Here we have a
recommendation brought up by a body of men
whose capability no one would doubt, who
have goue into an investigation in which they
had no personal interest, and, after sifting the
evidence, have come to a certain definite conclu-
sion—namely, that Mr. Hodgson is entitled to
compensation. Up to that point the amendment
of the hon. member for Cook goes. But the com-
mittes go farther for a very good and sufficient
reason, for if you admit their premises or the first
part of their conclusions you must admit the
second. Having found that Mr. Hodgson had
sutfered a loss and injustice they go on o assess
that loss, a work which I think they were most
competent to perform. I think it would be not
only casting a slur on that committee to not
pass their recommendation, but it would be
prolonging the settlement of the question. We
should accept the finding of the committee to
which the matter was referred by this House as
the verdict of a jury. The committee have
stated that an injustice has been done, and have
assessed the damages, and no good can be done
by simply affirming the fact that Mr. Hodgson
has been injured and at the same time depriving
him of compensation.

Mr. HAMILTON said: Mr. Speaker,—At
this late hour of the night I do not intend to go
into the case in detail, but I do not care to give
a silent vote on it. But first I must say that
chargesshouldnot be made in this Chamber against
any gentleman without any foundation. I refer
to the statement made by my colleague, Mr.
Hill, when he attacked Mr. Milman on a matter
quite foreign to the case under discussion. I
allude to his charge that Mr. Milman, when re-
turning officer for Cook when the hon. member
was rejected, had made him suffer by sending 500
ballot-papers to Herberton. Mr. Milman did
that, as was subsequently proved before the
Election Committee, at the request of the pre-
siding officer there, who understood that he had
from that centre to supply with ballot-papers the
numerous polling-places which were in the
vicinity of Herberton. At any rate, no one but
a first-class ass could detect any impropriety in
such conduct, as it is always desirable to have
a spare supply of ballot-papers at places far
removed from where they are printed, and they
are useless unless the signature of the presiding
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officer_is upon them. The hon. member on
several occasions informed the House that the
so-called frauds at California Gully caused his
rejection. That is untrue — and I will now
s0 plainly prove this to the Committee that I
think after this the hon. member will not repeat
it. The grounds of the petition which the hon.
member lod ged against my election were, that at
two places— “California Gully and Halpin’ S there
were only 39 voters, yet 228 voted for me and 39
for Mr, Hill. His statement, that there were
only 39 voters, had no foundation whatever, but
even admitting it to be true, and wiping out the
whole of the wvotes that were given for
each at those two places —mnamely, Mr.
Hill's 39 and my 228—even after doing
this Mr. Hill had no chance whatever, as
the number of votes I had was 835 to Mr. Hill’s
579. The hon. member must also recollect
that the committee wnanimously agreed that,
after hearing the whole of his evidence,
it was not necessary for me to even con-
tradict it, and that, even if it were true,
it did not affect my return in any way.
The Premier has stated that the real question
is: Was the seizure of the ¢ Forest King” un-
justifiable, and if so who was to blame ? Tf it was
unjustifiable, Mr. Milman was to blame, because
the action was taken on his report and he
was the responsible officer of the Government.
Upon his report the captain forfeited the vessel,
and, in my opinion, he did not get all the evi-
dence that was obtainable. There was evidence
to show that he refused to accept any interpreters
except his own man, who has subsequently con-
fessed to Mr. Thompson he did not truthfully
interpret what the boys said. Moreover, if it
can be shown that every responsible individual
on board had taken every possible precaution in
getting these natives, that the provisions of the
Act were complied with, then the seizure of the
vessel would not be justified. 1t is only justi-
able according to the Act if it is shown that these
persons l\nowmgly decoyed the islanders. 1t
has since been conclusively shown that every
precaution was exercised by the Government
agent, and that even if the boys did not under-
stand their agreement, there was no intention
on his part to “dece ive them. What was the evi-
dence on which the seizure was made ? It was the
evidence of a blackfellow who has since ad-
mitted, on the testimmony of the Government
agent, that the evidence he gave was not
true. The Premier attempted to mislead the
House by stating that the captain of the

“ Swinger ” seized the vessel on the evidence
of Mr. Milman corroborated by Mr. Macfarlane
and others. The evidence the vessel was seized
on was Mr. Milman’s statement to the captain
of the ‘“ Swinger,” that he was informed by
Mr. Macfarlane that a blackfellow told him
that some other blackfellows said that they
did not understand their agreements. 1%
appears that Mr. Milman sometimes asked
Jerry questions and on other occasions asked
Mr. Macfarlane to put them to Jerry. M.
Macfarlane put them to Jerry in the Lifu
tongue, then Jerry put them to the blackfellows
in the Teste language; then the blackfellows
replied to Jerry in the Teste language, who
replied to Mr. Macfarlane in the Lifu tongue,
and then Mr. Macfarlane interpreted the
answers to Mr. Milman in ¥nglish, Only
two conclusions can be arrived at. Jerry was
not a sufficlent master of KEnglish to reply in
that language to Mr. Macfarlane, and if so, it
is only natural to suppose that, when he
replied to Mr. Milman in English, he could not
correctly give him the proper purport of
the answers he got from the blackfellows.
Also, when he received the questions from Mr.
Milman, he could not be depended on to under-
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stand the purport of them, Tf, on the other
hand, he understood both what Mr. Milman said
and was able to reply in English, then there
is something sinister in the fact that he gave
the purport of the answers to Mr. Macfarlane
for that gentleman to put into Xnglish. But
that is not all; the boy has since admitted
that his evidence was untrue. The Premier
also points to the Royal Commission as having
justified Mr. Milman’s report with regard to
this vessel. Who was that Royal Commission
composed of? T think it is a most indecent
composition. Mr. Milman is actually there
put in a position to report on his own action in
connection with the ¢ Forest King.” Mr Buck-
land was, no doubt, put in with a view to his
recelving the gratuity of £450. On a previous
occasion  that gentleman handed over £600
to Mr. Griffith—a subscription vhich we re-
collect all about. There is such a thing as
gratitude, and it is very easy to be grateful at
the expense of the State. With regard to
Mr. Rose, ‘he was the only man on that
Commission who was willing to give fair play.
He desired to examine the Government agent
and the various white men on that vessel, but
that desire of his was overruled by the other
members of the Commission. But the evidence
taken by that Royal Commission has now been
considerably shaken, For instance, one witness
stated that Charlie was the interpreter when he
was recruited, and it now turns out that Charlie
did not join the vessel until some days subse-
quently to that man being recruited. In another
case a man stated the whole details as to how he
had been captured and put on board the vessel :

it has since been proved by overwhelming evi-
dence that he came in his own cance. Mr.
Thompson, a reliable witness, has also upset a
good deal of the evidence that was given before
the Royal Commission. IBut we have also the
decision of the Vice-Admiralty Court, which
occupied about as mauny days as Mr. "Milman
spent_hours in examining the boys, and its deci-
sion should commend itself to any impartial man.

The more this matter is inquired into the more
flagrant it will appear, and I for one shall vote
for the adoption of the report.

Mr. ALAND said : Mr. Speaker,~—Ihave made
one or two attempts to address the House on
this question, and now that the opportunity to
do so has arisen T will not detain hon. members
very long. Asa member of the select committee
T should like to say that I thoroughly endorse
the report as drawn up by the chairman. The
committee had anything but a pleasant task
assigned to 14, for we felt that our report on the
evidence must be more or less condemnatory of
the Government. However, that consideration
had no weight with the committee. We were ap-
pointed to do certain work, and I believe we did it
faithfullyand well. I wasastonished at the asser-
tion of the hon. member for Bundanba that the
chairman of that committee held a brief for Mr.
Hodgson, and I did not wonder at the indignation
which that hon. member felt, nor that he was
half disposed to throw up his cornission. How-
ever, I am glad to say of our chairman that he
stuck to his work manfully, and fulfilled his
duties towards the committee in a way that was
highly creditable to him. Tt has been occasion-
ally said that the ev1den<,e we bring up is of an ex
parte nature. Possibly it is, but so is the report of
the Royal Commission. But we have the report
of that Commission to go to; we have our own
witnesses, and we have the report of the Vice-
Admiralty Court. And seeing that our report is
based, and, I maintain, fairly based, upon a full
consideration of those three reports, our report
cannot by any means be called an ex parte one.
At this late hour I will not detain the House, for
we are all anxious to get the matter closed.
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Before sitting down I will say, to prevent any
wmisconception similar to that which occurred on
a previous occasion, that T have agreed to pair
* in the division on this question with Mr, Mellor,

Mr. SALKELD said : Mr. Speaker,—1 have
listened with great interest to the speeches that
have been delivered on this subject, particularly
those of the hon. member for Fassifern, the
Premier, the member for Warrego, and the
leader of the Opposition, T have also previously
carefully gone through the reports of the Royal
Commission and of the select committee, and they
have both struck me as being to a certain extent
one-sided inquiries. They are not what we under-
stand by a trial in & court of law. Along with
other members, T was struck with the nuinber of
leading questions which appear to have been
asked by the chairman of this select committee.
With fullest belief in the sincerity of that hon,
member, I cannot help thinking that his manner
of conducting the inquiry has minimised the
value of the committee’s report. Without
unduly detaining the House, T would like to say
that while the hon. member for Fassifern has
shown himself extremely sensitive to the loss
sustained by the petitioner in this case, and
waxed eloquent in advocating that justice
should be done, yet he never had a word to
spare for those poor islanders who were taken on
board the ‘“TForest King,” to say the least,
unfairly, whether through the fault of the
Government agent or the interpreter he would
not undertake to say. It ought to have occurred
to the hon. member for Fassifern that those men
have rights, It was not their property merely,
but their bodies, their liberty, their lives,
that were at stake; and the hon. member
had not a word to say on their behalf.
T say a man’s life and his health are of more
importance than his pocket. That has been lost
sight of to-night by the hon. member for Fassi-
fern, who would have appeared to greater
advantage to my mind and to the minds of the
mass of the people of the colony if he had
shown some consideration for the rights of those
poor islanders, as well as for the rights of the
petitioner in this case. The second finding of
the committee is as follows :—

*‘That there is no evidence to show that the owner of
the ‘Forest King,' or anyone engaged on her during
the voyage when she was seized by the ‘ Swinger,” was
guilty of, or aware of, any breach of the laws and
regulations affecting the recruiting of islanders in
Polynesia.”

‘We may believe that and yet believe that these
islanders have been wrongfully recruited. There
is no evidence to prove that the interpreters did
not know they were doing wrong even though
they might be satisfied that the white men on
the vessel might not he aware of it. The evi-
dence taken by the Royal Commission showed
that these islanders did not understand their
agreements. The only contention the select
committee could set up is that if they did not
understand their agreements it wasnotthrough
any fault of the owner and white men on board
the ““Forest King,” but that will not take
them out of the difficulty as they cannot
prove it was not the fault of the interpreters.
If that was the case the same shield that
would shield the owner and white men on the
“Trorest King” would equally shield Mr. Milman.
He had certain information in his possession, and
he went to verify it, and so far as he (Mr.
Sulkeld) could see it was correet. What did he do
then? He gave the information to the Imperial
officer whose duty it was to put a stop to kid-
napping. If Mr. Milman had done what some
hon. members say he should have done—minded
his own business—what would have been the
result? It reminds me of a notorious crimi-
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justification was that he
was interfering with him, and did not
mind his own business. Suppose Mr. Milman
had done what some hon, members said he should
have done, and minded his own business, even
though he had that information in his possession
—had he withheld that information, and had the
vessel come into port, and the information
given to Mr. Milman been proved correct—
what would have been said of that gentleman ?
The hon. member for Fassifern would have been
one of the first to condemn him. All right-minded
men in this colony and in the civilised world
would condemn him, and the Government would
have had no option but to have dismissed him.
Hon. members are losing sight of the fact that the
great question, in considering what is the truth of
the matter, is the trustworthiness of the interpre-
ters. The greater weight of evidence supports the
supposition that those men were brought away
without understanding what they were coming
for, or for how long they were coming. The hon.
member for Fassifern said he did not place much
value on the evidence of kanakas or semi-savages
when compared with the evidence of white men ;
but there are white men and white men.

Mr. MIDGLEY : T did not say that I
put no confidence in the evidence of black
men as contrasted with that of white men.
What I said was, that under mno possible
circumstances that I could imagine would
it be right to take the evidence of black
men or semi-savages to the exclusion of the evi-
dence of white men ; and I said that there might
be cases in which the evidence of a black manmight
be better than the evidence of a white man, but
that in no case could I accept their evidence to
the exclusion of the evidence of white men,
That is just the very opposite of what the hon.
member has said that I said.

Mr. SALKKLD : T do not wish to misrepre-
sent the hon. gentleman, but if his words mean
anything, they mean that he would not take the
evidence of semi-savages.

Mr. MIDGLEY : To the exclusion of the
evidence of white men.

Mr, MOREHEAD : The term * semi-savage”
would apply to the hon. member for Ipswich.

Mr. SALKELD : I take no notice of the
remarks of the hon. member for Balonne. He
is sometimes witty and at other times very
silly and offensive. I understood the hon.
member for Fassifern to say that he would
prefer to talke the evidence of white men
if he could get it; and I say there are white
men and white men, and we all know that
the evidence of men who are interested in the
result of an inquiry cannot be considered as
valuable as the evidence of persons who are
not so interested.

Mr. MIDGLEY : That applies to black men
as well as to white men.

Mr. SALKELD : Of course it does : but there
were g great many more islanders examined than
white men. Mr. Hodgson undertook to tell the
committee that those men understood their
agreements, and yet he had never been on the
“Forest King” at all. We should not want inter-
preters at all if we could have had a man living
in town here who could give us all the informa-
tion. The Government agent, owner, captain,
and boatswain of the ‘“Forest King” were
examined by the committee; and, if the evi-
dence taken by the Royal Commission was
accepted, all these men would have been very
seriously compromised, so that they are certainly
interested in upsetting the report of the Com-
mission. I shall not vote for the adoption of the

man, and his
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stated—that it is a very one-sided inquiry—quite
as one-sided as the report of the Royal Commis-
sion, That is also one-sided ; but I believe that
the balance of evidence is in favour of the report
of the Royal Commission.

Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted stand part of the question—put.

The House divided ;:—
AYES, 15,

Sir T. Mclwraith, Messrs. Norton, Hamilton, Black,
Stevenson, Lissuer, Kellett, Midgley, Donaldson, Kates,
Ferguson, Palwer, Stevens, Lumley Hill, and Morehead.

NokEs, 23.

Messrs. Dickson, Rutledge, Miles, Moreton, Dutton,
Higson, Sheridan, Foxton, Griffith. Fraser, McMaster,
Bulcock, Smyth, Bailey, Camphell, Brookes, Grimes.
Buckland, Jordan, Isambert, Annear, Salkeld, and
Maclarlane.

Pairs: Mr. Aland for the ‘ Ayes,” Mr.
Mellor for the “ Noes”; Mr. Chubb for the
‘“Ayes,” Mr. Beattie for the ““Noes”; Mr.
Macrossan for the ““Ayes,” Mr. Foote for the
“Noes.”

Question resolved in the negative.

Question — That the words proposed to be
inserted be so inserted—put.

The House divided :—

AYks, 18,

Sir T. Mellwraith, Messrs, Norton, Hamilton, Lissner,
Midgley, Stevenson, Kellett, Black, Kates, Lumley ILill,
Donaldson, Palmer, Annear, Morehead, Stevens, and
Ferguson.

Noks, 22,

Messrs. Dickson, Griffith, Rutledge, Miles, Moreton,
Sheridan, Dutton, IIigson, Foxton, AMcMaster, Fraser,
Buleock, Campbell, Bailey, Grimes, Jordan, Isambert,
Buckland, Brookes, Salkeld, Macfarlane, and Smyth.

Pairs: Mr. Aland for the *“Ayes,” Mr.
Mellor for the ‘“Noes”; Mr. Chubb for the
“Ayes,” Mr. Beattie for the ““Noes”; Mr.
Macrossan for the “Ayes,” Mr. Foote for the
““Noes.”

Question resolved in the negative,

ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIER said : Tmove that this House
do now adjourn.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said: I
supiose there is no business on the paper but
the Estimates ?

The PREMIER: As we are likely to be sit-
ting some days next week, we may make some
progress with other husiness.

Mr. MOREHEAD : I donot quite understand
the Premier’s reference to other business. What
measures do the Government propose to bring
forward? It will be well to know definitely
what the Premier intends to do. )

The PREMIER said: I shall be glad to dis-
pose of the Justices Bill if there should be time,
although I do not propose to ask the House to
sit for that purpose. If we are sitting for other
purposes we may as well go on with other busi-
ness than the Estimates.

Mr. BLACK : What is the position in which
the “Forest King” is left? The report, I
assume, is not adopted. I am astonished that
the Premier should not have had sufficient
courage to press the real question to a division,
but I assume that he wishes the matter to be
shunted for the session. Although the qnestion
has been well ventilated, I assume that no
decision has been arrived at.

The Hox. S1r T. McILWRAITH said : The
Premier makes a suggestion as o how we should
spend our time next week when the other
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Chamber is deliberating. The Government have
not kept their promise in providing a day for a
discussion of the case which has been on to-night,
for it has been taken on private members’ day.

The PREMIKR : That was not our fault.
The Hox. Sk T, McILWRAITH : No; it

is not the fault of the Government, but it is their
manipulation. I do not think the case we have
had before us to-night has been thoroughly
ventilated, and before any other business is
brought forward it would be advisable that we
should have a further discussion upon it. Itis
perfectly evident that the whole strength of the
Government has been brought forward to defeat
this motion, and thatif the reporthad been adopted
it would havebeen a censureupon the Government.
There is no doubt that the Premier has rounded
up his followers and held a caucus meeting, at
which it was decided to vote in a body. It
requires the whole of the prestige of the Govern-
ment to defeat their motion. The Premier has
drawn the attention of the House to a great deal
of evidence, and I would like to do the same ;
and if we have a spare night we might as well
have another discussion upon that case.

Mr. STEVENSON said : Some time ago when
the Elections Bill was before the House, I under-
stood that an understanding had been come to
between the leader of the Opposition about a Bill
being introduced to provide for the creation of
some tribunal for the purpose of trying election
petitions., I should like to ask the Premier
whether he intends to bring that Bill forward
this session ?

The PREMIER : No.

Mr. STEVENSON : The hon. gentleman
made that promise, and he should carry it out.

The PREMIER : I made no such promise.

Mr. STEVENSON: Anyhow, I should like to
hear what the hon. gentleman has got to say on
the question.

Mr. ANNEAR said : Mr. Speaker,—There is
a Bill that affects this colony greatly, and one in
which every person is deeply interested, and
which has been well considered in another place.
I wish to ask the Premier if the Justices Bill
will gothrough next week ? It has passed through
the Upper House and has been carefully scruti-
nised by able men there. I hope the session will
not close until that Bill is passed.

Mr. HAMILTON said: Mr. Speaker,—1I
must say that the hon. Minister for Works has
mistaken his vocation. If he were as good a
buffoon as he is a bad Minister for Works, he
would make his fortune. If the Premier did not
distinetly state that he would deal with the
matter of the Hlections and Qualifications
Tribunal this session, he conveyed that im-
pression, I have been positively assured that
the seat of one hon. gentleman opposite is to be
challenged on the same ground as that of the
late hon. member for Aubigny—that of Mr.
Buleock. It is exceedingly childish of the
Premier to walk out of the House when any
member asks him a question. He should stay
and answer it,

Mr. ALAND said : Mr. Speaker,— I have
bheen in the House for several sessions; but L
have never seen, until this session, the leader of
the Government cross-questioned by every hon.
member of the Opposition as to the conduct of
business. They may have a right to do
80, but it has not been done before. The
leader of the Opposition and the leader of the
Government have always arranged the matter
between themselves. Inreference to the pro-
mise which it has been alleged the Premier made
concerning a Bill to provide a substitute for the
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Elections and Qualifications Committee, I can
distinctly state that there was no promise given
on the subjec.. He promised that the matter
should receive the future consideration of the
Government as to what that tribunal should
be before which disputed elections should be
tried.

Mr. MOREHEAD said: Mr. Speaker,—I
rise to a point of order. I assert that the hon.
gentleman has stated what is not true.

Mr. ALAND : Isthat a proper expression ?

Mr. MOREHEAD: I maintain that. the
Premier did state to this House——

The SPEAKER: I hardly think that is &
point of order.

Question put, and the House divided.

There being no tellers for the ‘‘Noes,” the
question was resolved in the affirmative,

The House adjourned at seventeen minutes
past 12 o’clock.

Supply.





