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Elections Acts; Ete., Bill. [ASSEMBLY.] Questions,

WEDNESDAY, 4 SEPTEMBER, 1907

The SpeEakeR (Hon. John Leahy, Bulloo) took
the chair at half-past 3 o’clock.

: QUESTIONS.
‘WooLo06A REPURCHASED HESTATE,
Mr. LESINA. (Clermont) asked the Secretary

for. Public Lands—
1. Is any portion of the Woolooga Estate, recently

‘. repurchased by the Government, let. under occupation

license ?

2.1t so, how much ?

3.-To whom ?

4. And at what weekly, monthly, quarterly, or yearly
rental ?

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS
(Hon, J. T. Bell," Dalby) replied—

The: information desired:will be found in the return
tabled yesterday.

.



Religious Instruction

ALLEGED MISCONDUCT OF (GOVERNMENT
FUNERAL' DIRECTOR.

Mr. LESINA asked the Home Secretary—

1. Has the attention of the Home Department been
drawn to the article in‘the Brishane Sun, dated Sun-
day, 1st September, 1807, dealing with the. disgraceful
incident of the burial at Toowong Cemetery of a young
woman named Ellen Marion Payne, late of Torwood?

2. If so, will he cause an inquiry to be held at once
into the serious allegations of drunkenness, ete., made
therein against A, B. Atkins, Funeral Director to the
Government of Queensland ¥

The HOME SECRETARY (Hon.- A, G, C.
Hawthorn, Enoggera) replied—

1. Yes.

2. Full inguiries bave been made, and stéps are being
taken to cancel the contract with Mr, Atkins for under-
taking pauper funerals.

RELIGIOUS INSTRUCTION IN STATE
SCHOOLS  REFERENDUM BILL.

INITIATION IN COMMITTEE.
The HOME SECRETARY moved—

That 1t is desirable to introduce 2 Bill to refer to the
electors' of Queensland a certain question respecting
religious instruction in State sehools.

Question pub; and - the CHAIRMAN - having
declared that the ¢ Noes” had 1t—

Mr. G. P. BArBER (Bundaberg) ;. Divide !

In division, Mr. G, P. Barber voting with the
¢ Noes,” .

The: PREMIER  (Hon.” W." Kidston, Rock-
hampton) said:" I elaim the  vote ' of .the hon.
member for~ Bundaberg—who.- called . for: the
division—fuor the * Ayes.”

After a pause, ®

The:PREMIER : I withdraw the point in
order to get on with business.

The CHAIRMAN : T:would just like to poing
out that I do not think I’ can-disallow:the hon.
member’s vote.” The hon. member for  Bunda-
berg was not entitled to eall for a division, having
given his vote for the *Noes.” . I gave my de-
cision in' favour of the *‘ Noes,” and the hon.

~member was not entitled .to call for a division,

but I do not think his'vote can be challenged.
Division declared—

AYRs, 85.

Mr. Armstrong Mr. Kidston

,y: Bell » MeMaster

,» Blair , Mann

,»’ Bouchard .. Maxwell :

-5 Bowman Sy Millican

4. Brennan . Moore

5 Cowap : s Nevitt

,» Denham 5 Paget

,»- Douglas - Panll

5. Fox ,» Petrie

,» Grant »»  Philp

,s Grayson » Plunkett

<,y Gunn N 5. Redwood

;s Hanran » Ryland

,». Hawthorn . Sumner

5, Hunter ». SWayne

5. Kenna, s White

5 Kerr

Tellers : Mr.. Bouchard and Mr. Maxwell;
Nous, 12,

Mr. Adamson Mr. Lennon

5 G.P.Barber o Lesina

,s.- Creagh » . Maughan

.. Hamilton . May

. Jones 5o Mitehell

5 Land - » . Payne

Tellers: ‘Mr, Lesina and Mr, Maughan,

Parr.
Aye—Mr; BIcInty;e‘ No—Mr. Stephens:
Resolved in.the affirmative.

[4 SerrEMBER.]

Referendum Bill. 571

The HOME SECRETARY moved that the
Chairman do now leave the chair and report that
the Committee had come to a resolution.

Hox~. R. PHILP thought they should geta
definite ruling on' the matter which had just
been  decided by the Chairman.’ According to
the Standing Orders, if a man gave his voice with
the * Noes ” and the vote was declared in favour
of the ** Noes,” and he then called ¢ Divide,” he
wag bound to vote with the ‘! Ayes.” . Standing
Order 149 provided that—- .

A member, having. given his voice with the “ Ayes”
or “Noes,’” shall not, ona division being taken, be at
liberty. to vote with the. opposite party; and if he
should do so, Mr. Speaker, on being informed thereof,
shall order the division list to be corrected.

It was not a gnestion of whether there were fifty
votes on one side-and twenty on the: other, but
a serious principle was involved.  The' Chairman
clearly " gave ~ his’ decision in favour ‘of  the
¢ Noes;” and” the hon. member for. Bundaberg,
who had voted with' the ‘“Noes,” then called
““Divide,” The hon. mrmber’s vote should' cer-
tainly be counted -with the other side.

The CHATRMAN : I would remind the Com-
mittee that -the question. now: before- the Com-
mittee is that I do now: leave the chair,” and
report to the House that the: Committee have
come  to.a resolution.” “The hon. member for
Townsville; . if * he wished " to raise this point,
ought-to: have done-so when' the matter was
under- consideration. ‘It is too. late to raise the
question now.

Hon. R. PHILF : I could not raise it” when
we were taking a division;

Mr. G. P. . BARBER said he should like to
make a personal explanation.” When' the Chair-
man- pub the question he certainly thought he
declared it'in favour of the ‘‘Ayes.”

HoNouraBLE MEMBERS : Oh; oh !’ No, no!
Mr. G. P. BARBER : Hon. members might
say.“ Oh !’ but that was his opinion.

Question put and:passed.

The House resumed. The CHAIRMAN reported
that the Commiittee had come to a resolution.

The resolution was adopted.

First READING.
The Bill was presented, and read a first time.’

The: HOME SECRETARY moved- that the
second reading of -the Bill' be made an Order of
the Day.for to-muorrow.. . ;

Mr. LESINA (Clermont): I do not. know
that there is any particular hurry for this mea-
sure.

The SECRETARY FOR Rarnways: It is only
the usual motion.

Mr. LESINA : There is more’ pressing legis-
lation  than this in the prcgramme’ of the Go-
vernment, .and many people’ outside are looking
for ‘that more important legislation. .. Of course,
if- it 'is purely a_matter of form that'the second
reading-of the Bill is" to be.made an:Order of
the Day for to-morrow, my object’on will not
stand, but I sincerely hope that the Government
will not’ pushalong’ this measure with undue
haste,” but that.they will give us those measures
which the country is anxious tosee passed.

‘Question: put and passed.

Mr. Lesina.)



872 Technical Instruction Bill.

TECHNICAL INSTRUCTION BILI.
PoiNt RE PREVIOUS DIVISION,

On the Order of the Day being read for the
consideration in Committee of tHe desirableness
of introducing a Bill to make better provision
for technical instruction and other purposes,

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J. W.
Blair, Ipswich) moved that the Speaker do now
leave the chair.

Mr. KENNA (Bowen): A point was raised in
Committee by the leader of the Opposition, who
, quoted Standing Order No. 149 as purporting to
" show that a man who had called ‘“No?” and
then called for a division must give his vote
with the “ Ayes.” T have read that Standing
Order, and its meaning appears to be very
different indeed. To my mind its meaning is
perfectly clear that, if a member calls “No,” or
if a member calls “ Aye,” he is not allowed to
vote in the opposite direction to that in which
he has given his vote. A member cannot call
““No” prior to a division, and then vote < Aye,”
or a member cannot call ** Aye” and vote ** No.”
It is laid down by the authorities that the only
appeal in such a matter is when the Speaker is
in the chair, and I am adopting the course of
appealing to the Speaker with the object of
removing any misapprehension that may have
been left in the minds of hon. members on
account of what fell from the leader of the
Opposition.

Mr. JAcksoN : The hon. member for Bunda-
berg called “No.”

Mr. KENNA: Having called “No” and
voting **No” he is perfectly correct, but if he
had called * Aye” and then- voted ““No” his
vote would be disallowed. Or if he had called
“Aye” and voted “No” his vote would be dis-
allowed, The Standing Order is as clear as
possible, and the reading of itis very different to
the interpretation put upon it by the leader of
the Opposition.

The SPEAKER : There is no question before
the House. The hon. member has raised no
point of order.

Mr, KENNA: Then T will raise a point of
order, and quote the Standing Order in support
of my contention.

The SPEAKER : There is no question before
the House. I have allowed the hon. member to
proceed because I did not know what he was
driving at, and T did notlike to stop him for fear
of doing an injustice ; but the time for the hon.
member to have raised that question was when
the Chairman reported-that the Committee had
come to a resolution. We have passed on to
other business now,

Question put and passed.

COMMITTEE.

On the motion of the ATTORNEY-
GENERAL, it was resolved—
That it is desirable that a Bill be introduced to make

better provision for technical instruction and for other
purposes,

FirsT READING.

The House resumed. The CHAIRMAN re-
ported the resolution, which was adopted, and
the Bill, having been presented, was read a first
time, and the second reading made an Order of
the Day for to-morrow.

[Hon. J. W. Blair.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Elections Acts, Ete., Bill.

ELECTIONS ACTS AMENDMENT BILL.
COMMITTEE.

On clause 5 —*‘ Duty of presiding officer "—

Mr. DENHAM : That was the first of the
machinery clauses of that important amendment
of the Elections Act, and he should have thought
the Minister would have given the Committee
some information as to the provision made for
securing effective voting. Yesterday afternoon,
by quite a narrow majority, the Committee
decided that the postal ballot provisions should
be abolished after only one year’s trial—provi-
sions which, to some extent, prevailed under the
Commonwealth Elections Act.

The PrEMIER : Thirty to twenty-two is not a
narrow majority.

Mr. DENHAM : It was nota very bigmajority.
He would call it, if the hon. gentleman liked,
““a majority.” In any case the majority deter-
mined to do away with the postal ballot.

Mr. Cowapr: What has this to do with the
postal ballot? :

Mr. DENHAM : He was coming to that.

Houn. R. PaiLp : The member for Fitzroy does
not know.

Mr. DENHAM: The women’s claims had
been set aside with scant consideration, also
the amendment of the leader of the Opposition
providing for the sick, infirm, and aged. By the
vote of yesterday all those people had beewn effec-
tively disfranchised, and a certain amount of
contempt had been shown for them.

The CHAIRMAN : I would point out that the
hon. member is not in order in discussing the
postal ballot under this clause.  He must con-
nect his remarks with the clause.

Mr. DENHAM: He should connect it
immediately. He wanted to show that we
had cast aside a provision of the law, and in
place thereof substituted an absent voters pro-

vision. The objection to the postal

[4 p.w.] Dballot was in connection with the

abuses said to have been perpetrated
during the last election, and another ground of
complaint was that the secrecy of the ballot had
been infringed, but both of those objections
would have been remedied by the amendment of
the leader of the Opposition. Here they were
providing for something which was open to
greater objection and abuse than obtained under
the postal ballot at the last election. It would
appear that the women living at a distance were
to be put under a certain disability in favour of
the single man who could roam about the
country—that the single man counted for more
with many members of the Assembly than a
married woman. Suppose that at one time an
elector resided in Fortitude Valley, but for years
past his duties had called him away and he had
been absent from his electorate, having no fixed
residence there, but occasionally calling there
during the preceding seven months, yet under
the provisions of this Bill such a man——

The CHAIRMAN : I would remind the hon.
member that this clause simply deals with the
duty of the presiding officer.

Mr. DENHAM : He considered there was
great room for impersonation under this
provision, and because of that he would have
expected the Home Secretary to have dealt with
the various  machinery portions of the Bill so as
to set at rest any doubts that might prevail. He
would like the Minister to explain how they
would be able to detect impersonation. The
presiding officer had to receive a man’s state-
ment as to who he was, but he had no proof of
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it. There should be some way by which he
should be able to check whether the person
signing a claim was the real person or not.

The HOME SECRETARY thought the
clause explained itself sufficiently, It was
impossible for presiding officers to know whether
a man was absolutely entitled to the vote. They
could not tell by the signature or any other
means of identification whether he was the right
man, and all they had to do was to take a
declaration which a man made under a penalty
of £50, and then to transmit the envelopes to
thé head office of the electorate for which the
man claimed to vote. It was for the returning
officer for the place where the vote was counted
to identify it, and if he was satisfied he passed
it and put it into the ballot®hox. The returning
officer had really no other function to perform
than that.

Mr. BOUCHARD (Brisbane Southy: The
Minister and other hon. members who supported
the abolition of the postal ballot were much con-
cerned about the secrecy of the ballot. They
proposed by this clause to earmark the vote of
any absent voter for an electorate for which he
was qualified to vote, It was well known that in
course of an election it was usually ascertained
what voters were absent, and their whereabouts,
It would be very easy to discover under the
clause how those people were going to vote, If
a man was entitled to vote for Toowong, and
he had gone to Stanthorpe, where he cast his
;'ote, everybody there would know.who he voted
or.

The Hoxs SECRETARY : No; nobody.

Mr. Ryvanp: It will be sent down here and
placed in the ballot-box.

Mr. BOUCHARD : Would not all the other
ballot-papers have Leen counted before this
time ?

The HoME SECRETARY : No. f

Mr. BOUCHARD : What was the good of
the provision, then, if the ballot-box was not to be
opened and the papers counted until all the
ballot-papersfrom the various electorates through-
out Queensland had come to hand, If that was
80, where was the consistency on the part of the
hon. gentleman who was so anxious to preserve
the secrecy of the ballot? He did like to see
consistency. (Laughter.)

Hown. R. PHILP : His objection was quite
the reverse of the hon. member for Brisbane
South, He thought the presiding officer ought
to see the votes and advise the returning officer
how the voting went ; otherwise, what was to
prevent all the votes being tampered with in
course of post? They knew bhow the country
mails were carried ; sometimes they were carried
in a buggy, and perhaps. detained for half a day
while the driver was looking for his horses.
During that time the votes could be tampered
with and all made informal. The presiding
officer ought to advise the returning officer, so
that there would be no mistake made in transit.

The HoME SECRETARY : He can get a record of
the number by telegraph.

Hown. R. PHILP: That would only be the
number of people who voted, not as to how they
voted. The presiding officer ought to know
that, otherwise an election might be kept from
being decided for five or six weeks, through
returns coming from Camooweal and other dis-
tant places to Brisbane. He remembered on
one occasion that the ballot-box was tampered
with—destroyed or opened—while on transit
from Woolgar to Hughenden. There was no
safety for the vote and no safety for the candi-
date unless a record was kept as to how the vote

[4 SEPTEMBER.]

Amendment Bill. 573

was cast. To just send a telegram saying that
thirty or forty men voted was not giving any
information at all. They did not want to get
the result of an election five or six weeks after it
took place. They wanted to find out as soon as
possible how the election panned out, but under
the clause before the Committes 1t would take
months before the final result was known.

An HoxouraBLE MEMBER: That is the case
now.

Hox. R. PHILP : They should know at once
how the election was decided, and they could
learn that if the returning officer was informed
by telegram. TLook what had happened in con-
nection with the elections for the Senate in
South Australia, In the case of Vardon versus
someone elge, it was shown that a number of
votes were lost, and it meant another election.
It would be the same in this case. If any votes
were lost, it might mean another election.

Mr. KENNA (Bowen): A great dealhad been
said during the past few days about. the secrecy
of the ballot. He did not believe there was any
such thing as the secrecy of the ballot.

Mr. BorcHARD : You voted against the secrecy
of the ballot. ’

Mr. KENNA: If he had done that he would
be voting against something which did not exist.
He was sure that every hon. member of the
Committee could specify to a nicety how a good
many men in his own electorate had voted.

Mr. LesiNa: The unexpected happens some-
times. .

Mr., KENNA: Yes; sometimes. But, to
show how well the voting proclivities of each
individual were known, he would mention, as an
instance, his first election at Bewen. A gentle-
man in that town told him that he would get
160 votes in Bowen, and this gentleman marked
on the rolls the names of those who would vote
for him. It turned out that he got 160 votes
exactly in Bowen. This gentleman also told him
how many votes he would get in the whole elec-
torate, and he was only six short of the actual
number, Where was the secrecy of the ballot
there? It was common knowledge how most
people would vote. Just as people guessed the
weight of a bullock by experience, so, also, they
could tell by experience how a man was going to
vote. He should be chary about allowing pre-
siding officers to open votes and see how electors
voted.

An HoxOURABLE MEMBER ; Why not?

Mr. KENNA: Although it might be known
pretty well how a man was going to vote, there
might be circumstances under whicli it might be
necessary that his vote should not be opened.

Hon, R. PHILP: What about ballot-papers
being lost, destroyed, or altered ?

Mr, KENNA : There was a sufficient check on
that. As a matter of fact, a telegram was to be
sent to the returning officer giving the number of
votes cast.

Hon. R, Pa1Lp : That only gives the number
of votes. ~

Mr. KENNA : That was so. But supposing
the presiding officer at Camooweal wired to the
returning officer at Brisbane that ten absentee
votes for the North Brisbane electorate had been
recorded at Camooweal ; these ten votes would
be posted, and if on their arrival at Brisbane the
returning officer received only eight, he would
know there was something wrong.

Hon. R. Pa1Lp: But the ballot-papers might
be altered in transit.

Mr. KENNA : He really did not see any
objection to the returning officer of the district

Mr. Kenna.]
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wiring the result, but he should be chary about
allowing the presiding officer to -do.it. " They
reré\embered in the old -days: that coercion was
ad.
Mr. May: There is ‘any amount of it still:

Mr. KENNA : The hon. member for Flinders
was a gentleman who had had alot of experience,
and he might see more than' the-leader of the
Opposition had seen. . As: coercion existed, it
might be advisable that the presiding: officers in
small” country  districts  should" not know how
people voted. . They  might” know that  eight
voted one ‘way and ten for another man, but
they could not with certainty pick the eight from
the ten.  The presiding officer” was usually the
station manager, and that would' be too great a
power to give to a station manager.

Hon, R.- PaiLp : There are more storekeepers
and telegraph masters who are presxdmg officers
than station managers.

Mr. KENNA : He did not 'like to give the
returning officer or’ anyone - else the power to
scrutinise a man’s vote.” That seemed to-him to
be one of the flaws 'in the’ postal vote,  which
hon. members did not lay much stress on. - The
postal votes were opened in the presence of-the
returning officer, poll clerk, and scrutineers, and
they. could all tell how a man voted.

Hon. R. PaILP  But you cannot see how they
voted. I saw some opened myself, and you could
not. tell how they voted.

Mr. KENNA was speaking of what happened
in his' own electorate. “The postal votes were
opened- in'the poliing-booth in the presence of
these people, and anyone could see them,

Hon. R. PrILP :° Not the scrutineers.

My, KENNA : The scrutineers were there.
Did he understand that an improper thing was
done?

HoNoUrABLE MEMBERS : Yes.

Another HoNoURABLE MEMBER :  The return-
ing officer should have done that.

Hon. R. Paire : They just compare the signa-
tures,

Mr. KENNA : After they came out of the
ballot-box - they were opened by the returning
officer, - The - postal -vote was endorsed by the
name- of the man. ' He did not think, in the
abstract, that. there was any such thing as the
secrecy of the ballot, except in very few cases,
but he still thought the principle was one which
they should jealously preserve, If they pre-
served the rights of those who desired to: vote
from’ any ulterior consequences they would be
doing the right thing.

The HOME SECRETARY did nos think the
stggestion of the leader of the Opposition was a
judicious one, First of all, the presiding officers
would have no means of identifying the voters.
For that purpose the Bill proposed that all votes
should be sent to the reburning . officer, “who
would be in a position to decide whether the
absent voters were entitled to vote. If there
was any doubt, the returning officer could turn
up the original application form of the voter and
compare the signature, or the signature of the
voter might be known to him.  He did not think
the question of delay amounted to anything.
The same delay occurred in connection with the
postal vote, which they were abolishing.” Inany
case, it was safer to send all votes to the return-
ing oﬁicer even if it involved a little delay. The
relurning officer must know how ever y vote was
cast, and they should do nothing that would tend
to destroy the secrecy of the ballot.

[#r. Kenna.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Amendment Bill‘.

Hon. R. PHILP did not know how the hon,
member for Bowen felt in the matter now, but
he had admitted that the secrecy. of the ballot

was.all nonsense.

Mr. KENKNA : In the abstract.

Hox. R. PHILP : The hon. member pointed
out that in Bowen he was promised 160 votes,
and he got themn. " He remembered at one elec-
tion in Towsville his Labour opponent told him_
he was going to get 705 votes, and he got 707, so
that there was not-much secrecy in regard. to the
705 votes that he was promised. The Houn. the
Home Secretary had missed the point of the argu-
ment. - He did not wish to destroy. the returning
officer’s final count. = All the: votes must go to
the returning officer eventually ;- but, to prevent
fraud in’ transit, or-%¥n/case the votes should be
lost while.in tra,nsxt the presiding officer should
open all the votes.” It need- not be' done in the
presence of serutineers.  No candidate was going
to: have 700 or 800 scrutineers” all over - the
country. - The presiding officer could be trusted
by both sides to open the votes, - He could wire
that.there were eight or.ten votes, according to
the clause ; but he could not say how the votes
were ngen He - ought to keep- a record, and
send that to the returning officer in- a sepamte
envelope, or even by another mail, so that, when
the votes got to the returning'oﬂicer, there would
be no mistake as to whom the electors voted for,
If something of the kind' was not- done, the elec-
tions would have to be kept-open for a month or
six” weeks, and, in- the case of a close contess,
there would be uncertainty for the whole of the
time as to the result.

The HoME SECRETARY : There will be no more
delay than:with the postal vote.

Hox. RUPHILP : There would be much more
delay. - Besides, they were abolishing the postal
vote, because they could not trust the women of
Queensland to give a postal vote correctly.

The HoME SECRETARY : No.  The system: was
rotten the way it was worked.

Hon. R, PHILP : It was the system’ of the
Government side of the House.

GovERNMENT and LABOUR MEMBERS : No.

O;l‘he HoME " SECRETARY : Amended by your
side.

The SECRETARY ¥OR RAILWAYS: Amended in
the Upper House by your friends,

Hon. R. PHILP : Yes, and amended in a very
good way. :

The. CHAIRMAN : Order!

Hon. R.. PHILP: The other side did not
want it now, because they found it did not suit
them.

The CHAIRMAN : I hope the hon, gentle-
man  will -not pursue - that question.” I have
already called one of his colleagues to order for
dmcussmg the postal vote. I would remind him
that that is not' the question before the Com.-
mittee.

Hox. R. PHILP had no wish to ' discuss it
except to answer the FHome Secretary.” In some
cases the absent votes® would be a month or six
weeks in coming in to-the returning officer, and
in some cases they might never come in ; and, if
they did not come in at all, there might ‘be a lot
of trouble, and a demand made for a. fresh
election. 1t was all very well to ask hon. members
to accept a thing without full consideration, but
the chances were that next year they would be
asked to pass another Bill to correct the mistakes
they were now making.

Mr.. PAYNE (Mitchell) : There:would. be no
more .delay in connection with the absent votes



Elections Acts

than there was at present without them. ' At the
last election in Mitchell he asked the returning
officer about the result of the election, and that
gentleman told him that it would be three weeks
before the poll could be declared; as he could not
declare - the poll until he got every ballot-paper.
The-results at the different polling-places were
communicated to the returning officer by wire,
but-he had to wait for the -actual ballot-papers
before he could declare the resuls of the election.

Mr. PavrL ;- You are referring to the votes at

polling-places in the electorate, but in this case .’

you will have to: wait for absent votes from all
parts of the State. X

Mr. PAYNE understood that the absent vote
was simply-to give facilities to electors to vote
outside the limits of an electorate, but he did not
think it would cause any more delay” than there
was ab present without it. ~ It was quite possible
that votes might be tampered: with or lost in
transit; but he understood  that every presiding
officer checked on"the ‘roll every. man who had
voted.

Mr.  DExHAM : He has not got. the rolls to
check.

Mr. PAYNE :' A man had to make a declara-
tion, and he ¢ruld check that just .as well as he
could check a roll;

Mr., MANN' (Cairns). could not understand

the attibude of the'leader of the Opposition, who
appeared to be afraid that a few

[4.80 p.m.] absentee’s votes might be tampered

with or go astray in transit through
the post, and yet was prepared to'allow any
number of “ electors to vote by post. - There
would be more chance of thirty or forty postal
votes * being - altered " than  .of " two or - three
absentees’ votes- being tampered - with, and he
did not suppose that on-an average there would
be 'more than twenty or thirty absentee votes in
any electorate.”  As to the objection that: the
transmission of absentees’ votes unopened would
cause delay in the declaration of the result of an
election, he would" point out that he had’ to wait
nine days until all' the postal votes came in for
Cairns before the official’ declaration of the’ poll
was made, ' Personally, he believed that the
ballot was secret’ enough. At the first election
he contested at- Cairns, a prominent resident of
the place offered to bet a: member of his com-
mittee a level £40 that he would be 100 votes
behind at the Cairns booth ; but when the figures
were macde known it was. found  that he was
seventy-two  ahead. This
ballot was: secret- enough. With regard to the
argument .that' it was_ possible: that if absen-
tees’ votes were not  opened: by the presiding
officer . who''received ' them, they  might be
altered in transit, he might mention that at a
polling-place called - Oaklands, in his’ electorate,
where- he had no' scrutineer, the ballot-papers
remained - in the hands of the presiding officer
from Saturday till Monday, during which time
the presiding officer might, if be had been so
disposed, have marked them' with contingent
votes, or even-have spoiled the primary votes,
He did not believe the officer would do that, but
it was possible. © At Tolga dlso the ballot-papers
remained in the hands of the presiding officer
from Saturday till Monday, and there was noth-
ing to prevent that officer marking the papers
with contingent votes without the scrutineers
being able to check them.: So that the danger
which  some  hon. members  seemed  to fear
existed under the present system of voting as
much as. it would under the voting of absentees.
They could not devise an absolutely ~ perfect
system of polling, but he- believed the clause
under discussion was an honest attempt to do
the right thing, and that it would give satisfac-
tion. :

[4° SEPTEMBER.]

showed - that the. -
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Hon. R.. PHILP contended - that . the pre-
siding officer  ought- to: open-the :ballot-papers

received from absent voters and make a record

of how they" voted,. so as to avoid any danger’
of . the' votes: being' tampered- with' in: transit.
At the: present-time every ' returning. officer
opened: and -counted  the votes recorded at the
polling-booth’ over which ' be presided, and why
should he not do the same thing ‘with: regard to
the votes™ of absent voters? - If  the presiding
officer was permitted to- open.all the votes of
absent voters received by him,. and: record how
those votes ‘were . cast, and he then sent those
votes - under- separate’ cover to- the returning
officer, that would prevent votes being altered
or tampered with' in transit.

* Mr. RYLAND (Gympre) considered that- the
safest way to: deal with the votes of absent
voters was to send them' through the post un-
opened, as in that way they would:best preserve
the secrecy of the-ballot. Ballot-papers were
now sent  through the post,  and they - heard
nothing about the fear. of their being tampered -
with, altered, lost by flood, or destroyed. ‘There
would not be more than two; or possibly: one, .
absent voter’s paper in many polling-places, and
if that vote were opened by the presiding. officer
the secrecy of the ballot -would be destroyed.
Moreover, the presiding - officer” at: a’ polling-
booth would not know if a person was entitled
to vote: for the particular electorate for which he
claimed to exercise the franchise, and the only
way to determine that question was to forward
the voting-paper with the elector’s declaration to
the returnir g officer;” who could compare the
signature of:the voter with the. signature on the
claim made by him when getting his name on
the electoral roll.  He did not think there were
many claim- forms wanting for. persons whose
names were on- the.roll' at’ the present” time.
They were: all there to be had, and before the
returning officer- opened-the absent voters’ vote
he could compare’ the signature with the signa-
ture on the application form, and satisfy himself
that it was a. genuine application and not an
impersonaticn. When he was certain that Jack
Smith  was. entitled -to vote, he opened the. en-
velope, put the-hallot-paper:into the ballot-box,
and when they were all in" he opened the ballot-
box, and the votes would be-counted..” The Bill
provided that at the end of each.day they should
be counted until there were no more left.” There
would not be a" great. number. - He did not sup-

.pose -more  than 5 per cent.” would be absent

voters™ votes, so"that he thought if they inter-
fered’ with the machinery in the Bill it would
spoil- the scheme altogether. " He- thought the
Home Secretary should accept the amendment
making it one of the conditions that the return-
ing officer should compare the signature onthe
application for'the absent vote with the signa-
ture on the application: for registration. . There
was no difficuity in the way of doing that gt all.
His idea would: do away with all possibility of
wrong doing,” and preserve-the secrecy of the
ballot.

Mr. LESINA thought the clause not-half as
important as outsiders would be inclined to
believe from the rather lengthy discussion which
had taken place upon it. It did not affect very
much the country districts, but it was important
in this way : People in. Queensland were more or
less nomadic in their habits, and many of them
in tke course of the year travelled over an extent
of country which’ would astonish the people of .
Hurope. They went to the different mining
fields, and travelled from sration to station at
shearing time, and therefore provision should be
made for those persons exercising the franchise.
Every member was anxious-that they should
have that opportunity.. The absent man came

Mr. Lesina.]
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to a polling-booth, made a declaratior, and
voted, and it appeared to him a very simple
thing that that vote should be transmitted under
separate cover to the district from whence he
came.

The HoME SECRETARY : In the other way you
practically make them vote openly. ;

Mr. LESINA : Yes. Most of them knew how
their political supporters voted, but he did not
suppose any member would like to take a solemn
oath that he knew how a particular person voted.
It was largely a matter of circumstantial evi-
dence. Some of the assertions which had been
made by hon. members were rather sweeping,
and might create the idea in the minds of
ignorant voters that the way in which they
voted could be easily discovered by their em-
ployers. That would scare a number of people
from voting. He did not suppose the ballot was
absolutely secret, although they had surrounded
it with as many safeguards as they could very
well devise. If there were any further sugges-
tions for making it more secret, it would be the
duty of the Home Secretary to accept them. He
was sure the hon. gentleman was as anxious as
other members to secure the inviolable sacred-
ness and secrecy of the ballot.

The HoME SECRETARY: That is what this Bill
is for,

Mr. LESINA: It might not achieve that
object entirely, but it went a very long way.
They knew that every official appointed by the
State in connection with election matters made
a solemn declaration to preserve inviolate the
secrecy of the ballot, and if he revealed any in-
formation which came into his possession, he was
liable to a heavy fine and imprisonment. The
Australian system of voting was an improvement
on that which was in force for many years in
England and the United States of America, and it
was only inrecent years that in some of the States
of America what was called the ‘‘ Australian
Ballot” had been adopted. It was advocated
for many years in some parts of America before
it was adopted, so that it commended itself to a
people who were very keen politicians. He
thought that was a very good commendation in
its favour. Flon. members of all parties knew that
at election times, when they took particular notice
of the opinions of their constituents, every up-to-
date candidate had a good working committee.
He had an election committee of forty or fifty
people at Clermont—delegates from every centre
where there were ten men; the committee
marked off certain votes for labour and the
doubtful votes. . There was no secrecy about the
ballot as far as they were concerned. ~ They were
generally pretby accurate, and, in fact, he had
llmown them to get within two votes in a poll of

,100.

Mr. Warte: The result of organisation.

Mr, LESINA : Yes, the result of organisation
and that intimate relationship which existed in
Western Queensland, where every man knew his
neighbour and heard him express his opinions,
They discussed matters over the camp fire, met
over the bar of the local hotel, met at the sports,
the race meeting, and at every friendly gather-
ing, and talked polities from daylight to dark.

The CHAIRMAN : Order! I donot like to
interrupt the hon. member, but I must point
out that he is generalising very much. This
clause deals with the duties of the presiding
officer, and the hon. member must speak to the
question.

Mr. LESINA had only referred to the ballot
because the hon. member for Bowen had made a
statement which was worthy of some reply,  He

[Mr. Lesina.
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would point out that it was important to know
that as far back as 1852 Lord Macaulay, dealing
with this very matter, said— -

Wenow know by the clearest ofall proof that universal
suffrage, even united with secret voting, is no security
against the establishment of arbitrary power.

Perhaps it would not be wise for that expression
of opinion to become general ; it might do away
with parliamentary institutions altogether. But
nevertheless, with the best possible system of

. government we had, there was still no guarantee

that we should not have the establishment under -
wrong administration of arbitrary power at the
ballot. However, they wanted to give the people
all possible safeguards to enable them to exer-
cise their vote, and it appeared to him that the
clause would be a safegoard. In his district he
never anticipated getting much support from
the stations, where his vote was a small one.
Last time he received eleven votes on one station,
and fifteen against him. It was quite likely
that coercion was sometimes used in those cases,
but they were few and far between, The ele-
ment of fear was not as predominant on stations
now as it was at one time ; it might exist on min-
ing fields, where large bodies of men worked for
individual companies, He had heard of coercion
being brought to bear in Charters Towers years
<a;ig,ro in a wholesale way against Labour candi-
abes.

Mr. Pavin: No.

Mr. LESINA : The hon. member for Charters
Towers denied that fact. When Messrs. Duns-
ford and Dawson were first returned, hundreds
of men were sacked for expressing their political
opinions. i

The CHAIRMAN : Order! This clause only
deals with the absent votes which may be polled
in another electorate. I hope the hon. member
will confine himself to the principle of this clause.

Mr. LESINA : He would not labour that
aspect of the question. (Laughter.) Kven if no
such pressure was brought to bear, they ought to
make all proper safeguards to preserve the
secrecy of the ballot, He believed the clause
was all right as it stood, and, unless better argu-
ments were given against the clause, he could not
see his way to oppose it. .

Mr. BOWMAN (Fortitude Valley) thought
there was a good deal of misapprehension.on the
part of those opposed to the clause in regard
to the unfairness of sending the ballot-papers
through the returning officer. For some years
the Labour party had fought to get the ballot-
boxes sent in from various stations to a head
centre to be counted ; in fact, the last time an
Elections Bill was before the House it contained
that provision, but was defeated in the Upper
House. The hon. member for Oxley, he believed,
was one who supported it; he thought he had
seen his name in the division list. It was advis-
able for the protection of voters on stations and
in small polling-places that the votes should be
sent in to a head centre—he thought the limit
was 100 votes.

An Ho~NovraBLE MEMBER: Fifty now; 100
in the Federal.

Mr. BOWMAN : Fifty now. He thought
that overcame the objection of the leader of the
Opposition. A good deal had been said about
the possibility of something happening, but he
did not think they need have any fear in that
direction. A ballot-box might be lost in time of
flood, but there would be no implication on the
man in charge. He thought if a man made a
declaration as an absent voter, it was a sufficient
guarantee that he was a bond fide elector, and
that could be verified. If they wanted to find
out whether a man was on the roll, his applica-
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tion form could be turned. up and his signature
compared. - He' believed that. the majority: of
hon, members thought it" was necessary in small
polling-places, and he thought there was a clause
which would deal’ with' it later on. ~ It -was a
question of the votes in small electorates being
sent’ to the returning officer, and not -being
tampered with at’ all by the presiding. officer.
He was satisfied, from information that he had
got. from -men who had been on stations,.that
there had been  a desire on' the
[5 p.m.] - part of presiding officers to be too
inquisitive altogether as to how men
were voting. - He knew  a case’ where a pre-
siding officer put certain marks' on the ballot-
paper, and he had actually boasted that he had
done it -to see how a certain man voted. That
was done in the Western districts. ~ A man' was
not going to make a false declaration for the sake
of getting a vote, knowing the penalties that
were attached to his action if he were found out.
So long as a man got an opportunity of voting,
that would be sufficient. ~ At the last election
the presiding officers did not know how the postal
votes wera cast, as they were. not: known until
the votes came to be counted.” In the election
for Fortitude ‘Valley the primary ‘votes wers
counted first, and the postal votes were counted
afterwards.  The envelopes: were opened, and
after: they had been’ set aside the votes were
counted one by one by, the returning:officer.
Until those votes were opened up in the polling-
booth the returning otficer did not know how the
votes were recorded.
An OpposITION MEMBER :- Quite right.

Mr. BOWMAN : He would not be agreeable
t0 allow anyone to have anything to do with the
absent:votes except the returning officer, so that
in- the case of commercial travellers, shearers,
and others' who lived in Brisbane or the Downs,
and who went to the Western districts, their
votes would only be known to the’returning
officers of their respective electorates.” ' The
presiding officers at the Balonne, Warrego, or
Bulloo, or, wherever they were, would not know
how . these' men-voted. - They would take the
absent - votes,  transfer - them  to the returning
officers of their respective electorates, and would
just add that the voter had his name on a roll
for a .certain electorate and had voted accor-
dingly. ~ He was prepared to trust the returning
officer, but not the presiding officer.

* Mr. HUNTER (Maranoc) thought the Com-
mittee ought to retain the secrecy of the ballot.
In spite of what had been said, he contended
that there'was a secrecy of the ballot. ~ (Hear,
hear!) It was largely a matter of guess as to

how a man voted.  In the aggregate, the esti-:

mates were generally right, but nobody could say
absolutely that So-and-so voted for him, or that
So-and-so voted for the ‘other man. HEven em-
ployers who were disposed to be hard on their
employees because they voted in a different way
to what they would have wished ; so long as they
could not’ say definitely “how - the employees
voted, they would not be likely to interfere,
There were a- number of people who would not
care to have it known how they voted, and, even
if .they only amounted to 5 per cent. of the total
voters, then secrecy should be given to them.
This clause was a very good one, and, if the
members of the Opposition looked at™ it from
their own point - of view, they would see’ that
it- would fall in with their desire even  as much
as in-the case of the bush workman. - There
were a large number- of people who visited vari-
ous towns—North, Centre, and West—and were
absent from their electorates at the’ time of an
election. “The clause would give these people an
opportunity to record their votes wherever they
were ; and, seeing that the postal vote was taken
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away, if this clause were not" there these people
would not be.able to exercise that vote at all.
The same thing would apply to drovers and rail-
way’ employees who were compelled sometimes
to go.out of town when a poll was being taken.
From the remarks of the hon member for Oxley
one would think that this vote applied only to
the male sex, and that the Government were not
taking’ into.consideration anyone outside of the
bush worker.  The clause would apply equally to
servant girls or women on holiday. It was a wise
provision- aud one which in the absence of the
postal vote could not be improved.. It was sug-
gested by the hon. member for South Brisbane
that the returning. officer: should find out where
the voters had gone and have their addresses.

Mr. -BoverARD: I did  not make any - such
suggestion.

Mr. HUNTER : He understood that the hon.
member said, inreply to an interjection, that the
returning officer should know where the voter
was, . He was pleased to hear that the  hon.
member did not make such a statement; as it
would do him- little credit if he had. The pos-

*sibilities” of the ballot-papers being destroyed

were rather far drawn, and they could reasonably
take that risk. " There were transmitted through
the post, almost every day in the year, docuinents
of greater value than ballot-papers, aud they
heard very little about their being either lost or
destroyed.  The absent voter ballot despatched
through the post office could be trusted to arrive
safely. He believed the best possible solution
to the problem of the absentee vote that was
desirable had been obtained, and he would sup-
port the clause as it stood.

Hox. R-PHILP » They would trust the pre-
siding officer to count -the ordinary votes, ‘bub
they would not trust him to count these votes.
There must have been about 760 polling-booths
all over Queensland at the last election, and was
it possible  for the presiding officers: to take note
how  everyone voted at each one? ' There were
polling-booths for sixty’ different electorates in
Brisbane." - Was" the returning officer’ going to
see how everyone voted ? " He could not do it.
It was nonsense to say that a presiding officer or
a returning- officer was anxious: to see how men
wvoted: . No man could have scrutineers at every
place.

Mr. Bownan : Butb if a vote is to be counted,
it is only fair that the scrutineer should be there
to see it counted.

Hox. R. PHILP : He could count them when
the returning officer got them.

Mr. BowMAN : A scrutineer might be there
with the presiding officer, and he should have the
right to see that the count is correct.

Hox. R. PHILP did not think so. A secru-
tineer for that electorate would be:there, but
they could not have a scrutineer for the sixty-
one- electorates in Queensland at every polling-
place.  In the interests of the voter himself, he
should see-that his vote was properly recorded,
and he could only do that if the presiding officer
first opened his vote. He' was satisfied that the
bulk of the absent votes would be cast in the big
towns, because there were more absent voters in
those towns than there were in the remote, coun-
try districts.

Mr. HamrrroN : It all depends on the time of
the year when the election takes place.

Hoxn. R. PHILP : It would be the same at
any time of the year. Prior to the last election
there had been a polling-place in Brisbane for
every electorate in the State, but for some reason
or -other it was found not’ convenient to have
that at the last election.. The returning officers
and the presiding officers could be trusted to count
the votes properly ; and if any votes went astray

Hon. B. Philp.]
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there would be a record of them, and a fresh
election could not be demanded. He believed
the bulk of the absent votes would be given in
Brisbane. At the last election numbers of
Northern people were in Brisbane, and they
could not vote here, and there was not sufficient
time to get postal votes.

The SECRETARY FOR Ramnwayvs: Under your
scherne there would be no secrecy.

Howx. R. PHILP: At the last election in
Townsville neither the returning officer nor the
scrutineers knew how any postal voter recorded
his vote. They were all put into one box.

Mr. GranT: But you bad such a number.

Ho~x. R. PHILP : Well, he contended that
the bulk of these absent votes would be recorded
in Brisbane.

Mr. BowMAax: Supposing an election took
place during the shearing season, there would be
a very big percentage of men outside their
electorates.

Hox. R. PHILP : For every shearer who was .

absent from his own electorate there would be
half a dozen others absent.

The SECRETARY FOR RATLWAYS : There was one
shed in my electorate where fifty shearers were
ahsent at the last election.

Hox. R. PHILP thought there must have
been thousands of voters in Brisbane from other
electorates. There were over 200,000 voters in
Queensland, and he did not suppose there were
2,000 shearers.

Mr. Hamirtox: Seven hundred have been
struck off the roll at Townsville since the election.

Hox. R. PHILP: That was quite true, bus
candidates and members of Parliament had
nothing to do with that matter now. That was
done by the police, and a very good thing, too.
It was all moonshine to say that the outside
electorates would be affected, as he believed that
three out of four of the absent votes would be
polled in the big towns. "He did not wish to stop
the scrutiny of the votes by the returning officer
at all. They could not be too careful in that
respect; but it was a reflection on the returning
officers—most of whom were Government officers
——police magistrates in many cases—to say that
they could not be trusted to count the votes.

Mr. WHITE (Musgrave) said that he had
known of things being lost in transit. He knew
where a horse-mailman lost a heavy mailbag in
the Knlan River, and it would never have been
known where all the mail went to had the bag
not been washed up by the tide on the coast. If
the suggestiou of the leader of the Opposition was
not adopted, very likely the very men who were
now calling out against it would want the Act
amended next year in that direction, for the
sake of getting the actual results as soon as
possible, It wasa very sensible suggestion, as
people were anxious to know the results of the
elections, and it was a check upon the returns
when they arrived at their destination. The
leader of the Labour party seemed to think that
there should bescrutineers at every polling-place.
‘When the votes reached the returning officer
the scrutineers could investigate every vote.
Very often—especially in the Musgrave—the
returning officer would not be able immediately
to compare the signature on the vote with the
signature on the original claim. He had not got
the claims, and to get them might entail a good
deal of delay. A great many of the claims for
Musgrave were in Bundaberg, while others were
at Gin Gin; there were two divisions in the
electorate. ’

[Hon. R. Philp.
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The SECRETARY FOr Rarnwayvs : How many
hundred absent voters do you expect in the
Musgrave electorate ? *

Mr. WHITE : There were a good many
absentees at the last election, because it was not
the sugar season. There were a gond many
absentees, both planters and men, who would
have voted if there had been an absent vote,
but they were not able to vote by post because
they did not make their applications in time.

The PrEyMiEr : Do you object to giving them
the right to vote?

Mr. WHITE: No. He wanted to give them
every facility for voting. He did not know how
the Premier inferred that he did not want them
to vote.

The SECRETARY ¥OR RATLWAYS : That is the
impression you are conveying.

Mr. WHITE: He would like to give every
man the right to vote, and to get the returns to
their final destination as soon as possible, so
that every elector would know the result of the
poll. '

Mr. HAMILTON (Gregory) thought thas if
an election took place during the sugar season
or the shearing season, there would be a very
large number of absentee votes recorded, and
almost at any time a considerable number
of commercial travellers would have to vote
in an electorate some distance away from
their place of residence. Why, then, should not .
those persons be able to enjoy the secrecy of the
ballot as well as other voters? There were any
number of polling-places in the State where
there were no scrutineers, and it"would not be
right to allow a presiding officer at such places
to open votes recorded by absent electors. For
instance, in many shearing districts the manager
or storekeeper on the station was the presiding
officer, and it would not be right to allow them
to open the papers of absent voters and see how
they voted.  With regard to the delay which it
was alleged would occur in ascertaining the
result of an election if the papers of absent
voters were not opened until they were forwarded
to the returning officer of the district for which
the votes were recorded, he did not think there
would be any more delay than took place at the
present time. In outlying portions of the State
the return of the writ had been delayed for
weeks in order to allow of all the ballot-boxes
being sent, to the returning officer, and he was
sure there would be no more delay through their
having to wait for the votes of absent electors.
He was in favour of the clause as it stood, as it
would preserve the secrecy of the ballot.

Mr. GRANT (Rockhampton) intended to sup-
port the clause, The leader of the Opposition
seemed to think that hon. members who sup-
ported the clause were questioning the honour or
integrity of the presiding officer. That was not
the question at all; the question was that it
would, be generally known how absent electors
had voted if their papers were opened by the
presiding officer.  Wor instance, the majority of
men at a shearing-shed would probably vote as
absent voters, and if the presiding officer opened
and .counted their votes, and then wired the
result to the returning officer, that result would
be published, and everyone would know how
those men voted. With regard to the statement
which had been made that there was really no
secrecy in the ballot, and that everyone knew
how electors voted, that might be true in the
bulk, but it was not true as far as electors indi-
vidually were concerned. At the last election
but one bhoth Mr. Keogh and Mr, Hodge chal:
lenged certain votes before the Elections Tri-
bunal, and in several cases they found that the
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votes which they had challenged, believing
that they were against them, were in their
favour., As a matter of fact, Mr. Hodge lost
the seat through challenging votes which were in
his favour ; so that it was clear that there was a
great deal of secrecy about the ballot. With
reference to the suggestion that ballot-papers
might be lo& in the transit, he did not think
that was probable. Everyone who had had any
experience of the post office, and had had to deal
with heavy mails, knew that in very few cases
did letters go astray.

Mr. DENHAM moved, as an amendwent,
that on line 52, after the word ‘‘ shall,” there be
inserted the words—

count the votes, keep a record of same, replace them
in the original envelope, and.

This provision was for absent voters. The person
who would call at a polling-booth and claim his
vote under this clause would be at most a resi-
dent of that district for only a short time. If he
were likely to be a resident for a lengthened
time, he would have his right transferred to that
electorate. The presiding officer would have no
interest in the district in respect of which the
vote was claimed, so that there could be no
question of intimidation through the presiding
officer opening the voting-paper, and when such
voting-papers were recetved by the rveturning
officer for the district for which the votes were
claimed they would be examined by him in the
presence of scrutineers. He did not think the
secrecy of the ballot would be violated to any
extent by the acceptance of his amendment.

The HOME SECRETARY said he could not
accept the amendment. The whole essence of
their system of ballot was secrecy, and if they
allowed a presiding officer to open the votes of
absent voters, they would be enabling him to

know exactly how those who came
[5.30 p.m.] before him had voted. What was

the use of the envelope if it was to
be opened by the presiding officer? They might
as well do away with the envelope entirely if
they allowed that kind of thing, and let a man
go to the presiding officer and say, I wans$ to
vote for So-and-so.” The amendment would
strike at the very foundation of the secrecy of
the ballot. He did not propose to accept any
amendment of that kind which would lead in
any way to a knowledge of how s man voted.

Hon. R. PHILP : The hon. gentleman would
trust the returning officer, but not the presiding
officer,

The Home SEORETARY: The returning officer
does not know how a vote is given.

Hox. R. PHILP : The only difference would
be that two men would know instead of one.
The returning officer opened the ballot-papers.

The PrEMIER : They are only opened after they
have been put together.

Hon, R. PHILP : They were opened day by
day ; but, of course, the Premier did not under-
stand the Bill. They were counted each day.

The PrEMIER : He understands it better than
you do.

Hon. R. PHILP : For the protection of the
man who voted, he would support the amend-
ment. The only two men who could possibly
know how a man voted would be the returning
officer and the presiding officer. To his mind
there .would be no violation of the secrecy
of the ballot. Besides, the voter would, under
the amendment, know that his vote as he
gave it was recorded. IXf a record was kept
where the vote was given, they could assure the
accuracy of that vote. Otherwise there would
be no check.

[4 SEPTEMBER.]

- information if he wanted it.

Amendment Bill. 579

Question—That the words proposed to be in-
serted (Mr. Denham’s amendment) be so in-
serted—put and negatived ; and clause put and
passed.

On clause 6—°“ Duty of returning officer ’—

Hon, R. PHILP thought the signature should
be compared with the claim signature, and if the
member for Gympie, Mr. Ryland, moved the
amendment which he had suggested, he would
support it. They should take every care that
the right man only got the vote, and a com-
parison of the signatures would be a great pro-
tection. .

Mr. RYLAND had been informed by the
Home Secretary that that could be done, but that
it was not necessary to put it in the Bill. Per-
sonally, he would like to see it put in the Bill so
as to make quite certain that there was no
impersonation. His suggestion could be given
effect to on page 4, line 6, by inserting after the
word “‘election,” the words ‘‘and compare the
voter’s signature on the envelope with his signa-
ture on the electoral claim application.” That
would make it imperative for the returning officer
to compare the two signatures. In the case of
the Gympie electorate not 1 per cent. of the
claim forms would be unavailable, and if there
was no record of the signatures it would be the
duty of the registrar to get a fresh claim put in
by the elector. Of course, if the Home Secretary
did not think the amendment necessary he would
not move i,

Hon. R. PaILP : It will not be done unless it is
provided in the Bill.

Mr. Ryranp : He thought it would improve
the Bill considerably.

The HOME SECRETARY thought the pro-
vision that the returning oflicer was to be satis-
fied that the vote was a correct one was quite
sufficient. He had all the means of getting that
If he was satisfied,
then they should be able to trust him. It might
happen that if they made the comparison of
signatures compulsory, it might not be possible
to get the actual claim form. They might be a
long distance away in the same town, and there
must be considerable delay. Moreover, there
might be instances in which the claim form had
not been kept. If they left it to the returning
officer, he would take the proper means of
satisfying himself that the right man was exer-
cising the vote. He thought the amendment was
unnecessary.

Mr. DENHAM : By the provision in the
clause the returning officer could only see that
John Jones, who made the application, was on
the roll. The comparison of the signatures
would be a means of identification, and would
act as a deterrent to impersonation.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS : The
hon. member’s suggested amendment might act
very well in places like Gympie or Oxley, where
the returning officer was close to where the claim
forms were kept, but it would be different in
‘Western electorates. In the Barcoo there were
claim forms kept at Blackall, Tambo, Isisford,
Alpha, Barcaldine, and down at Jundah on the
Thompson. It would not be possible to compare
the signatures. In all the Western districts
there were different polling divisions ; therefore
the claims did not all go into the returning
officer, and he could not compare them. If the
amendment were moved and carried, it would
not facilitate matters, and it would delay the
arrival at a conclusion about the votes. The
hon. member would be well advised if he did not
move his amendment.

Hon. R. PHILP said it appeared that the
hon. member for Gympie did not want any

Hon. R. Philp.]
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safgueards, but would simply leave it to" the
Home Secretary. " There was” no trouble in get-
ting theseclaim forms sent- to- the returning
officer of the district ;. it could be easily done.

) An HoNOUBABLE MEMBER : They: might get
ost.,

Hon. R. PHILP: They: could send them in
charge of a policeman.

The SECRETARY FOR Ratnways : The police-
men have something else to do.

Hox. R, PHILP : He did not believe  the
hon.: member- for Gympie cared at all ; he was
only talking to the *‘ gallery.”  The Opposition
provided a quorum: for him—(laughter)—and he
was quite satisfied to take the Minister’s assur-
ance that it would be all: right, There was a
much” more careful serutiny by the returning
officer before than there wasnow.

Mr. DENHAM did not know *whether it
would be incumbent onthe returning officer to
give notice to the scrutineer that he proposed to
keep the ballot open.for various absent voters.

The SECRETARY FOR RATLWAYS i They do that.

Mr.- DENHAM.: The scrutiny of the votes
was usually conducted - during: the first two or
three days:after the election.
ballot-papers dropping in for two or three weeks,
and coming from 700 or 800 different places. = It
ought to be the duty of the returning officer to
give’ notice to the serutineer that he proposed at
a given hour-to open . the ballot-papers.- - If the
Home Secretary said -that- that was' the regula-
tion there would be no doubt about it.

The SECRETARY  FOR. RAILWAYS:
If the hon. member for Oxley knew anything
about Western' electorates, he would know that
it was the rule for the returning: officer to notify
the scrutineers of the various candidates, and the
candidates also,” that certain ballot-boxes  had
arrived from: the outside districts.

Hon, R. PHiLP : Those are not boxes.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS :No;
but they were coming in, as the hon, member for
‘Oxley- pointed out,” at different periods. - What
took place when' the mails were arriving with
the postal vote was simply  this: that when a
certain  number arrived “the returning officer
notified the scrutineers of the various candidates
that he was going to count the postal votes.

Mr. DENHAM : In the case of the postal
ballot - the returning officer knew exactly how
many certificates. were issued—he  had the roll
marked: showing so many- certificates” issued—
whereas in this' he had not the faintest con-
ception.

The SECRETARY FOR RalLwavs : Has he not
8 wire of the number that are coming in ?

The PrEmIER : He knows: exactly the number
coming in, and where they are coming from.

Mr., BOUCHARD :'With regard to the in-
quiry of the hon. member: for Gympie as:to
obtaining absolute: verification' of the votes, the
Home Secretary. had replied" that the returning
otficer could do that without specially providing
for it. - If the Home Secretary referred to clause
7 of the Bill' he would seethat the signature of
the voter was prémd facte: evidence of his right
to vote.. .- That: being so, the returning. officer
would say that he was' precluded from going
beyond the signature by that clause. Was the
hon. member for Gympie satisfied ?

The HoME SECRETARY : It is only primd facie
evidence that such voter voted at the election.

The PREMIER : Are you satisfied yourself ?

[Hon. B. Philp.

[ASSEMBLY.]

There might be

Amendment Bill,

Mr. BOUCHARD: He was satisfied that it
did" not- take much to satisfy the hon. member
for- Gympie  where ‘the Government was” con-
cerned. - (Laughter).

Mr. WHITE did not see anything about noti--
fying either the scrutineers or:the candidates of
the arrival of these packets of postal papers.. He
would like to move the addition, on line 3, after
““ ballot-papers,” of the words ‘‘ in the presence
of the scrutineers or candidates.”  The whole of
the votes had to go’ to the returning officer, and
there was: no difficulty about notifying both the
candidates and the scrutineers that the votes had
arrived, and - that they should be' present.” He
thought. it was' a reasonable amendment, - and
would be glad if the: Minister would: aceept it
without delay. ‘

The HOME SECRETARY : Before the hon.
member actually moved the amendment, be was
satisfied” he would find it was covered- by the
principal’ Act; :section' 81, which read as -fol-
lows +—

No returning officer shall open or examine any sealed
packet in.the joint absence of any candidate and his
scrutineer unless he has given' twenty-four hours’ pre-
vious notice in -writing to: such candidate, or to. his
serutineer, -of his intention to. open and examine the
same: ;

Mr. WHiTE : . That is all'right, then.

Mr. BOUCHARD said that the Government,
when' passing’ the provision' relating to postal
votes, deemed it necessary to insert some such
provision as that suggested. by the hon. member
for Musgrave,  If it was right then it wouald
be right now.

The HoME SECRETARY : It is covered’ by sec-
tion: 81, :

Mr. BOUCHARD : This: Bill- repealed : the
provisions with regard to postal votes.

The HoME SECRETARY : But section 81 .is not

- repealed. }

Mr. BOUCHARD was referring to the pro-
vision  which was made. to absolutely verify the
postal votes made in favour of candidates or their
scrutineers.

Clause 6 put and passed.
On clause 7— ' Evidence of voter’s signature”—

Hox. R. PHILP agreed with-the clause, as
under it if the returning officer was satisfied that
the signature upon-the envelope was the signa-
ture of a voter it showed that he had voted. The
clause’ gave’ the returning officer authority to
accept the signature.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 8, 9, and 10 put and passed.

The HOME SECRETARY : Before they got
away from the provisions of what was substituted "
for the postal vote he would like, with the con-
sent” of - the. Committee, ‘to read the reply he
received from the returning officer at Warwick
with reference to the sworn declaration read the
other night by the hon. member for Bulimba.

The: CHAIRMAN : I would remind : hon.
gentlemen’ that: there is no' question before -the
Committee:

HonNoURABLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear !

Houn. R. Paie: There is no objection at all.

HonouraBLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear !

The HOME SECRETARY : The Committee
would remember that a sworn statement was read
several times by the hon. member for Bulimba,
and’ a certain Jane Thompson was referred to.
She made a. declaration, and the Inference to be
gathered by most people who read that declara-
tion was that Mr. A. C. Morgan and Mr. P,
Hagenbach had been guilty of something wrong
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in connection with the Warwick" election. He
asked the returning officer for anexplanation,
and this was the reply he had received-—

Clifton, 3rd September, 1907.

Sir,—Your wire of yesterday was repeated to me here
too late for yesterday’s mail." In e declaration by
Jane Thompson referred-to in' Hamserd, I have the
hLonour to report that I have no documents to refer to,
as all papers have been forwarded to.the Clerk of the
Legislative Assembly.

As far as my memory serves me, during the time
between nomination and polling-day at Warwick some
one or more persons,’ I think Messrs, A. C. Morgan and
P, Hagenbach-— 5

These were the two men: who were accused of
doing something wrong. * It appeared that they
went o0 the returning officer of their own accord.
It went on— .
Messrs. A, C. Morgan and P. Hagenbach told me that
a mistake had been made, and that some woman named
Jane Thompson, who was' not entitled to . vote,” had
applied for a postal ballot certiﬁcateT

(Opposition laughter.)

and had’ returned: the ballot-paper to me. The right
Mrs. Jane Thompson and her husband also.saw me. I
suggested—-—

Hon, members would see that this was the sug-
gestion of the returning officer on being told that
a mistake had been made—

I suggested that the wrong Jane Thompson should

< make an affidavit of the facts. :
He would remind hon. members that there were
two other Jane Thompsons on the roll, showing
that there were three Jane Thompsons in War-
wick, and: the returning officer: suggested that
the wrong Jane Thompson  should’ make’ an
affidavit of the facts. .
Mr. BARNES :: They were bowled out.

The PrEMIER : They prevented the wrong thing
from being done.

"My, Barxgs : They were bowled-out.
= Mr. DengAM : That is very apparent.

The: HOME SECRETARY : The returning
officer went on—

She did so, and-1 attached it' to her postal vote and
fited the papers with other irregular applications, thus
allowing the right Jane Thompson to vote.. The Jane
Thompson who made the affidavit did: not vote at all.
As I had nearly 900 applications to attend to I had not
time to pay much attention to any particular mistake

made beyond the necessary action to set it right. My-

impression of thé matter at the time was that it was

simply a mistake caused by some lady canvasser whose

ieal was greater than her knowledge: of the Electoral
cts.

I have,l ete.,
P. W, Praxs,
. Returning. Officer, Warwick.
That was the explanation which he had got from
the returning officer. -
The PrEMIER (to Mr. Barnes): That was your
mare’s nest.

On clause 11—* Assistant returning officers ’—

Mr. BARNES asked  for' the privilege of
being allowed to speak in reply to the Home
Secretary.

" HoNOURABLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear !

The CHAIRMAN : Order !~ The  Home
Secretary asked leave to make a statement. I
drew attention to: the fact that there was no
question before the Committee, but no objection
was. taken to the. Home Secretary making that
statement. - The: statement was - then made,
although there was no question before the Com-
mittee. . If the hon. member for Bulimba wishes
to make a personal explanation he may ask leave
to do s0.

u The PrEnMIER : - There is no personal explana-
ion,

[4 SErTEMBER.]
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Mr. BARNES asked if he had not the right to
say & word or two,
Honourasre MevBERs : Hear, hear |

The PrEMIER = No.

The CHAIRMAN: The “question  is- that
clause 11 stand part of the Bill.

Hon. R. PHILP : An hon. member has asked
leave of this Committee to make a statement.

The PrEMIER : Is this in order?: What isthe
question?

How. R, PHILP : When the hon. member for
Bulimba - asked for leave to. address the Com-
mittee, the Premier was the: only man in' the
Committee who objected.

The. CHAIRMAN : Order!" I ask’ the hon.

_gentleman to-speak to' the question before the

Committee.
Mr. BARNES : It carries its own significance.

Hox. R. PHILP: Before they passed the
clause the Home Secretary might- tell: the: Com-
mittee what he meant by assistant returning
officers, and the reasons for appointing them.

* The HOME SECRETARY :: This clause was
to- alter words" in' the" definition to meet-the
appointment - of - assistant - refurning - officers.
Under: the next clause they.proposed to group
certain outside polling-places .where there were
less than fifty - votes recorded. . They would: all
be grouped, and one man would be- appointed to
look after a certain number of them. He would
be called ““the assistant returning officer,” and
he would mix " his: own_ ballot-papers- with' those
brought - in- from small places,: and count them
all together. " There was a certain disinclination
o vote, owing to the knowledge of the way that .
persons voted in- small polling-places - when their
votes were counted: there; and that was why the
alteration in clause 11 was proposed.

Clause put and . passed.

On clause 12— Duties of assistant: returning
officer and presiding officer of group”—

Hov. R. PHILP : This was a very important
clause. - It provided that when not more- than
fifty votes' would be polled at one or more of the
polling-places- for & district, the results would be
niore conveniently - ascertained at  one  central
polling.place, and an assistant - returning officer
would : be’ appointed’ to act there. - That: might
do in cases where there were only a few  votes,
but” not’ whers' there were fifty votes. If - fifty
men went to a’ polling-booth, or'fifty: women
either, - and twenty-five voted for one candidate
and twenty-five  voted  for: another candidate,
who was to know, unless these voters told them’
themselves, how these fifty people voted ?" The
chances” were that - they would - make a boast
about it. People did not care where they were
employed.” They say, ““We have a vote,” and
probably: there was no harm done. This was
going to: mean a good deal of extra cost to the
State.

A GoveErNMENT MEMBER : Not at all,

The PreEmIzg : Like the advertising.
Hox.' R.-PHILP : Like the courtesy of the

Premier in refusing to allow’an hon. member to
make a statement. - At some time he would tell

“the House how he allowed the Premier on one

occaslon the: privilege: of addressing the House
when he was attacked by another hon..member
of -the House. " He gave the hon. gentleman that
permission on that occasion.

The CHAIRMAN : Order, order!
Hon. R. Philp.]
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How. R. PHILP : This was a very important
clause. Did it mean that, if at any polling-
place not more than fifty votes
[7p.m.] were recorded, the ballot-box must
go to some central place ?
The Hone SECRETARY : Yes.

Hox. R. PHILP: That would complicate
matters.

ATthe Houmr SECRETARY: It is in the Federal
ct.

Ho~. R. PHILP : He found that in Carpen-
taria there were only four polling-places out of
twenty-six where more that fifty votes wers
polled at the last election, so that in that case
the ballot-boxes from the remaining twenty-two
polling-places would have to be taken to Nor-
manton or to some other central place.

The HouE SECRETARY : There might be two or
three assistant returning officers.

Hon. R. PHILP: It would involve a good
deal of extra trouble and expense. :

The Hour SECRETARY : T do not think so.

How, R. PHILP : At the same time it would
not make any alteration in the amount of know-
ledge they would have as to the way electors
voted. The presiding officer had to initial every
ballot-paper,.and it would be quite possible for 3
serutineer to keep a record of all the ballot-
papers initialled by any presiding officer.
People voting at outside polling-places did not
mind anybody knowing how they voted. It was
only pandering to the request of a few members
who thought that they might get more votes if
all the ballot-papers were mixed together before
being counted. There was just as much terrorism
on the one side as on the other. In fact, the
worker was much harder on the worker than the
employer was. They had never had this system
in force in Queensland before. In connection
with the Federal elections the minimum was 100
votes, but the Federal Government had postal
voting, and the Committee would not have
postal voting.

Mr. BownAN : We passed this in the Assem-
bly, but it was knocked out in the Upper House.

Mr. JENKINSON : T hope it will be knocked out
again.

JHon. R. PHILP : He had no intention of
dividing the Committee on the matter, but he
thought it was only a waste of time. He be-
lieved that the men who voted at the small
polling-places would be more angry about the
business than the candidates, because they would
nob know until, perhaps, months after the elec-
tion how many votes were polled for the different
candidates at the polling-places. The electors
 who voted at those places were just as much in-
terested in knowing how the poll went there as
‘the people in large centres of population. In the
first election he contested, at a little place called
Silver Valley, near Herberton, there were ten
votes recorded—four for him and six for his
opponent—and a man came rushing into Her-
berton and said, ‘“ We’ve won the election—six
votes to four.” He was just as pleased over ‘the
results at his own polling-place as if he had won
the election, There was keen excitement over
the voting at every little polling-place; and, if
electors were not going o know the result, they
would not even get drunk on it, as men often bet
drinks on the result. It was only a bit of
bunkum, and it would lsad to fewer people
voting through lack of interest. At present the
votes were counted at the close of the poll, and,
so long as their man headed the poll there, they
were satisfied.

Mr. HAMILTON hoped the clause would be
retained as it was. He did not think there were
three places in the Gregory where there would be

[Hon. B. Philp.
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more than fifty votes polled, although there was
a large number of polling-places, On a station
where there were eight or ten employees it would
be known how the manager, the jackaroo, and
the storekeeper voted, and it was an easy matter
to tell bow the others voted. He did not think
it would entail any delay in getting the results of
the election, and it would enable many men to
vote who would not vote otherwise for fear of
being vietimised. There were numbers of men
on stations who were afraid that, if they voted,
the boss would know how they voted on aceount
of“the small number of votes recorded. They
did not desire the boss to know, as they might
not be in a position to let him know their politi-
calopinions. The clausewould permit them to vote
so that nobody could ascertain how they voted.
As to the remark of the leader of the Opposition
that there would be no fun for electors if this
clause were passed, that “they would not even
get drunk on it,” he thought that was a very
strong recommendation of the clause, which
should ensure for it the support of the hon,
member for Bulimba. The system here proposed
was adopted in the Federal elections, and no
dissatisfaction had been expressed with regard to
it, so that he thought they might safely copy the
Federal law in that respect.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS:
The leader of the Opposition had given no
reason why this provision should not be 1ncluded.
Anyone who knew anything about Western
electorates knew very well that there were some
stations on which there were only eight, twelve,
or fifteen votes. At others there were twenty,
and on some large stations during shearing time
there might be 100. Where there were only a
small number of votes it became known how
men had voted, and some electors bhad been
victimised in consequence of their political
opinions as expressed at the ballot-box. The,
very day they had voted they had .been called
up by the storekeeper, and were given their
cheques, and had to leave the station. During
the last election some twenty votes were cast at
Northampton Downs, and when the returns
came into Blackall by telephone the owner of
that station, who happened to be in Blackall
at the time, said, *“ There will be three men go
One station in the Barcoo elec-
torate at the last general election sent the ballot-
box to Barcaldine to be forwarded to Blackall
without counting the votes at the station,
and that was the course which ought to be
pursued at all polling-places where a small num-
ber of votes were recorded. The members of the
other Chamber and the members of the Opposi-
tion knew very well the reason why a similar
provision was inserted in the last Elections Bill,
and they all knew why it was knocked out in
the other Chamber. Such a provision was neces-
sary to preserve the secrecy of the ballot, and he
hoped it would be retained in the Bill.

Mr. BARNES said one could hardly credit
that such a speech as that which had just been
delivered would come from a member sitting on
the front Treasury bench. The hon. member
inferred a reflection on another place. .

The SECRETARY FOR RatnwaYs: I did not infer
anything. I told you straight what I had to

say.

Mr. BARNES: Was it in keeping with the
dignity of that House for a Minister to make
such a statement as that which the hon. member
had made with regard to the other Chamber?
From all they had heard during that discussion,
on> would think that members opposite had had
a pretty good hand in the abuses of which they
spoke so freely. Some hon. members had said a
great deal about employers interfering with their

men at election times, but the hon. member
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for Nundah emphatically stated the previous

evening that an employer in his electorate,
who was politically opposed to him, did not
in any way attempt to influence his employees.
He (Mr. Barnes) believed that very few em-
ployers would exercise undue influence on
their emplovees at election times, and held that
anyone who did so was unworthy of his position.
‘With regard to the grouping of small polling-
places, if they looked through the returns mem-
bers would find that in the majority of places the
votes cast would be under fifty. He found,
especially in growing districts, that people were
anxious t0 know how many votes were cast in
their district and for whom they were recorded,
and he did not see any reason for incurring the
expense and delay which would be caused by the
adoption of the clause under consideration.
They were told the previous evening about the
uncrowned king. Here again was to be seen the
work of the uncrowned king. Apparently there
were influences at work which caused the Go-
vernment to lose control of legislation,

The CHAIRMAN : Order, order!

Mr. BARNES : Whatever he had to do or say
in connection with any matter in that House,
he would never adopt a subterfuge by which
any hon. member was denied the opportunity of
explaining himself.

Mr. MITCHELL (Maryborough): It would
be a very good thing if hon. mewbers, when
they rose, always understood what they were
talking about. The hon. member for Bulimba
tried to make the Committee believe that there
was no means of knowing how many votes were
recorded in any particular place.

Mr. Barngs : For individuals.

Mr. MITCHELL : He said nothing about
individuals. That just showed that the hon.
member did not know what he was talking about,
for it was only by an interjection that he was
shown that both the presiding officer and seruti-

neer would know exactly the number of votes -

recorded, and he then shifted on to the question
of the individual vote. That was the point they
wanted to get away from, and not one who had
spoken in favour of deleting that portion of the
clause had shown any ground for taking that
stand. It was evident to him that in the large
majority of cases in the country districts the
majority of votes recorded did not reach fifty.
He therefore thought it would be a very wise

thing to leave the clause as it stood, and all votes.

under fifty in number should be sent to the
central polling-place.

Mr. LENNON (Herbert) would like to say
that he regarded the clause as the most reason-
able and necessary clause in the whole Bill. ‘In
the olden days, many years ago, particularly in
North Queensland, when polling-places were
established on lightships and far distant tele-
graph stations where there were perhaps only
three votes recorded, under the beneficent sway
of the then continuous Government the guessing
competition that they had had that day would
have been a moral certainty.

Mr. BarNgs: That is very unfair,

Mr. LENNON : He did not think it was un-
fair, more particularly as it was true, Speaking
of his own electorate, he might say that, as he
secured a handsome majority, the matter did not
concern him very much. There was one place
where twenty votes were cast for him and one
for his opponent. In such a case it would be
very much better to conceal the identity of
the votes, and he spoke feelingly for his oppo-
nent, who no doubt would not like to have the
numbers disclosed. He thought that fifty was a
very reasonable number. - At first he thought of

[4 SeprEMBER.]
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suggesting some smaller number, but on the
whole he was of opinion that that was a reason-
able number. He had very great pleasure in
supporting the clause.

Mr. JENKINSON (Fassifern) bad listened to
the arguments in favour of the clause, and must
admit that though he bad an open mind on the
guestion, nothing had been said that would con-
vince him that .it would be profitable to accept
the provision. He thought the onus of proof
should be on the other side, and the only argu-
ment which had been used which might be con-
sidered to have any weight was that used by the
hon, member for Barcoo, who said that at some
distant period certain men had been penalised
because it was suspected that they voted ina
certain way. He said the manager of Northamp-
ton Downs had stated that he intended to
discharge three men because they had voted
apparently against the Secretary for Railways.
If they looked at the matter from a common-
sense point of view, why should the manager not
discharge them? He was paying them their
wages, and if he was not satisfied with them——

Mr. KeNna : Do you advocate that ?

Mr. JENKINSON : If the hon. member for
Bowen would allow him to finish, he would see
the trend of his remarks. As a matter of fact,
although it was said that the manager exercised
his discretion, they did not know whether those
men were discharged or not. He would not
accept the mere statement of the gentleman
occupying the position of Secretary for Rail-
ways. It would be just as well to have a state-
ment of that kind backed up by facts.

THE SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS : I reciprocate
the feeling. ’

Mr. JENKINSON : It was quite a matter
of indifference to him what the hon. gentleman
thought. It was not even proved that the men
were discharged. : -

Mr. GrRANT: You advocate that an employer
should sack his men if they do not vote as he
wishes ?

Mr, JENKINSON: He had never adopted
that attitude. He had never spoken politics
to a single man in his employ, and they were
at liberty to vote as they liked. He was nog
an exception to the rule. He believed thas
the majority of employers of labour took that
view. What happened in the Western dis-
tricts with men who were dealing with store-
keepers? Those men were practically told
that because the storekeepers were on a dif-
ferent side in politics they were not to buy
anything from them. Why, even the Govern-
ment organ, the Worker—the Bible of the
Labour party—published a notice to its sup-
porters not to deal with men who did not
advertise in that paper, while the men who
were advertising with that paper were chiefly
men who held the same political opinions.
The very thing that was carried on by the
Labour . party was, what the Secretary for
Railways thought it wise to condemn, because -
it was carried on by men who had different
political convictions to his own. There was
absolutely no warrant for taking that as an
argument why this clause should be accepted.

He had an open mind, and it
[7.30 p.m.] would not affect him. Last elec-

tion he had an absolute majority
at every polling-place. He had also had the
experience mentioned by the hon. member
for Herbert, as in two elections there were
three instances in which he secured every vote
recorded and his opponent none at all. That,
of course, did away with the secrecy of the
ballot. His experience was, particularly in

Mr. Jenkinson.]
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country electorates, that electors were not
afraid: of expressing - their opinions ~ both
before and after the election, and he did: nos
see why there should be any secrecy in the

matter.” This clause meant expense and delay.

As' the leader of the Opposition said, there
was great - interest taken in the candidates,
and- the people liked to see how the returns
compared from various parts.” No one up to
the present had indicated what would bhe
gained by adopting the clause, and there had
been considerable argument against it. - He
presumed that it was thought it would mean an
increase of members in the Labour party, but
how could the leader of the ILabour party
occupy- a stronger position than he did at the
present time, when he actually dictated the
policy of the Government, and had absolutely
no responsibility ?

. Mr. LESINA: The hon. membher who had
just resumed his seat was probably not oppos-
ing this clause because they believed it would
mean an addition to the number of members
of the Labour party, bub that was merely’ a
statement and not a fact. The Labour party
were perfectly justified as any other party in
promoting the passage of legislation to get an
advantage; there was nothing immoral about
it. - Lord- Beaconsfield said in one of  his
no;ils that there was no honour in politics,

e SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC Lanps: W
did Lord Beaconsfield say that? B

Mr, LESINA: In “ Vivian Grey.”

The SECEETARY ¥OR PUBLIC LanDs: That is
not the dictum of Lord Beaconsfield.

Mr. LESINA: He did not think that the
clause would make any difference in a single
electorate in Western Queensland. They had
got representatives, because the majority of the
electors " wanted Labour - members. There
might be an exception: in- the case of the
Minister for - Railways, who represented” a
minority of the electors of the Barcoo.

Mr. JENKINSON : - Treason.

Mr. LESINA : No, it was not treason. - The
figures at the last election showed:. that the
hon. gentleman represented a little more than
one-third of the votes polled, "That was about
the only Western constituency which was in
that position, and it only happened last time
when the hon. gentleman left the wing of the
Labour party, and’ became an  independent
with Kidston.

The CHAIRMAN Order,. order!

Mr. LESINA: He wanted to show, as far
as his constituency was concerned, how little
1t mattered to him whether the clause went
through or not, but he was inclined to support
it. At the last elections there was a polling-
booth at five different stations in: his electo-
rate. At Logan Downs he: got 1 vote .and
his opponent, Mr: Risien, 5; at Wolfang he
got 5 and Mr. Risien 4; at Peak Downs he got
6 and Mr. Risien 8; at Twin Hills he got 0
and Mr., Risien 5; and at Kilcummin he got
4 and Mr. Risien 7.~ His opponent got 99
votes altogether, while he (Mr. Lesina) got 18,
making a total of 45 votes.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS:
got the squatting vote: (Laughter.)

Mr. LESINA: Tt had never been given for
him. . On every occasion since 1899, except one
when he was returned unopposed, : the same
results had occurred, and there was nearly a
2 to 1 majority at the stations against him last
time. " He hoped the one man at Logan Downs
who had voted for him had not been sacked;
he had not heard of any at the other places.
{Laughter.). What would it matter whether

[Mr. Jenkinson.
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- the votes were brought in from those places or

not? So far as the Western constituencies

‘were concerned, they were all in the same cate-

gory except in the Mitchell and Barcoo. In
Barcoo, the biggest place was Northampton
Downs. The Minister for- Railways had said
that a.number of men were sacked for voting ~
for him, and he would not be surprised if that
was true, knowing what he did of the narrow-
mindedness  of some of “the station bosses.
‘When - they victimised = one' or two men for
their political principles it made 100 converts
to the Labour party.  If what the Minister for
Railways had stated was true, probably when
the Bill reached another place. vital changes
would be made in it. - It would not be a bad
thing to have these men who were reported to
have been sacked from Northampton brought
before” the bar of the House. (Hear, hear!
and laughter.) - There were two' bars. If it
proved conclusively that there was one case of
the kind in Queensland, it would justify the
traditional policy of the Labour party, which
had been to insist on the votes being brought
in from the outside polling-places, when: there
were not less than fifty, to a head centre.  That
was. a plain, practical principle which he had
believed In ever since he had been in' the
House. In the first speech he delivered, he
expressed himself of that opinion, and he still
believed in it.~ So far as his electorate was
concerned, it had not suffered from men being
sacked.  He' did not” think men had been
sacked ; at least, he hoped not."" It did not
affect him at all; because, apart. from the sta-
tion votes, there were sufficient miners. and
townspeople in Clermont who believed - in -his
political principles to return: him. It was a
good idea to bring all the votes from the small
polling-places, and' count them: at a- central
booth, in order to convince the men that there
was no danger. Whether rightly or wrongly,
a number of these men did think there was a
danger that, if they voted for a certain politi-
It did
not trouble’ the single men so much, but men
with wives and families had to think of these
things. . There were some narrow-minded em-
ployers in the State who victimised their
employees for expressing- their political prin-
ciples in' their own way.” The fair-minded
employers and fair-minded station managers
did not need legislation of this kind, ‘but it
was the cowardly employer—the narrow-
minded man—they must protect the electors
Although the leader of the-Opposi-
tion took a-strong stand on this matter, he
would be the last member of the Chamber to
get up to defend any employer who victimised
his employees. Those who knew the leader of
the Opposition knew him to be a fair-minded
man, and one who.would not defend anything
of that kind.

Mr.  MULCAHY:
Gympie.

Hon. R. PHILP: I never reduced wages on
Gympie or anywhere else. .

Mr. MticAHY: You did. it by proxy.. I saw
your handwriting.

Mz Ryranp : That is quite: correct.

The CHAIRMAN : Order, order!

Mr. LESINA<: They had to guard against
the possibilities of abuse, hence the necessity
for legislation of that kind. If all employers
were fair-minded, there would not be any
necessity for. legislation of that kind at all;
indeed, there would not be any necessity for
Parliament, as they would then have reached
the ideal characteristic of the millennium.
But  there” were narrow-minded’ men who
exercised that power over their employees.

He reduced  wages .in
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Mr. JENEKINSON: What about the men who
victimise a storekeeper? :

Mr.  LESINA: There were faults on both
sides.  Xe was strongly in favour of the clause,
and there would be no harm to include it in
the Act. What harm could be done to anyone
if the votes at Twin Hills or Wolfang were
brought in and counted in Clermont? The
country would not go bung, stocks would not
fall; and capital would not leave the country
because of that. ~ What was true of Clermont
was true of other places, and he only regretted
the necessity for such:legislation.

Mr; DENHAM: When the Elections Act of
1905  was introduced a similar provision was
found in the Act as now appeared before them,
On that occasion, however, it provided for votes
less than twenty-five, but 1t had been increased
to fifty. “The amendment and - clause were
carried-on the voices; no division was taken.
The arguments that were used were the same
as those used that night—-that the grouping
would be a protection to the respective voters.
As had been pointed out by the leader of the
Opposition, the scrutineers could discover by a
scrutiny of the voting-papers who initialled the
voting-papers, and.in that way they could get
at the.votes placed at each polling-place. - For
instance, say.that there were a group of five
polling-booths.” At Duck Creek, John Brown

- would be the presiding officer, and he would
have to initial the voting-papers “J.B.”” A%
Kangaroo Hills the presiding officer would be
William: Smith; and he would initial the votes
“W.8.”  Then at Deep Gully, Samuel Jones
would be the presiding officer, and he would
initial the votes “ 8.J.” " At Mount Sylvia; the
presiding officer would be Richard Dove, and
he would initial them  R.D.’* and at another
place the presiding officer’ would be George
Williams, and he would initial them “ G.W.”
In spite of the votes being mixed, the scru-
tineer, if he wished, could unravel them, and
discover how the votes were recorded: at the
different places.

Mr. GrAaNT: - How long  would. it take to
count: the votes?

* Mr. DENHAM: In the case of a close

* serutiny the scrutineer would not care whether
it:took an hour or a day to count them. To
his mind‘the clause was ‘one that would not
work any particular evil, and in that case he
did not propose.to oppose it.

Mr. WHITE: A great’ deal had been said
about the tyranny of the employers in the
West, but it.was strange that the representa-
tives of the Western constituencies were all
Labour men.  In his district if there was any
tyranny at” all it" was on the part- of the
Labour party:

B{Ir. BarBer and L.aBovr MEeMBERS:  No,
no!

Mr. WHITE: If a Labour man did not vote
straight -there he got a'very bad time.” The
Labour party were more tyrannous than’ the
bosses.  Ninety-nine per cent. of the employers
would not" think -of  saying one word, about
their employees, and if they were good work-
men they would be kept on no matter how
they voted.  He was a fairly large employer
of labour, and he was not opposed to the
clause. "If it was going to do them any good,
let them have it, because it would not make
one iota of difference as to how people would
vote.” Legislation of that kind was foolish, but
they could not fool the people all the time, and
they would soon see who were their friends and
who were their enemies.

[4 SEPTEMBER.]
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The HOME: SECRETARY did not. think
there would be any considerable expense in-
volved, as was feared by the leader  of the
Opposition. ' Instead of calling' a man a pre-
siding officer, he would be called an assistant
returning officer, and the- cost of taking the
ballot-boxes to the central polling-places would
not be heavy. -But, even if it did entail ex-
pense, it:was the duty of the Government to
make the change if they felt that it would
secure to voters the sanctity of the ballot.  They
wanted to prevent the identification of votes.
Rightly. or wrongly, the men in the  West had
the idea that the presiding officers at small
polling-places—who were . often ~the - station
managers—knew - how they voted, and that
prevented them to a certain extent from en-
joying the free exercise of the franchise. I
was far more difficult to identify votes if the
ballot-papers from five or six: polling-places
were. mixed together.

Mr. ADAMSON (Maryborough): There had
been. a cry for this reform for & very long
time, and he had always felt’ that there was
some reason for it.” The hon. member for
Musgrave said-that the workers exercised
coerecion, and Labour members said that there
was inbimidation. on- the” part: of employers. .
There was intimidation, perhaps, on bo.thlsldes,
and this was a means ol preventing it." The
baliot was. introduced; in the first instance, to
protect: those in low social positions from the
power of those in high social positions, and
the. history: of political 1ifé* showed that there
had always been intimidation of the weak by
the strong.  If there was intimidation, whether
on the part of Labour or whether on the part
of the employers, it was .a good thing to pre-
vent it; and it was because he believed in that,
and’ because he believed in' maintaining ' the
secrecy of the ballot, that he intended to vote
for the clause.

Hox. R. PHILP: It was said that men were
afraid of being penalised by their employers,
but he found that in Carpentaria, in the towns
of Burketown and:Normanton, the: defeated
candidate got a majority, whilst in' the out-
side polling-places the Labour candidate gob a
majority.: In- Warrego, Charleville- was. the
only town worth speaking of.” There the de-
feated candidate got 336 votes and Mr. Barber
gotb 320, proving that the outside polling-places
practically won the.seat for the Labour candi-
date, and that men were not afraid to vote.

Mr. BowyaN: This is’ the first time' the
Labour candidate ever  got the majority-.in
the outside polling-places in the Warrego.

How. R. PHILP : There was only one polling-
place at Townsville, so that is was not:possible
to find out how 'people voted.  The clause
would not do any harm to his side. It was
only pandering to a certain section, and after
they got it he thought they would be sick of
it. . They were told that they should econo-
mise. They were going to save £4,000 to pre-
vent people getting on  the rolls,” and now
they were going to further expense to destroy
the interest -taken - in the . elections: in  the
country. .

Mr. BARNES moved the omission of  the
word ‘“fifty’’ in' line 16, with the view of
inserting  the word * twenty-five.”

The HOME SECRETARY: The number
was fixed at fifty after full consideration, and
he could not. see that any good object would
be served by reducing it.

Mr. BARNES: When the Bill was intro-
duced in 1905 the number was fixed at twenty-
five, and it was increased to fifty at the sug-
gestion of the present Secretary for Railways.

Mr. Barnes.]
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There were quite a number of people who
were anxious to know how many votes had
been recorded for the different candidates at
any particular polling-place. In his electorate
there were not many places where less than
fifty votes were polled, but he had yet to
learn that there had ever been any intimida-
tion where the number of votes had been
small.

The HoME SECRETARY: Probably it would
not be put in force in your electorate. It says
“may,” not “shall.”

Mr. BARNES: He was quite aware of that.
At a new polling-place in his electorate there
were only three votes polled. He did not

suppose that there had been any

[8 p.m.] intimidation there, because two of
. the votes were for him and one for
his opponent. Tt was supposed to be a Govern
ment settlement. They seemed to be largely
fighting something which did not exist. At
the same time they were depriving people of
the opportunity of knowing what had hap-
pened in their own particular district. His
experience was that people in small places took
a keen interest in elections and liked to know
exactly what had transpired. He hoped the
amendment would be carried.

_Amendment (Mr. Barnes’s) put and nega-
tived.

Clause 12 put and passed.

On clause 18— Amendment of section 817

How. R. PHILP pointed out that it would
be possible for scrutineers to ascertain from
the initials on the ballot-papers what votes
were recorded at small polling-places, and so
identify those given for particular candidates.
A presiding officer, say Thomas Brown, would
mark the ballot-papers issued at his polling-
booth *‘T.B.,” and if his initials were known
it would be very easy for the scrutineers to
recognise the ballot-papers coming from his
district, and in this way finding out how elec.
tors had voted. If the Minister really wanted
to preserve the secrecy of the ballot, could he
not devise some provision which wouald destroy
any chance of scrutincers ascertaining in that
way how certain electors had voted?

Mr. WHITE asked what was the meaning
of the word “ gross” in line 287 He thought
it was unnecessary, and should be omitted, as
1t would be sufficient to say that the returning

officer should “ ascertain, the numbe
for each candidate.” © ¥ of votes

The HOME SECRETARY said this clause,
with a slight alteration to meet the absent
voters , clause and the assistant returning
officers’ clause, was a copy of section 81 of the
present Electoral Act.

Mr. WaITE: What about the word gross’?

The HOME SECRETARY: “ Qross” there
meant total,

Mr. WHITE thought the phrase ‘“ gross
Pumber” was nonsensical, and that the word
‘ gross” should be omitted.

The HOME SECRETARY did not think
the word ‘“‘gross” was out of place. There
would be a certain number of votes from
different places, and the correct phrase to
describe the total number for each candidate
was ‘‘ gross number.” '

Hon. R. PHILP: How were they going to
prevent scrutineers from finding out from
the initials of the returning officer how electors

at these small polling-places had voted? . As.

the clause stood there was nothing in it to
prevent that kind of thing.

Mr, Rvianp: They are sworn to secrecy.

[Mr. Barnes.
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How. R. PHILP: The scrutineer was there
in behalf of the candidate, and had a perfect
right to examine the votes, He thought some-
thing should be done to prevent them identi-
fying any votes, otherwise the secrecy of the -
ballot would be gone.

Mr. PAGET (Mackay): It was part of the
duty of scrutineers to examine the back of a
vote to see that it was in order and was properly
initialled, and they were not sworn to secrecy
as to the number of votes cast for each candi-
date. What was easier than for the scrutineers
of various candidates at the smaller centres,
when they had marked their rolls, as they did
by putting a tick opposite the names of each
person who voted, to send those rolls to the’
head scrutineers at the central office, and for
those head scrutineers to examine each of
those voting-papers? In the case of small
polling-booths where there were four or five or
eight or ten voters, the system would not be
conducive to any miore secrecy than existed at
present.

Mr. COWARP said he was present for a few
moments in his electorate when the postal votes
were opened, and the returning officer opened
them initials up and laid them on the table.
Then he mixed those votes up again, and he
(Mr. Cowap) defied any scrutineér to know
how a voter voted. He did not think any
returning officer when counting would delay
long enough to identify the votes.

Mr. WHITE had a strong objection to the
word ‘‘ gross.” He believed one of the
strongest reasons why it was adhered to was
that it was objected to by a member of the
Opposition. That had been the tendency all
through the Bill. In Collinsg’s Graphic English
Dictionary the following were the definitions
of ““ gross’ i—

Thick ; coarse ; rude; rough, as work ; vulgar, indeli-
cate ; low ; impure, as in language; large grained, as
wood or fabric; plain ; palpable, as an act of injustice ;
dense, close, as air, ete.; enormous ; shameful, as wicked
deeds ; bulky; fat; corpulent; stupid; dull, #s percep-
tion or sense ; whole ; entire; total; the main body; the
bulk; the mass; the number of twelve dozen; gross-
headed, having a thick skull; stupid.

(Laughter.) In the name of goodness, what
business had the word in the clause! It was
absolute surplusage, and it had no meaning.

Mr. SUMNER took it the point raised by
the leader of the Opposition was that, notwith-
standing the passing of the last clause, it was
quite possible for the scrutineers to still detect
for whom a man voted.

Hon. R. Puitp: The number of votes for
each candidate.

Mr. SUMNER : No doubt that was still pos-
sible, but it was improbable. He thought
they were not paying a very high tribute to
the character of returning officers and presid-
ing officers. In his electorate, when he heard
who had been appointed to those offices, he
had no scrutineers, although there were a
large number of postal votes recorded against
him. The returning and presiding officers
were men who could be relied upon to do the
right thing. ¥le was sorry the Government:
did ndét pay them better, and hoped when the
Estimates came on the payment would be in-
creased. It was something new to him to hear
that men had been victimised in the West.

Mr. BowwmaN: It is true all the same.

Mr. SUMNER: He did not say it was not
true. He was very glad the last clause was
passed, because it would suit all parties. No
doubt elections were conducted loosely ab
times, and he knew of a case in which every
voter who voted for a certain candidate was
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given a glass of wine. Nobody could tell how
1t was discovered for whom the men voted
until it was explained to him that there was a
man on the roof looking down on the voters
and watching whose name they scratched out,
and then signalling to the man in charge of
the wine. (Laughter.) He was very glad the
present Government had appointed school
teachers as presiding officers, and that the elec-
tions were held in the State schools.

Hox. R. PHILP had never said a word
against the honour or integrity of returning
officers.

Mr. SuMNER: I did not mean that.

Hown. R. PHILP: But although he knew
of certain irregular proceedings ~which had
taken place in the North at fimes, the people
of Nundah were ten times worse. He never
heard in the North of anyone getting on the
roofs of houses to see how men voted. People
had told him after the election how they had
voted. He had never said they could find out
how a man voted, but where he voted by means
of the mitials of the returning officers. The
clause was simply brought in to prevent
people knowing where men voted Not a
single member had ever said he could tell how
men voted. Unless the man himself told the
candidate it was impossible to know, and
sometimes the candidate could not believe
him. It suited the Government to introduce
the clause, but he did not believe it would
make the slightest difference to any member
of the House, The Lahour party had the
Western constituencies. They could not get
two members where there was only one now.
People would say, What was the good of going
to an election? It would destroy the little
mterest they had in it.

Clause put and passed.

128{1 clause 14— Amendment of section

. The HOME SECRETARY explained that
in. regard to penalty for neglect of duty, the
clause brought the assistant returning officer
under the same lability as the returning
officer.

Hon. R. PHILP_did not know whether it
was an opportune fime or not to say some-
thing“about the appointment and remunera-
tion of returning officers. He knew those who
were in the Government service complained
about the small amount they were getting
for so much more work. He thought it was
not a fair thing for a Government servant to
be a returning cfficer at election times.
When it came to a casting vote—it did no#
often come—it was unfair to expect a man in
the Government service to give his casting
vote, It put a man in a very difficult position.
The returning officers, he thought, should be
appointed from outside the public service
altogether.

Clause put and passed.

Mr. CREAGH (Croydon): The title of the
Bill was very ‘wide in its scope, being * A
Bill to Amend the Elections Acts, 1885 to
1905.”” He would like to see a provision in-
serted in the Bill to bring it into line as nearly
as Eosmble with the Commonwealth Electoral

ct.

Hon. R. Pamp: Make it a new clause 15.

Mr. CREAGH: He moved the insertion
after clause 14 of the following new clause:—

(L.) Tn paragraph (¢) of section six of the consoli-
dated Acts, after the word * continnously’ the words
‘or whose names have been recorded on any State
electoral roll of any State of the Commonwealth other
than Queensland, and who have resided in Queensland
for six months continuously” are inserted.

|4 SerremsER.]
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(2.) The following words are added to the eighth
question in the form of claim in section thirty of the
consolidated Acts—namely, “or has your name been
recorded on any State electoral roll of any State of the
Commonwealth other than Queensland, and, if so, for
what electoral district and State, and have you con-
tinuously resided in Queensland for six months™ ¢

When speaking previously on the Bill, he had
pointed out that he thought the people who
had resided in other States of the Common-
wealth, and had their names recorded on the
roll there, should be entitled when they came
to this State to have their name placed on the
roll after a residence of six months in the
State. He did not believe any hon., member
would oppose this amendment. Our law
would then ke in accordance with that of the
Commonwealth. He thought anyone coming
from the other States should not remain here
longer than six months before getting their
voting qualification. He had pleasure in sub-
mitting his amendmént to the consideration of
the Committee.

* The HOME SECRETARY did not propose
to accept the amendment, as he thought it was
reasonable to ask a man to reside here
twelve months before giving him the privilege
of voting.

Mr. CREAGH was exceedingly sorry to hear
the Home Secretary oppose the amendment,
as he thought he would have accepted it.
They had heard a great deal during the debate
about offering facilities for voting, the secrecy
of the ballot, and about intimidation. The
Home Secretary had appeared to be desirous
of giving every person in Queensland an
opportunity of getting on the roll. He con-
tended that, if a man had a right to a vote for
the Commonwealth on a residential qualifica-
tion of six months he had a right, after
having his name on the roll of any other State
of the Commonwealth, to get his name placed
on the Queensland roll after a residence of
six months here. He trusted the Committee
would not reject the amendment.

Mr. MANN thought an important amend-
ment like this should have been in print, and
placed in the hands of hon. members for con-
sideration.

Mr, CrescH: It is plain enough.

Mr. MANN: It might be plain enough, but
members should be afforded an opportunity of
considering it. He was'in favour of the amend-
ment, but he considered that the hon. member
should withdraw it and give proper notice,

Mr. LESINA: As a strong supporter of the
Government, he must express his deep regret
that the Home Secretary did not see his way to
accept the amendment. It was a fair proposi-
tion, and one which the Labour party had been
agitating for for some years. If the hon. mem-
ber for Croydon kept on at this rate it would
not be long before he joined the party which
he properly belonged to—the Labour party.
He hoped he would press the amendment to a
division, and he (Mr. Lesina) would support
him. The people of Australia were a nomadic
people, being compelled by the exigencies of
their occupation in the primary industries to
shift about from place to place. We were en-
couraging the employment of white labour in
the canefields. Many men from the other
States came here with their wives and opened
a home, and then went North to cut cane. If
they were here eleven months before an elec-
tion, they coulg not vote, and were debarred for
three years, until another election took place,
from having any voice in the government of the
country. Then they might be out of their
electorate, but because we had abolished the

Mr. Lesina.]
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postal vote, and had not made provision for
everybody exercising their' vote, these men
might be here seven years before they could
exercise their vote, and be paying taxes all the
time. ' Under the circumstances, he regretted
that the Home Secretary would not liberalise
the measure in the way suggested: that was,

that if an Australian came here
[8:80 p.m.] from New South Wales or Victoria,

and remained here six months, he
should be enabled to get on the roll as quickly
as possible. "Were' they not all brother Aus-
tralians now under the sway of the Federal
Commonwealth? Had not all the interstate

barriers now been pulled down? They were .

only divided from the other States now by an
imaginary line, so that, when an Australian
shifted over that imaginary line into Queens-
land, they should take him by the hand, poli-
tically speaking, and put him on the electoral
roll “here as' quickly as. possible;  instead of
making -him wait. for twelve months. They
should - encourage population ~to come to
Queensland by giving these people the finesk
and broadest franchise as soon as possible to
enable them to cast their votes for the parlia-
mentary candidates. If they did that, they
would . get more people to come here very
quickly. ' He regretted that the Hon. the Home
Secretary would not accept the amendment,

Mr.. JONES- (Burnett) regretted that the
Home: Secretary would not accept the amend-
ment. . In the electorate he represented there
were a great many young men from Victoria
and New South  Wales, and they generally
arrived: about ten or eleven months Lbefore a
general’ election. In- that case they would
have -towait nearly four years before they
could vote at an election. These people’ who
came from the Southern States were intelligent
men, and they should give them every facility
to- get on' the roll. ' He would even be . in
favour of making it three months. - He noticed
that the amendment did not provide for allow-
ing those who were not on any roll in the other
States to get on the roll here at the same time.

Mr. CreacH: I will iry to get that in after.

Mr.  JONES: Those who had reached the
age of twenty-one years, and who were entitled
to vote, should be given. the same facilitiex as
those who were already on the rolls in' the
Southern States.” When they come to Queens-
land they should be given an: opportunity to
record. their votes as soon as possible.

Hoxn. R, PHILP: A the present time there
were a number of settlers coming from the
other States. The Secretary for Public Lands
was offering. inducements to people to'.come
here to settle on the land, and they were get-
ting &’ number of useful” farmers from’ New
South Wales and Victoria.. They were also
getting a number of men on the sugar planta-
tions, and after they had been' here for six
months they should be entitled to a vote.  If &
man came from KEurope he should: have to
wait for twelve months before he was given a
vote; but the men’ from the Southern States
were in a different position, as they knew
something about Australian’ conditions. © He
would. certainly support the amendment.

The PREMIER : While he had no objection
to the six ‘months’ qualification instead of
twelve months, and while he miight introduce
another Bill next year to get in other pro-
visions, that was not the purpose of the present
Bill. - This Bill was introduced for a special
purpose, and they were not going to-have it

[Mr. Lesina.
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made a" general amendment of the Elections
Acts.” As hon. members knew, this Bill had
been introduced for a particular purpose. e

Mr, CreagH: It does not say that in:the

title.

The PREMIER : The amendment was simply
to get a general amendment of the Elections
Acts to facilitate its rejection by another place.
The Bill was introduced for a particular pur-
pose, and it was not because he had any objec-
tion to the six months’ qualification instead of
twelve months that he opposed the amendment_
Hon, members knew quite well that he thought
the six months’ qualification was quite ample.

Mr.. BownaN: It was in the last Elections
Bill.

The PREMIER : Yes,

Mr. Ryranp:- And it was chucked out by the
Upper House.

Mz, Lesina: Let them throw. it:out again
and take the responsibility of it.

The PREMIER: The hon. gentleman was
giving some of their friends in another place a
handle to throw it out.. He did not want to see
the Bill thrown out. At any rate, if it was
thrown out, he wanted it made clear what the
threw it out for. :

Mr. Lesina: Throw them out.

The PREMIER :  He would like to see if it
was because of the postal vote that it was
thrown out, and for that reason he objected
to the amendment being incorporated. in the
Bill. - It was unwise to- attempt it at the
present time. They were dealing with one
subject in the Bill; and it was for that purpose
that it was introduced.’ He hoped: hon. mer:-
bers who saw . the difficulty would help them
in not making: the difficulty greater.

Mr. .BOUCHARD: The Premier ' was
scarcely. accurate. when he suggested that the
Bill was brought in for one purpose alone—
namely, the abolition of the postal vote. They
had’ originated- the group system, and they
were . appointing - assisting returning. officers
under it.

Mr. Pacer: And absent voters are provided

for.

Mr. BOUCHARD: It also . provided for
absent voters. ;
. Hon. R, Puitp: And it abolishes advertis-

ing,

Mr. BOUCHARD : The Government adopted
the attitude of introducing Bills, and wishing
to pass them ‘as they were presented to the
House.. The Government :would not accept
any amendments at all. - It was the privilege
of members to scrutinise. Bills and amend
them  as they thought fit. It was not right
for the Premier to. say, “ Here is a Bill, take
it or leave it.”

Mr. LExNON: He did not say so.

Mr. BOUCHARD: ' As the hon. member
for Clermont said, they were. all Australians.
They had heard plenty of talk about one flag,
one destiny, and one people. J

Mr. Woobs:  Monday’s  meeting did" not
say so.

Mr. BOUCHARD : They knew that under
the regulations .of the Commonwealth public
servants  of the Commonwealth were  trans-
ferred from one State to. another, and some
came to Queensland to take up their abode,
bringing their families with them. " The pro-
bability was that they would spend  the rest
of their lifetime here.” Seeing that they had
the privilege of the franchise in their own
State, it was only fair tha# after six months’
residence in - Queensland ' they should be
accorded .the  privilege of voting  here for
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returning a’ representative to make the laws
under which they had to live. It was a very
fair amendment,  and’ he did not think - the
Premier had advanced any argument why it
should not be accepted.

Mr. LESINA entered a protest against the
statement of the Premier that, if the amend-
ment were inserted; it would furnish another
branch of the Legislature with an excuse for re-
jecting the Bill.  That was a very uncharitable
statement to make, because in the Bill intro-
duced in 1905 by the Government the proposal
was included, and it was knocked out by hon.
gentlemen: in the other branch- of the Legisla-
ture. - The chances were that, if it were again
inserted, they would again knock-it out, there-
by removing from the Assembly the respon-
sibility of rejecting it, and placing the respon-
sibility. upon that other branch of the Legis-
lature.- If they were willing to set their faces
against progressive legislation time after time,

such a storm of disapproval would arise in the =~

country as would break on their heads, and
they would" be -the sufferers  thereby.. But
because the other House might do something
they did not like in the Assembly, that was no
rcason why" they should be frightened from
doing what they maintained to be right. He
was sure the member for' Croydon was not
animated by a desire to see the Bill rejected,
though he did not agree with some of its pro-
visions: No Elections Bill could be introduced
which' would satisfy every hon. member. The
hon, m&mber had referred to this principle on
the second reading. He (Mr. Lesina) would
also like to see the system altered, as it was
most unreasonable to prevent people who came
here’ eleven months before an election from
voting for another three years—nearly four
years altogether. The Home Secretary was ill-
advised in not accepting the amendment. No
harm - could result- from' its adoption. What
guarantee had the Premier that the Council
would reject the Bill if the amendment was
accepted? There was no evidence in support of
that contention.

The PrEMIER: Why are their friends opposite
s0 anxious to get' it in?

My, LESINA did not know that they were
anxious. = The only member who had spoken
was the leader of the Opposition, and he did
not know- whether he objected to it the last
time. - Whether the amendment was accepted
by the Council or not, he hoped the Bill
would not be rejected, as it satisfied him in
certain - particulars. - He also hoped that the
Premier would not threaten hon. members
with the Legislative Council.. What right had
the hon. gentleman to assume that the Council
would do this or would do that? It seemed a
kind" of appeal to certain members of the
Council to reject the measure. The Premier
and the Home Secretary both stated that the
Bill had been introduced for a specific purpose
Was that not another lesson to hon. members
not to permit any Minister to come down with
a cut-and-dried proposition to amend Acts
““in certain particulars’” without knowing what
those particulars were? They were practically
helpless' when they ought to be supreme.  He
hoped the Premier would withdraw his opposi-
tion to the amendment. If it was good enough
to insert in the last Bill it ought to be good
enough to insert in this Bill.

The PreEMIER: It is quite good enough:

Mr. LESINA : There was no more danger

of this Bill being rejected than there was of

the last Bill being rejected. A general elec-
tion had- taken place since the last Bill was
passed, and a big majority of members had
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been returned pledged to an amendment of
the Elections Act on the lines laid down in the
Bill.

OprosITION MEMBERS: No, n0o!

Mr. LESINA: Hon. members of the other
branch of the Legislature were aware that the
opinion of . the country was to some extent.
behind this measure. The Premier must not
be permitted to irighten hon. members with
the bogey of the Legislative Council. They
were'  not ~ children.  Probably ' the  Counci]
would alter the Bill." They might even knock
out that clause if the Assembly put it in; but;
if they did, the people in the country would
hold them responsible. The amendment did
not involve the fate of the Government, and
he hoped the objection to it would be. with:
drawn. They could make all the amendments
they liked so long- as they were. within the
order of leave.

The PREMIER - asked for the Chairman’s
ruling as to whether the amendment was in
order?

Mr. LEsiva = It is too- late to raise that ques-
tion now.

The CHAIRMAN : T think it is quite in
order for any hon. member to raise the question
as to whether the amendment is in order.” My
disposition is not to prevent a member moving
amendments on new clauses, unless the question
of  order -is: raised. ' Standing Order No. 260
SayS—

Any amendment may be made to a clause or other
part of a Bill, provided that the amendment is velevant
to the subject-matter of the Bill, or pursuant to an
instruction:

There is no necessity to quote the rest of -the
Standing Order. Since the debate yesterday in
connection  with the amendment propesing to
omit: the words ‘*in certain  particulars” in the
order of leave to . introduce & Bill to amend the
Local Authorities Act, I have taken the trouble
to look up the question of  the relevancy' of
amendments, and ‘I am of opinion that the
amendment which is now offered is not relevant
to the subject-matter  of this particular Bill, and
I shall give reasons to the .Committee why I
think so.  Of course, if houn.. members confine
themselves to the title of the Bill, or to''the
order of leave, the amendment would be in
order ; but there is another question which has
to be considered by the Chairman--that is the

uestion. of relevancy to the. subject-matter of
the ‘Bill. “ The subject-matter of this Bill con-~
sists.of three or four main principles. There is,
first, the discontinuance’ of certain -advertise-
ments ; then there is the second principle of the
repeal of the postal vote ; there is the.third prin-
ciple providing for absent voters ; and the fourth
principle consists in the appointment of central
polling-places. I do net think that the fact that
the title of the Billis ‘‘ A Bill to Amend the Elec-
tions Acts, 1885 to 1903,” gives a free hand to hon.
members to move’ any amendment pertaining to
the Elections Acts. The amendment must be
relevant to the principles embodied in the Bill as
passed at the second reading. - In support of my
position I should like to refer hon. members to a
debate - which took place in the Federal Senate
in 1904. “ That debate will be found in No. 17 of
the Federal Hansard, issued on Saturday, 16th
July, 1904,

Hon. R. PHILe : Why, they have no Standing
Orders there.

The CHAIRMAN : The leader of the Oppo-
sition will see that it really does not: alter the
question whether they had Standing - Orders
or not, although as a matter of  fact they
had Standing Orders at that particular: time.
A question was. raised  in.  connection with

Mr. Jackson.] ..
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a decision given as to the relevancy of an
amendment moved on the Trades Mark Bill
in the Senate, There was an appeal from
the decision of the Chairmau to the Presi-
dent, and I should like to read to hon. members
what the President said on that occasion, because
it bears out the position I am taking up now in
ruling that the amendment of the hon. member
for Crovdon is.not relevant to the subject-matter
of this Bill. "The President said—

The guestion I have to decide is whether or not the
ruling given by the Acting Chairman of Committees is,
in my opinion, correct. That ruling was that a certain
amendment, which it was suggested should be made,
was not relevant to the subject-matter of the Bill.

I do not wish to take up the time of the Com-
mittee by reading the whole of what the Presi-
dent said, and shall therefore confine myself to
the more salient points of his decision. A.little
further on the President said—

Amongst other powers given to the Committeeis Lha,”
of making amendrents. Standing Order 194 says—

“ Provided the same be relevant to the subject-matter
of the Bill, and be otherwise in conformity with the
Rules and Orders of the Senate.”

That Standing Order is exactly identical with
our own Standing Order, which I have just
quoted—

Any amendment may be made to a clause or other
partof a Bill nrovided that the amendment is relevant
to the subject-matter of the Bill.

Then the President went on to say—

Our Standing Orders and practice on this point are
the same as the Standing Orders and practice of the
British House of Commons, and of the Legislative
Assembly of New South Wales, and I will read from a
parliamentary paper of New South Wales of 1894,
which illustrates with great clearness the rule I have
just enunciated. The following is a letter from Sir
Joseph Abbott, the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly
of New South Wales, to the Clerk of the House of
Commons :—

“The Speaker’s Room, Legislative Assembly,
Sydney, 29th June, 1894.
“ Dear Sir,—

“On the 16th May last a ruling was given by me in our
Legislative Assembly, which has been taken by some
honourable members as initiating a new practice, and
the correctness of which has been privately questioned
by one or two members of the lHouse, whose standing
makes their opinion worthy of grave consideration; I
should, therefore, thovgh hesitating to again encroach
upon your time, be giad if you would give youropinion
npon the ruling given.

“The point of order submitted from the Committee
of the Whole was whether it was regular to consider
an amendment or new clauss which, though fairly
covered by the title, was not relevant to the provisions
of the Bill itself. as broughtin and read a second time.
The Chairman of Committees had ruled the new clause
out of order, and I, for the reasons which you will see
fully stated in the Parliamentary Debates seut herewith,
sustained his decision.””

Sir Joseph Abbott then refers to papers and reports
whieh he had forwarded with his letter. Sir Reginald
Palgrave, Olerk ot the House of Commons, replied—

¢ Dear Mr. Speaker,— .

“The only reply that I can make to your letter of the
29th Juvne is to felicitate you on the clear, concise, and
able decision yougave on Mr. lHaynes’s proposed amend-
ment to the Parliamentary Electorates Acts Amend-
ment Bill,

“You stated conclusively that the relevancy of an
amendment toa Bill must be tested not by the title of
the Bill but by its subject-matter; indeed, it was to
establish this principle that the FHouse of Commons
passed our Standing Order No. 347 ’

So that it is guite clear that the test, and the only test,
which we have to apply, is: Is this amendment, or
suggested amendment, relevant to the subject-matter of
the Bill?

I shall not read any further, and shall only again
point out that the amendmenl moved by the
hon. member for Croydon is not relevant to the
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subject-matter of the Bill before the Committee,
and that, in my opinion, the amendment is not
in order.

Mere. CREAGH : Did he understand that the
Chairman ruled the amendment out of order ?

The CHAIRMAN : Yes; I must inform the
hon. member that that is my ruling.

Mr. CREAGH : And that it cannot be further
discussed ?

The CHATRMAN : The hon. member cannot
discuss the clause now that I have ruled it out cf

order.

The HOME SECRETARY moved that the
Chairman do now leave the chair, and report the
Bill to the House without amendment.

Hon. R. PHILP: Before that question was
put—he had no wish to question the Chairman’s
ruling—but-~—-

The PreMIER : You cannot discuss the Chair-
man’s ruling.

Hon. R. PHILP : He could move an amend-
ment, but he did not desire to do that. He
wished to puint out that one of our Standing
Orders

The PreMIgR : You cannot discuss the matter.

HoN. R. PHILP : The Premier was not the
Chairman of Committees ; he was only a member
of the Committee.

The PREMIER rose to a point of order, and
asked if the hon. member could discuss the
Chairman’s ruling without moving a metion.

The CHAIRMAN : It will only be in order
to discuss my ruling when a motion is made to
disagree with my ruling. That has not been
done. I gave my decision, and the Home
Secretary then rose and moved another motion.

Hon. R. PHILP : The Chairman did not
pub the question moved by the Home Secretary.
He (Mcr. Philp) now moved that the Chairman’s
ruling be disagreed with. He did not wish to
do that, but the Premier had forced him to do
it. Standing Order No. 260 said distinctly that
“ Any amendment”

The PREMIER rose to a point of order.
‘Was not there a question before the Committee

HonoUraBrLE MEMBERS: No, it was not put.
Yes, yes !

The PREMIER: Although the Chairman
did not get the opportunity of putting the ques-
tion, was the question not before the Com-
mittee ? Had any hon. member a right to speak
between the Home Secretary propusing the
question and the Chairman putting it to the
Committee ?

The CHAIRMAN : I am inclined to think
that the hon. member has lost his opportunity
of moving that my ruling be dis-
9 pm.] agreed to. Thehon. member should
have risen immediately after I gave
my decision, but he did not do that. The Home
Secretary then rose, after a slight pause, and
moved that I leave the chair. I really do not
want to burke discussion on my ruling. I would
rather allow discussion to take place upon it, but
at the same time I want to keep within the par-
liamentary practice.

Hovw. R. PHILP submitted that the question
was not put, and that he was quite in order in
getting up to discuss the matter, That was the
second time the Premier had endeavoured to
burke discussion.

The PREMIER must again rise to a pbinb of
order. The Chairman had ruled that it was out of
order to speak between the moving of the motion
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and the putting of it, unless on the motion before
the Committee. The hon. member must know
himself that he was out of order.

Hon. R. Prirpe: I do not.
Mr. CREAGH would like to explain—

The CHAIRMAN : Order. I may point out
that it is not an uncommon practice, when a
member moves a motion, and bhefore the Chair-
man puts it to the Committee, for another mem-
ber to intervene.

Hon. R. PrILP: Itis done frequently.

The CHAIRMAN : The usual practice is to
give a member an opportunity of moving an
amendment if he desires to move it. I therefore
do not feel inclined at present to prevent the
hon, member for Townsville from moving that
my ruling be disagreed to.

Hox. R. PHILP thanked the Chairman for
his decision. Notwithstanding the bullying of
the Premier

The PrEMIER : Order!

Hox. R. PHILP : He did not want to move
a motion of disagreement, but he did so merely
to obtain a discussion. Standing Order 260
said—

Any amendment may be made to a clause or other
part of a Bill, provided that the amendment is relevant
to the subject-matter of the Bill, or pursuant to au in-
struction, and is otherwise in conformuty with the
Standing Rules and Orders of the House; but, if an
ameudment Is agreed to which is not within the title
of the Bill, the Committee shall amend the title ac-
cordingly, and report the amendment specially to the
House.

There was not the slightest doubt that the title
was sufficiently wide to allow of the ameodment
of the hon. member for Croydon to be moved.
The other matter he was not prepared to argue
at the present time. The Bill dealt with absent
voters, and with who was going to vote, and the
amendment would allow people who had been
six mionths in the State to vote. He thought it
might be fairly said that it was within the four
corners of the Bill. He did not know that the
member for Croydon was going to move the
amendment.
Mr, CREAGH : No one knew it.

Hovr. R. PHILP did not think the amend-
ment would interfere with the passage of the
Bill in the Upper House.

The Premizr: This has nothing to do with

disagresing to the Chairman’s ruling.

Hox. R. PHILP : If the Premier would sit
still and say nothing, they would get on much
better. He was not Chairman of Committees.

The CHAIRMAN : Order !
Mr: LesiNa: He is too angry to be cool.

Hox. R. PHILP : The title of the Bill was
wide enough to allow any amendment to come in,
but he maintained that all through they had
been dealing with voters. * They had taken away
the right to vote by post ; they had given absent
voters a vote, and certainly they were entitled to
say whether a man who had been six, twelve, or
eighteen months in the State should be entitled
to a vote. The present Act said a man must
have been resident for twelve months, and they
were amending that Act. He regretted very
much having to do so, but he must move that the
Chairman’s ruling be disagreed to.

Mr. LESINA thought the Chairman’s ruling
was incorrect, and would support the motion to
disagree with it. The Standing Order quoted
was very clear. He was not at all satisfied—
although he listened attentively to what the
Chairman had to say in support of his attitude—
that the amendment was not within the order of
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leave. It was well within the subject-matter
of the Bill. That was his opinion, and holding
that opinion he must back up bis opinion with
his vote, He was afraid that if that kind of
thing was to go on they would gradually lose
their rights and privileges altogether. What
they should do, as a matter of fact, was to defend
and extend their rights to criticise Government
legislation. Otherwise they were strengthening
the position of the Cabinet—an irresponsible
junta. The Cabinet came down with legislation
which it bhad prepared, and regarded it as its
private property. Meiwnbers were sent there to
shape legislation, and if the Government said
they could not go outside their clauses and Bills,
and make any alteration they liked, it simply
meant after all that legislation was prepared by
the Parliamentary Draftsman, agreed to by the
Cabinet, and rushed through by a majority vote.
That was not democratic legislation.

The PrEMIER : It is not a question of demo-
cratic legislation ; it is a question of order.

Mr. RYLAaND : We should amend our Standing
Orders.

Mr. LESINA : Their Standing Orders were
all right. They had served the House well for
many years. He was thoroughly well satisfied
that their rights and privileges were well pro-
tected by the Standing Orders, and he main-
tained tbat the Standing Order quoted by the
leader of the Opposition covered the whole posi-
tion, and that the Chairman had erred in the
attitude he had taken up. The Bill abolished
the postal ballot, provided for absent voters, and
abolished advertising, and it seemed to him that
the qualification of voters was well within the
four corners of the measure. They had already
made important alterations in the law, and why
they should not be permitted to do it in that
case he could not understand. He did not think
the Chairman’s reasons were at all convineing.
They should not Le deterred from accepting the
amendment because the Council might deal with
it in an unfriendly spirit. Let them do so.

The PREMIER: You are getting away from the
point.

Mr, LESINA : He maintained that the rights
and privileges of members should be preserved
and protected, because, if they were allowed to
be lessened, they would find very soor that the
scope of their work was limited and narrowed
down. They should be as free as possible.
Bills were the property of members, and not of
the Government. The Home Secretary had cer-
tainly not been so bad as previous Home Secre-
taries, but some Ministers took up a measure and
regarded it as their religion. They must not
touch the Bill ; it would be treason, felony, and
sacrilege. The hon. member for Croydon wanted
to insert six months instead of twelve, but was
told he could not do that because it was foreign
to the subject-matter of the Bill. From the
point of view of the Standing Orders, the
analysis of the contents of the measure on the
front of the Bill was of no weight at all, as it
was simply for the guidance of hon. members, It
was not an innovation, as a matter of fact., In
the past they had not had this analysis of the
Bills, and it was very useful to hon. members
to get the information, but it was merely
the marginal notes printed at the top of the
page. The mere fact that the analysis did not
mention the six or twelve months’ qualifica-
tion did not help the Chairman’s ruling in any
way. As the Bill was introduced in Committee,
they were empowered to amend the elections
law, and had amended it in certain particulars,
and why should they not be allowed to amend it
in the direction of making the term six months

-instead of twelve months? It was done before,

but it was not treated in a friendly fashion in

Mr. Lesina.]
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another place, but two or three years had passed
by, and in that time what was right had appar-
ently become wrong. - If it was right to-make it
six months in 1905 it was right now, the decision
of the Chairman to the contrary notwithstanding.

The CHAIRMAN : If the hon. member per-
sists in that line of argument T shall have to rule
him out of order. I should be very sorry to do
that,” and I hope he will discuss the point of
order.

Mr. XENNA thought these points of order
should be discusyed from a non-party point of
view. - He was in a quandary. This afternoon,
and on previous occasions, Bills had been brought
in amending principal Acts, with the words “‘in
certain particulars” added, and it had been his
impression that those words added to the title of
a Bill limited the scope of the measure. . (Hear,
hear!) That being so, they had now a Bill
which did not contain those words, and inferen-
tially it appeared to him that the scope of the
Bill was-limited only by the principal Act—the
Elections  Act—and allowed all amendments
dealing in any particular with the principal Act.

The PREMIER : The purpose of the Stand-
ing Orders was not only to facilitate the ordinary
getting through of business, but to protect the
rights and privileges  of members themselves,
and to disregard the orderly way of getting on
with business was to take the action most likely
to injure the rights of members, and. to interfere
with their getting through business.. The Chair-
man had ruled that the amendment was out of
order, on the ground that it was not relevans to
the subject-matter of the Bill.:” There was not a
member in the House but knew that that was
so. “Whether the amendment was desirable in
itself was one thing, but whether it was relevant
to the subject-matter: of the Bill was another
matter, There was a multitude of subjects in
the principal Elections Act that it would not be
in order to:discuss under this amending Bill
The provision in the Standing Orders on which
the Chairman based his ruling was that an
amendment should be relevant to the subject-
matter of the Bill. Whether the amendment
was a desirable one or not, it was not relevant
to the snbject-matter of the Bill, which, as the
Chairman had pointed out, was confined to four
points on which to amend the Elections Act.
Many amendments could be moved with regard
to these matters themselves, but they could not,
under cover of the title of the" Bill, bring in
amendments having no  connection with the
subject-matter of the Bill.

Mr. Lesiva : Is not the principal Act subject-
matter of the Bill?

The PREMIER: Noj the qualification of
electors was not dealt with in this Bill at all.

Mr. LiEsINA : In the principal Act.

The PREMIER : Yes; it was in theprineipal
Act, but not in this Bill,

Mr, LiusiNa : This Bill is to amend - the prin-
cipal Act. k

The PREMIER : While it might be a desir-
able thing to amend the qualification of electors,
it was not: the right time to try to do it as an
amendment in a Biil which did not deal with
that subject. They would get into confusion if
some such Standing Order was not here, or if,
being here, it was not observed.. He did not
think anyone who tried to understand the pro-
vigions of the Standing Order would question the
Chairman’s ruling at all.

Hon, R. PHILP said they had discussed this
matter yesterday when a Bill was being brought

in" with the words - ““in certain particulars.” .

Here was a Bill without-those words, and there-
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fore it was competent for the Committes to
amend the Bill. - The Bill was brought in as an
open’ Bill to amend the EBlections Acts, 1885 to
1905. They were dealing with the question of
voting, and had been discussing it.. Now they
were dealing with the question as to whether &
man was to get a vote in six or twelve months,
and neither the Premier nor anyone else could
say that they were not entitled to deal with it
under the title of the Bill. " If the Bill had said
““in certain particulars,” they would have been
precluded from doing so; but the Bill was left
open, and they could discuss any amendment
they pleased. :

Mr. BOUCHARD:: Clause 1 of the Bill said
that ¢ This Act shall be read as one with the
Elections Acts, 1885 to 1905.” " That really
showed that the Elections Acts were the subject-
matter of this Elections Bill. " Therefore, any
matter which was contained in those Acts was
liable to be reviewed by this Committes. It
was quite clear from the action which the Go-
vernment had taken in introducing certain Bills
recently that they desired to limit the discussion
in the Committee by adding  the ‘words “in
certain particulars.” ’
" Mr. Lesiva : The Cabinet being the judges of
what are certain particulars.

Mr. BOUCHARD : Those words were nob
added when the order of leave was obtained.
‘With all due respect to the Chairman, he sub-
mitted that the amendment of the hon. memnber
for Croydon was relevant to the subject-matter
of the Bill.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC ILANDS
did not agree with the junior member for South
Brisbane. What were they doing in Committee
now ? A certain measure was brought in; its
principles were discussed on the second reading,
and they had gone into Committee to consider
that Bill in detail in its respective clauses, ' If
there was any intention of widening the scope of
the Bill, then, unquestionably, an amendment
should have been moved on the second reading
to that effect—that it be an instruction, when
they went into Committee, to provide for amend-
ments in regard to cerfain provisions. An hon.
member had drawn his attention to a ruling
which he himself had given in 1902 on a very
similar point.  On that occasion he quoted from
the edition of ‘“ May” which was then available
on that particular point, and he could say that
“May” was precise and definite. He now found,
in the last edition, that *‘ May” said—

Amendments are out of order when they are - (1) irre-
levant to the Bill:

Mr., LesiNa: That is always a - disqualifica-
tion. :

The SECRETARY FORPUBLICLANDS :
That was the first disqualification in the list.
There were others, but this was the first one.
‘What was the test of relevancy? He had before
him an authoritative letter from the successor to
Sir Thomas May as Clerk of the House of Com-
mons—Sir Reginald Palgrave—in which he said,
in a letter dated 29th June, 1894, to the Speaker
of the Legislative ~Assembly of New - South
Wales—

Relevaney of an amendment to a Bill must be tested
not by the title of the Bill—

—which was what was contended by hon. mem-
bers opposite—
but by its subject-matter.

Mr. BoucHARD : Read clause 1.

Mr. KENNA : What is the use of putting the
words ““in cerfain particulars” in certain Bills?

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS:
To make assurance doubly sure. . (Laughter.)
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And also to remove the: doubts of some hon.
- members who were, perhaps; not as well informed
on procedure as they ought to be,

Mr. KexNA :- Why was not - assurance made
doubly sure in this case ?

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS :
I he bad been his colleagne he should have pus
in those words, but he contended’ that  their
absence did not give them permission to go all
round the compass putting in amendments. He
repeated again the words of Sir Reginald Pal-
grave that relevancy was the subject-matter of
the Bill as it passed: the House on the second
reading. :

Mr. JENKINSON : - What about clause 17

* Mr.. DENHAM : The subject-matter of the
Bill dealt with voters  and their rights. This
amending Bill sought to confer on voters rights
which under the old Act theydid not enjoy. When
they introduced an amending Bill providing that
voters should have new privileges conferred on
them, surely it was equally relevant to shorfen
the period of residence 1n the State before getting
that privilege conferred.. He quite appreciated
the statement made- by the Premier that the
Standing Orders were to guard the rights and
privileges of members,” and because that was so
he would" support the motion 1noved by the
leader of the Opposition.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL prefaced his
remarks with the statement that he supported
the Chairman’s ruling. The point raised by the
hon. member for: Bowen—which seemed to find -~
favour in the House—was to the effect that the
title of the Bill had left out the words *“ in cer-
tain particulars.” It was quite true that if those
words had been placed there in addition to the
present title, then the amendment would have
been outside the title of the Bill. " As the Chair-
man pointed out in his ruling, the amendment
was, SO to-speak, ultra vires the Bill by not
coming within its title, and was also not relevant
to the subject-matter of the Bill. The Bill was
restricted to certain particulars; it dealt with
specific things, - One of them—on which the
argument -of the leader of the Opposition was
based, and, he also understood,: that of the hon.
member for Oxley—was that additional privi-
leges were sought to be conferred on voters. If
aon. members looked at that clause they would
see that the heading of the clause was ‘* Amend-
ments - of provisions as  to absentee " voters.”
Nothing within the. four corners of the  Bill
sought to create voters, or sought in any way to
alter the qualification by which persons became
qualified voters. :

Hon. R. PHirp: You have done away with
advertising,

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL : If theleader,
of the Opposition would. look. at the clause he
would see that what he. -was only saying was
absolutely accurate. * This amending Bill toock
the voters with the qualifications which they had
in the principal Act. It did not seek in any way
to touch those qualifications. < Therefore any
amendment which sought to alter- the qualifica-
tion, either by extending the period or by lessen-
ing it, was’ absolutely irrelevant.. It was per:
fectly true, as the hon. member for Bowen con-
tended, that this amendment would come within
the title. The Chairman had admitied-that.
But when they came to consider whether it was
relevant to -the substance or subject-matter of
the Bill, he honestly failed to see how it.could
be contended that it satisfied such a condition.
Hon. members” would see, if they took  the
trouble to look at the Bill, that it said, *° Amend-
ment of provisions as to absentee voters,” and
they- would: then see that the amendment was
irrelevant as. to the subject-matter of the: Bill,
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The subject-matter dealt with enabling voters to
exercise what they had' already got—a vote—or
to exercise their qualifications under the prinei-
pal Act, and they could not alter those qualifi-
cations in-any way. ~ Therefore, the common
sense of members of the Committee would- see
the accuracy of the Chairman’s ruling.

How. R. PHILP : They were further dealing
in the Bill' with applications for votes. The
advertising of the' names- had  been - stopped
altogether.” They had stopped that advertising,
and what was it for 7 ° 16 was' for advertising the
names of those who had got on the roll.  Instead
of having to  wait six or twelve months they
wanted to get electors on after they had been
here six months, hence the necessity for - the
amendment of the hon. member for Croydon.

Mr. RYLAND thought the Chairman’s ruling
was quite correct.  He was quite satisfied that
the amendment was not in order
[9.30 p.m.] according to their own- Standing
Orders and . the . practice of the
House of Commons. - If it was intended to bring
in a Bill- which might be:extended in.certain
directions, it was customary. to nse the words
““and for other purposes.” -If those words were
embodied in the title, or in the- order- of leave,
they could make as many amendments as they
liked. - As the  order of leave on' the present
oceasion did not contain those words, the ruling
of the Chairman was correct,” and he was pre-
pared to uphold. it.

Mr. KENNA : It seemed to him.from the ex-
planation given by the.Secretary for Lands that
they had got into a very slipshod way. of doing
business. They spent the whole of the previous
afternoon arguing that the phrase ‘‘in certain
particulars ” limited the scope of a Bill.

The PreMIER:: The argument yesterday was
not that that was the only limitation.. -This is
another limitation. :

Mr, KENNA :. His mind was so constituted
that he. could not not see it~ Toints of order
should be discussed in a non-party spirit.

The PreEMIKR :- The ruling iy supported by .the
highest authorities in the empire.

Mr. KENNA : He should have something to
say about that later on. = At present he was
pointing vut that the Secretary for Lands, an ex-
Chairman of Committees, told theiwa that the
words ‘“in certain particulars” had no business
in a Bill, and that they did not mean much.

The SECRETARY FOR PuBric Lanps ¢ I did not
say that. 3 ’

Mr. - KENNA: The hon. gentleman also
seemed to put a slight on’ the intelligence of
those who were discussing the matter. A great
deal had been said about the subject-matter of a
Bill.  According to ‘“May,” it was quile per-
missible’ to move an amendment outside the
scope of a Bill. On page 452 ““May?” said—

To explain the principles that govern the proposal of
instructions- to - Committees of the Whole House, it
must be borne in- mind that, under the- p.rliamentary
usage in force in former times, an amendment might
be wholly irrelevant to the motion or Bill to which it
was proposed, and that consequently to a Bill' in its
progress through the House clauses might be added
relating to any matters however various or .uncon-
nected, whether with each other or with the Bill as
originally drawn. A reaction from such: laxity of pro-
cedure led 10 the establishment of rules and practice
which imposed on the House of Commons an incon-
venient rigidity in dealing with a Bill. No amerdment
could be moved which was not strictly within the scope
of the prefatory paragraph, known as the title, which
is prefixed to every Bill, and desecribes -its object and
scope.  To obviate the difficulty thus created- the
House, in 1854, by Standing Order No. 34, gave a general
instruction to- all Commitiees of the Whole House to
whom Bills were committed, which empowered them to

Mr. Kenna.]
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make such amendments therein as they should think
fit, provided that the amendments were relevant to the
subject-matter of the Bill; and, if such amendments
were not within the title of the Bill, the title was to be
amended, and reported specially to the House.

The PREMIER : Provided they are relevant.

Mr. KENNA : That meant that any amend-
ment might be made in Committes whether it
was within the scope of the Bill vr not.

The PREMIER : Provided it is relevant. .

Mr. KENNA: That meant provided it was
within the title of the Bill.

The PREMIER : Provided it is relevant.

Mr, KENNA : If it was not relevant—if such
amendments were not within the title of the
Bill—the title must be amended. He would now
read ‘Standing Order 34 of the House of Com-
mons, to which ““ May ” referred.

The ATToRNEY-GENERAL: What you have
quoted is covered by our Standing Order 260.

Mr. KENNA : Our Standing Orders do not
cover this.

The PrEMIER : Yes they do.

Mr. KENNA : In such cases they had to be
guided by the practice of the House of Commons.

The PRreMIER :. An amendment cannot be
moved if it is not relevant. If it is relevant, but
is not within the title of the Bill, then the title
of the Bill can be altered.

Mr. KENNA : The title covered the subject-
matter of the Bill, and, if the Bill was amended
outside its title, then the title had to be altered
to suit the Bill. The title did not limit the Bill,
but the Bill limited the title.

The PrEMIER : You are confusing two points.

Mr. KENNA: Standing Order 34 of the
House of Commons said—

The PreMIER: But our Standing Order 260
covers the whole question.

Mr. KENNA: Standing Order 34 of the
House of Commons says—

That it be an instruction to all Committees of the

Whole House to which Bills may be committed, that
they have power to make suchamendmenttherein as they
shall think fit, provided they be relevant to the subject-
matter of the Bill; bat that, if any such amendmens
shall not be within the title of the Bill, they do amend
the title accordingly, and do report the same specially
to the House. .
It seemed to him that the title of a Bill covered
the subject-matter of the Bill, and that if they
departed from the subject-matter so as to inter-
fere with the title of vhe Bill they must amend
the title accordingly.

The PREMIER : You may depart from the sub-
ject-matter of the Bill without altering the title.
The Chairman ruled that this amendment is
within the title, but that it is not relevant to the
subject-matter of the Bill.

Mr. KENNA : It was a very fine point as to
whether the subject-matter of a Bill and the title
of that Bill were two different things, He took it
that the title explained the subject-matter of the
Bill, 1f that was not so, what was the use of it?
As far as he could see, the Committee could do as
they pleased with a Bill ; they could amend a Bill
in anyrespect they pleased, provided, of course,
that they did not include a matter entirely foreign
to the title or the subject-matter of the Bill, The
subject-matter of this Bill was an amendment of
the Elections Acts—the whelesubject of the elec-
tionslaw. If not, what did subject-matter mean?

The PrEMIER: It means the subject-matter,
not of the Act you are amending, but of the
amending Bill itself.

[Mr. Kenna.
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Mr. KENNA : According to his reading of the
matter, the subject-matter of this Bill was the
electoral law, and, according to *“May” and the
practice of the House of Commons, they had
power to make any amendment in ths electoral
law that they desired to make, and if such an
amendment was not covered by the title of the
Bill when it came before the Committee, then
the simple remedy was to amend the title accord-
ingly. The Premier had discovered subtle dis-
tinction between the subject-matter of a Bill
and the tivle of a Bill.

The PrEMIER : No, I did not discover it. The
Chairman gave his ruling on that point.

Mr. KENNA : Well, he contended that any
amendment dealing with the electoral law was
admissible, and if it was not sufficiently covered
by the title of the Bill it was the duty of the
Committee to amend the title accordingly.

Mr, JENKINSON : The amendment moved
by the houn. member for Croydon was an im-
portant matter in itself, but the discussion which
had arisen subsequently really touched the
privileges of the Committee. The later discus-
sion turned on the question of the relevancy of
the amendment to the subject-matter of the Bill.
If hon. members would look at the Bill they
would see that in subclause 2 of clause 2 they
had amended section 34 of the Consolidated
Elections Acts, which dealt purely and simply
with the claiws of electors.

The HoME SECRETARY : With the advertising.

Mr., JENKINSON: It did nothing of the
sort ; it dealt with the clalms of electors, He
maintained that the amendment of the hon,
member for Croydon was relevant to the pro-
visions of the Bill, inasmuch as it only reduced
the time within which a claim might be made
from twelve months to six month-. That being
so, it was absolutely relevant to the subject-
matter of the Bill, and he should therefore vote
for the motion of the leader of the Opposition.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL : With regard
to the point raised by the hon. member for
Bowen, he would ask hon. members to follow our
own Standing Order No. 260, That Standing
Order dealt with everything to which the hon.
member referred. There was nothing at all new
in what had been said, nor was there any dis-
covery. Hverything was contained within the
four corners of Standing Order 260, which said—

Any amendment may be made in a clause or other
part of a Bill, provided that the amendment is relevant
to the subject-matter of the Bill.

Some hon. members seemed to imagine that all
they had to do was to get relevancy to the
subject-matter of the principal Act which they
were amending. The Standing Order did not
provide anything of the kind. It provided that
the amendment must be *‘ relevant to the subject-
matter of the Bill.” Now, the Bill they were
dealing with was a Bill to amend the BElections
Acts. The relevancy of any amendment must
therefore, under the Standing Order, be tested
by its applicability to the subject-matter of the
Bill, and not to the subject-matter of the prinei-
pal Act at all. The principal Act, it was quite
true, dealt with the qualification of voters, but
the amending Bill was silent on the matber.
How then could it possibly be contended that
the amendment of the hon. member for Croydon
came within the Standing Order 260 which said
that the amendment must be relevant to the
subject-matter of the Bill? Now, the Bill itself
dealt with certain specific matters. One matter
to which the leader of the Opposition referred
was the advertising of claims. He (the Attorney-
(General) pointed out to the members of the
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Committee that advertising the claims of possible
voters had no relevancy or application whatever
to their franchise or their qualifications.

Hon. R. PrILP : Why not?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: For this
reason : If hon. members would follow they
would see the weasoning with absolute clearness
of vision. The basis of the claims and qualifica-
tions was in the principal Act. Thoss qualifica-
tions were not touched in the amending Bill
They were not added to, altered, or interfered
with. All the clause in the amending Bill said
was that certain adverlising of claims was to be
done away with. The franchise was not dealt
with at all. Therefore, on those two grounds, it
was perfectly plain that the amendment could
not possibly be relevant ¢t the Bill. It was not
relevant to the subject-matter of it, nor relevant
to any question of franchise. The Standing
Order quoted went on to say—

Or pursuant to an instruction.

As the Secretary for Lands pointed out, one way
of making the amendment relevant would be to
have an instruction to the Committee on the
second reading. That was not done, and, there-
fore, that portion of the Standing Order was not
fulfilled—
Or is otherwise in conformity with the Standing Rules
and Orders of the House.
And this was what the hon. member for Bowen
laid great stress upon— ]
But if an amendmentis agreed to which is not within
the title of the Bill, the Committee shall amend the

title accordingly, and report the amendment specially
‘to the House.

Now, it might be that the amendment was abso-
lutely within the title of the Bill—the Chair-
man himself had admitted it—but unless it was
relevant to the subject-matter of the Bill it was
not competent for the Committee to deal with it.
He submitted that it must be proved clearly,
therefore, that the subject-matter to be dealt
with by the Committee was the subject-matter,

not of the principal Act, but of the amending -

Bill. The subject-matter of the amending Bill
in no way touched the guestion of either-rele-
vancy, or shortening orlengthening the qualifi-
cations of voters. Although the amendment
came within the title, that had nothing to do
with the matter, because, even if the amend-

ment was relevant in this sense, it would still

have to be relevant to the subject-matter of the
Bill.

man’s ruling should be sustained.

Mr. MAXWELL (Burke) : That was not a
new state of affairs. In 1902 they had a ruling
similar to that which the Chairman had given, in
reference to an amendment of the Mining Act.
On that occasion he happened to move an amend-
ment after clause 1, and the member for Bowen
was the man who got up and asked the Chair-
man whethér the amendment was in order.
(Laughter.) On the 10th November, 1902, the
Secretary for Mines—the senior member for
Townsville—gave notice to this effect—

That leave be given to introduce a Bill to further
amend the Mining Act of 1898,

The Chairman of Committees ruled that his (Mr.
Maxwell’s) amendment was out of order, although
it had been circulated for a week or two. The
leader of the Opposition, who was then Secretary
for Mines, actually said in the House—

- As far as the amendiment was concerned, he thought
it was a good one. On previous occasions instructions
had been given to the Committee by the House, but
that had nof been done in this case, If the hon.
member had got an instruction from the House he did
. notknow that he would object to the amendment.

It had always been the custom to stick strictly
to the Bill as it came down. He had thought
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He therefore submitted that the Chair- .
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that the Mining Bill left room for any kind of
amendment, but the Chairman ruled otherwise.
On the present occasion, he hoped the good. sense
of the Committee would uphold the Chairman’s
ruling, and allow them fo get on with busi-
ness. They had been all day over a few clauses,
and it was about time they did something. No
further discussion tht took place could possibly
affect the votes which hon. members had made
up their minds to give.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLICLANDS :
Although he had already spcken, he wished to
say a few more words. The hon. member for
Bowen laid great stress on his contention that
Standing Order 34 of the House of Commons
hore out his view. It wasa singular thing that
in the letter of Sir Reginald Palgrave, which he
addressed to the Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly in New South Wales in 1904, he
explicitly said that Standing Order 34 was
passed by the House of Commons in order to lay
down the principle that the relevancy of an
amendment to a Bill was decided by the subject- .
matter of the Bill, and not by the title. He
submitted, with all due deference, that the
argument of the hon. member for Bowen was
completely knocked on the head. Further, Sir
Joseph Abbott, when Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly of New South Wales, said—

Laying aside all consideration of the title of the Bill,
the se¢ope of the Bill, or the order of leave, I have only
to consider whether the proposed amendment is
relevant to the subject-matter of the Bill us disclosed
by the Bill itself.

He would like to say one more thing. They
ought to remember that in Committee they
were in an inferior condition to the House.
They were cccupying a lower status. They
were created by the House, and they were there
in no sense to originate legislation. They must
do that in the House. But they must go into
detail to consider minutely the particular prin-
ciples that were referred to them by the House.

Mr. MaxwEeLL : The House can amend a Bill
as it likes.

The SECRETARY FORPUBLICLANDS :
The House could do what it liked. It con-

sidered the general principles of a measure, and

sent those particular principles
to be discussed in detail by the
Committee. He therefore, with
great respect, would like to point out how im-
portant it was that they should preserve the

{10 p.m.]

" sense of the relative importance of the House

and the Committee.

Mr. KExya : The House has the option after-
wards of approving or disapproving of this.on
the third reading.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLICLANDS :
If that argument were carried out, what was the
use of Standing Orders at all? It meant that
they might do any mortal thing they liked in
Committee, and come to the House for absolu-
tion. Under those circumstances it must be
quite obvious that in our modern Parliaments
we could not get any business done at all.

Mr. Kexra : The House can do what it likes ;
it is governed by the Standing Orders.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLICLANDS:
Very well, and the principle of the Standing
Orders was that the Committee was governed by
the House; and, that being so, he submitted
that all the authoribies were on the side of the
Chairman’s ruling.

* Mr, CREAGH: Hedid not profess to have any
particular knowledge of the Standing Orders, but
hewouldlike to know whetherthe clause originally
dealing with absent voters did not deal with the
gualification of voters? If the qualification of

Mr. Creagh.]
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voters was being dealt with, he took it that any-
thing in connection with the qualification would
be a subject-matter of the Bill. - Ifit wasnotso, it
seemed to him to be useless introducing Bills, and
adding the words ““in certain particulars ” after
the title, The Secretary for Lands, when speak-
ing on the motion to introduce the Local
Authorities Bill yesterday, pointed out that,
when those words were added, it showed con-
clusively that the subject-matter of the Bill had
0 be dealt with, and no amendments outside the
scope of the Bill could be made. He had no
desire to debate the matter further, but he was
glad that the matter had cropped up on a motion
of his, (Laughter.)"

Mr. RYra¥D : A good advertisement for Croy-
don—for the Creagh party.

Mr. CREAGH : He would remind the hon. the
junior member for Gympie that he was a good
advertisement  at any time. (Laughter.) He
thought if the Standing Orders were correctly
interpreted by the Attorney-General and the

. Minister for X.ands, the sooner they were
amended in certain respects in order to get busi-
ness through the better it would be.

Mr. LESINA : One more point before the dis-
cussion closed : If it had resulted in nothing
else than to secure from the Secretary for Lands
that admission which he had made, it would not
have taken place in vain. From the last portion
of his speech they would clearly understand that
in futu:e, in any legislation which was introduced,
the title of the Bill had nothing to do with their
action in Committee in-asking for amendments.
If the debate had resulted in the discovery of no
other point than that which had been so clearly
and lucidly made by the Minister for Lands, it
would have done good.

The SECRETARY FOr PUbLIc LanDs : This is
Lesing expounding Bell.” (Laughter.)

Mr, LESINA : It only showed what an extra~
ordinary thing might happen.
Mr. KENNA : Joe on Joe: (Laughter.)

Mr. LESINA: The other point was as to
who was to be the judge of revelancy. Was the
Chairman' to be: constituted the sole judge of
relevancy ?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL : Hear, hear!

Mr. LESINA : If the Committee was content
40 constitute the Chairman, or, when the House
was sitting, the Speaker, the sole judge of
relevancy, then it was giving the Chairman too
much power.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You have a check
by disagreeing.

Mr. LESINA : They might disagree with the
Chairman’s ruling. This was a very important
matter, New members, who had perhaps not
heard a debate on the Standing Orders before,
might be apt to run away with the conclusion
that these debates were a waste of time, but they
were very important. They were laying down
-~ precedents to govern their future operations in

the Chamber, These points of order were dis-
cussed altogether apart from party differences of
opinion, as they were matters connected with
the control of their deliberations. He still held,
as he did originally when the hon. member for
Croydon moved his amendment, that it was not
foreign to the subject-matter of the Bill; that it
was reasonable, and that it should have.been
included. If the hon. member for Croydon had
attempted to bring in a new clause to amend the
Companies Act or the Mining Act, or some other
Act, per the medium of this Bill, it would be
utterly irrelevant to the purpose of the Bill.

Mr, MaXWELL : You could get leave from the
House, y

[Mr. Creagh.
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Questions.

Mr. LESINA: Oh, no! They could not
amend the Companies Act in an Elections Bill,
The attempt to do it in Committee would be
characterised as irrelevant and totally foreign to
the subject-matter of the Bill—outside jts scope
but he maintained that the gualification of an
elector was not an irrelevant matter. - The
Chairman contended that it was, and he was
afraid that if that contention was upheld by the
House it would limit the scope of their labours
in the future in dealing with other matters, and
because of that he should vote against the
Chamber’s raling being upheld if the matter was
pressed to a division,

Question—That the Chairman’s ruling be dis-
agreed to—put and negatived.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS : Are you not
going to divide ?

The House resumed. The CHAIRMAN reported
the Bill without amendment. The report was
agreed to, and the third reading was made an
Order of the Day for to-morrow.

The House adjourned at thirteen minutes past
10 o’clock.





