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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.

WEDNESDAYV, 24 AvGusT, 1910,

The Drpury Sprarer (W. D. Armstrong,
Esq., Lockyer) took the chair at half-past 3
o’clock.

QUESTIONS.
Capprs IN PUBLIC SERVICE.

Mr. BRESLIN (Port Curtis) asked the Chief
Secretary——

(a) The number of cadet clerks at present em-
ployed in the public service?

() Under what system and by whom are such
cadets selected for appointment? .
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Questions.

(¢) Do these cadets classify for regular public
service by competitive examination with general
entrants, or are they admitted wunder special
system ?

The PREMIER (Hon. W. Kidston, Rock-
hampton) replied—

(a) Sixty-two.

(b) They may be recommended by the head of the
department or the Public Service Inspector, but
the actual appointment is by the Public Service
Board.

(¢) They are appointed in accordance with ex-
amination regulation No, 28, but they cannot
receive a greater salary than £39 a year, nor be
clagsed as public servants until they pass the ex-
amination prescribed for entrance to the public
service.

WaRrDEN’S COURT AT FRIEZLAND.

Mr. MAY (Flinders) asked the Secretary for

Mines—

Is it the intention of the department to establish
8 warden’s court at Friezland, thus saving long
and expensive journeys to Cloncurry?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon. J.
G. Appel, Albert) replied—

There is now & mining registrar at Friezland, and
by section 106 of the Mining Act the warden is
empowered to hold a court there from time to
time. The warden has been asked to report on the
matter.

Croncurry Mining Frerp.

Mr. MAY asked the Secretary for Mineg—

Is it the infention of the department to incor-
porate all mines in the vicinity of the Duchess, in
the Cloncurry Mining Field, or to create s separate
mining fleld in that district?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES replied—

This matter has been under the consideration of
the department, and inquiry is now being made as
to the compensation that any action of the kind
may involve.

Anxvar Brecrorat RoLL,

Mr. BOWMAN (Fortitude Valley), in the
absence of Mr. McLachlan, asked the Home
Secretary— )

1. Have the police commenced collecting names
for the annual electoral roll?

2. What are the instructions issued to the police
when being placed on this duty?

3. Is it a fact that, acting under instructions,
po%li(;emen have refused to place new mnames on the
roll ?

4. Will the Minister see that all forms necessary
for placing new names on the roll, and for altera-
tion of addresses, are supplied to all policemen
when on this duty?

The HOME SECRETARY
Appel, Albert) replied—

1. Yes.

2. To obtain claims for enrolment from qualified
persons who are not already on the State rolls.

3. No.

4, This has already been done.

(Hon. J. G.

Prrry DeBTs COURT AT SELWYN.

Mr. MAY asked the Chief Secretary, for the
Attorney-General—

Will he inquire into the advisability of estab-
lishing a petty debts court at Selwyn, on. account
of the large increase in and still increasing popula-
tion in and around that town?

The PREMIER replied—

Yes.

Bowex Disrrior Court CASES.

Mr. FERRICKS (Bowen): 1 beg to ask the
Chief Secretary the question standing in my
name, the answer to which was held over
from Thursday, 11th August.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Cloncurry Mining Field.

1. What is the estimated annual cost to the
department for the holding of sittings of the Dis-
trict Court at Bowen ?

2. What has been the cost to the department for
cases taken from Bowen to Townsville during the
year ended 30th June, 1910°?

The PREMIER replied— :

1. The estimated annual cost of a Distriet Court
at Bowen, if established, would be £170.

2. The cost to the department of cases taken
from Bowen to Townsville during the year ended
30th June, 1910, is nil.

CITY OF SOUTH BRISBANE LOAN ACTS
AMENDMENT BILL.

INTRODUCTION.

On the motion of the TREASURER (Hon.
A. G, C. Hawthorn, Enoggera), it was formally
resolved—

That leave be given to introduce a Bill to amend .
the City of South Brisbane Loan Acts, 1901 to
1906, and to enable the council of the city of
South Brisbane to raise by debentures a further
sum of £10,000 for wharfage purposes.

FirsT READING.
At a later stage,

The Bill was read a first time, and the second
reading made an Order of the Day for to-
Morrow.

UNCLASSIFIED PUBLIC OFFICERS.

On the motion of Mr. TOLMIE (Drayton
and Toowoomba), it was formally resolved—

That there be laid on the table of the House a
return showing—

1. The number of officers in each department
not on the public service list, exclusive of
school teachers, members of the Police Force,
warders, nurses, and attendants at asylums,
charitable institutions, and prisons, and
all railway officers and unclassified officers
of the Printing Office.

2. The number of officers in each of the public
service departments, or sub-departments,
formerly classified, who have been unclassi-
fied in ¢a) 1907, (b) 1908, (c) 1909, (d) 1910.

EMOLUMENTS AND DUTIES OF
CERTAIN OFFICERS.

On the motion of Mr. TOLMIE, it was
formally resolved-

That there be laid on the table of the House a
return showing—

1. The emoluments received—

(a) By warders in each class in the prison
service ;

(b) By attendants in hospitals for mental
diseases. :

2. The greatest number of extraneous duties any
individual police officer in the service is per-
forming; the nature of the duties, the
name and rank of the officer, and where
he is located.

EXEMPTIONS ON CLONCURRY
MINING FIELD.

On the motion of Mr. MAY (Flinders), it
was formally resolved—

That there be laid on the table of the House
& tabulated list of the exemptions on the Cloncurry
Mining Field showing—

(@) Dates of application for the leases;

(b) Dates of granting the leases;

{¢) The causes for exemption;

(@) The fines inflicted for non-compliance in
each leasehold;

‘{e) The reagons for non-forfeiture.
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MEDICAL FUND, CLONCURRY-MOUNT
ELLIOTT RAILWAY WORKS.

On the motion of Mr, MAY, it was formally
resolved—
That there be laid upon the table of the House—
1. A return showing the amount of money con-
tributed to the medical fund by those
working om the Cloncurry-Mount Riliott
construction works.
2. The amount of money disbursed from the
said medical fund—
(a) To hospitals;
b) To sick men and those disabled by
accident.

3. The amount of the balance now in hand.
&

MEDICAL FUND, RICHMOND AND
CLONCURRY RAILWAY WORKS.
On the motion of Mr. MAY, it was formally
resolved—
That there be laid upon the table of the House—

1. A return showing the amount of money con-

tributed to the medical fund by those work-
ing on the railway construction works be-
tween Richmond and Cloncurry.
2, The amount of money so contributed and
disbursed—
(@) To hospitals, and the amount to each;
(6y To sick men or those disabled by
accidents.

3. The amount of the balance, if any, and what‘

became of it.

NEW SHESSIONAL ORDERS.

TmMe LivMit QF SPEECHES—RESUMPTION OF
DEBATE ON THE PREMIER’S MoOTION (vide
page 526 of Hansard).

Mr. MACARTNEY (Brisbane North): I
rise to move the amendment in paragraph 2,
which I indicated yesterday evening-—mnamely,
that after “ Bill,” in the second paragraph,
there be inserted “or to the leader of the
Opposition, or any member deputed by him
to speak first in reply to such motion, who
shall each be at liberty to speak for one hour
and a-half.” It will be noticed that the
amendment puts a limit

Mr. FOLEY (Townsville) : Mr. Deputy
Speaker,—I wish to call your attention to the
fact that I have an amendment which comes
previous to that of the hon. member for Bris-
bane North. I called your attention to it last
night when the House was breaking up. You
noticed me standing then——

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Just after the
division last night there were so many mem-
bers on their feet, that although I promised to
take the amendment of the hon. member for
Brisbane North, I made the remark that I
thoughtthe hon. member for Townsville wished
to move an amendment. (Hear, hear{) There-
fore, as it is a previous amendment to that of
the hon. member for Brisbane North, I shall
allow it t6 be moved, and the hon. member
for Brisbane North will not lose his right.

HoNoUrABLE MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

My, FOLEY: The nmendment. I propose is
to add, to the end of paragraph 1, the following
words,” “and thirty minutes,”” so that the
latter portion of the paragraph will read
“ when a member shall be at liberty to speak
for one hour and thirty minutes.” My rea-
son for moving that amendment is that I do
not think that on the discussion of a motion
of want of confidence or on the Address in
Reply a member will have sufficient time to
say what he wishes in one hour. Of course,

[24 Avgust,]
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there are many members who can say what
they want in thirty minutes, but if members
who are well versed with the question before
the House are debarred from giving full ex- |
pression to their views, it will not only be a
loss to this Chamber but to the country as
well. When members are sent here to voice
the opinions of those who sent them, it is only
fair that they should be allowed a reasonablas
time in which to make themsgelves heard and
felt both in this House and in the country.
There was a time when there was no limit to
speeches in this Chamber; and it is well
known that members of this party stood up
and spoke for hours at a stretch when discuss-
ing obnoxicus measures the then Government
wished to impose on the couniry or on the
House. And it has been proved that the
country approved of their action. On one
occasion a member spoke for eight and a-half
hours; another member spoke for six hours
and forty minutes; and the country applauded
them for it. And some of the members I have
in my mind have been raised to a higher
sphere for their actions. One is now the
Prime Minister of the Commonwealth, another
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and
another the President of the Senate in the
Federal Parliament. )

Myr. Ryianp: Sir Horace Tozer spoke for
eight hours, and got the Agent-Generalship.

Mr. FOLEY: I want the House distinctly
to understand that this party are not satisfied
that one and a-half hours will be long enough
for a member to express himself when he feels
very keenly on the subject; but we are in
hopes that the extra thirty minutes will be
conceded by the Government. We do not
think there should be any #ime linit, but
that every member should be at liberty to
express himself as long as he has anything
sensible to say on the matter under discus-
sion. The argument used by the Premier and
other members on the other side that the
general consensus of opinion is in favour of a
time limit being made the Order of the Day
is not borne out by fact; and if we allow one
and a-half hours, it does not follow that every
member is going to occupy that time. But if
members are limited at all, and they wish to
spite the Government or to delay business,
there is no reason why they should not take
the full time allowed, and that would delay
business more than was done under the old
régime when there was no time limit. Dur-
ing the present session the business has gone
on very cheerily, and there has been very
little time wasted. The Redistribution ~of
Seats Bill and the Mines Regulation Bill were
passed in one night; and so surprised were
some of the members on the other side that
my worthy colleague, the senior member for
Townsville, asked me the next day what was
thé matter with our people that we did not
stonewall or delay the passage of the Bill
longer than we did. When I told him we
were content to let the Bill go through if we
saw nothing contentious in it, he laughed at
the idea of the Labour party allowing a Bill
to go through so easily. It only shows that
the party on this side are not disposed to
prevent legislation so long as they think it is
reasonable. That being the case, I think we
can reasonably ask that members who wish
to speak one and a-half hours on questions
such as a want of confidence motion or an
Address in Reply, should have that length of
time granted to them. T have much pleasure
in moving the amendment.

The PREMIER: Although this motion
stands in my name, I have no particulac
claim to it. It was sent to the House by the

Hon. W. Kidston.t
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Standing Orders Committee, and I merely
moved it as leader of the House. A#$ the samse
time, I wmay just say, in regard to the
amendment now proposed, that I think this
rule for an hour is fairly liberal. If there is
to ke any restriction on debate at all, the
limitation of an 2our is fairly liberal, and
will suit the convenience of most members.
The hon. gentleman used two arguments—
one that he objected to any limitation of
debate, and he only accepted one and a-half
hours as the best he could get. I think the
judgment of the House is that there should
be some limitation of debate, whatever the
details should be; and it was certainly the
unanimous opinion of the Standing Orders
Committee that there should be some time
limit. The other argument used was that a
number of hon. gentlemen who had formerly
wearied this House with long speeches had
risen to higher positions elsewhere; and the
hon, member apparently argued from that
that if there had been a time limit in those
old ancient days those distinguished gentle-
men would not now hold their distinguished
positions.

Mr. J. M HounteEr: How do you account
for yourself?

The PREMIER: There is no accounting
for it. It is an obvious fact which does not
require explanation. But I would point out
to the hon. gentleman fhat the making of
long speeches is not the only way to distine-
tion, and that good speeches may be an
equally sure road to distinction.

Mr. LenNoN: ‘“Silence is golden.”

The PREMIER : And to limit a member to
one hour will not necessarily bar him from
all chance of future distinction.

make that hour so interesting, he

[4 p.m.] may make it so instructive, that

everyone will be attracted by his
abnormal ability; so that it is not an argu-
ment for lengthening the time that only long
speeches will lead to distinction. A good
gspeech will more surely lead to distinction
than a long one. If there is to be any limita-
tion of speeches at all, I am of opinion that
the motion as recommended by the Standing
Orders Committee is preferable to the amend-
ment proposed by the junior member for
Townsville.

Mr. BOWMAN: I intend to support the
amendment. One can understand that there
is hardly likely-to be any support given to any
amendment by members on the Government
side at the present time, judging by the caucus
they have been holding. We have heard a
good deal about caucus rule from hon. mem-
bers on the other side regarding members of
this party; but we are not the only party
that holds caucuses, becauvse no later than
this afternoon a Government caucus has been
held, and they have determined upon a certain
course of action which makes this a purely
party matter so far as they are concerned. We
mdicated that that was so to some extent,
both on Thursday and again yesterday, as it
was generally believed this was to be a party
question when it was brought before the
House.

Mr, HarpACRE: Didn’t they hold a caucus
to-day?

Mr. BOWMAN: I have just stated that they
held a caucus this afternoon, and instructions
\évere given as to what their followers are to

o.

The TrREASURER: You know what the pro-
gramme is in your own caucus, I suppose.

[Hon. W. Kidston.

[ASSEMBLY.]

He may
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Mr. BOWMAN: We know what yours is,
and you cannot dispute it.

Mr, Harpaore: Then it is the gag?

Mr. BOWMAN: We were told, when this
motion was first introduced, that it was to be
a non-party motion.

The Premier: Hear, hear!

Mr. BOWMAN: I do not think there is
any antagonism on the part of the Opposition,
nor has there been any dissent, to tﬁe prin-
ciple of a limitation of speeches. What we
have claimed is that there should be a fair
limitation.

Mr. FERRICKS:
limitation.

Mr. BOWMAN: As the hon. member says,
there are some who do not believe in a limita-
tion at all; but the general consensus of
opinion on the part of Opposition members has
been that there should be a limitation of
speeches. Personally, I have no objection to
a limitation ; but there is reason in all things,
and I do not think that the Government have
shown any reason from the very commence-
ment of the debate, and, as foreshadowed by
their action in their caucus, they do not in-
tend to show any. Now, that is not going to
facilitate the passage of business. If the Go-
vernment think that, by the majority sitting
behind them, they are going to carry things’
as they like, there may be further trouble
in this House than is anticipated.

The Prrmier: No threats;
feeling.

Mr. BOWMAN: I am not in the habit of
mincing my words. What I have to say I
will tell the hon. gentleman very plainly; and
I tell him that, if he is going to start any
high-banded tricks as the leader of this House,
then he will find that the Opposition are just
as determined to fight him as he is to fight,
and he has had some experience in th2 past
in that direction; and, if things go on as they
are going. he will get more.

Mr. Lexvow: He is trailing his coat.

Mr. BOWMAN: We got some evidence
from the hon. member for Clermont last night
that even under these Standing Orders,
judging by the example of the New Zealand
Parliament, if one cared to be obstructive he
will have ample opportunity. Now, we do not
want to do that, unless cobnoxious measures
are submitted to us; bub, if they should be,
we will take advantage of every form of the
House to obstruct and prevent that legisla-
tion being passed. .

The PreEMIER: Unless you are not getting
your own way.

Mr. BOWMAN: The hon. gentleman is
not the one who cares to give anyone very
much consideration. :

Mr. HarpaAcRE: And he is not getting his
own way, either.

OrrosrrioN MzrvBERs: Hear, hear!

Mr. BOWMAN: The junior member for
Townsville said that certain men in the past
had put up socme strenuous fights. I would
remind the Premier that he was one of those
who complimented those men for the fight
they put up. Why, he took a hand in it him-
self when he led this party as deputy leader
in 1900, when the big stonewall took place
against syndicate railways for seventy-two
hours. )

Mr. Murcauy: He was not getting any-
thing out of it then.

We do not all believe in

no party
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. Mr. BOWMAN: I do not know whether he
is gefting anything out of it at the present
time—I am not in a position to say.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. BOWMAN: The hon. gentleman on
that occasion put up one of the most effective
stonewalls that was ever put up in the history
of this House. The hon. gentleman, in criti-
cising the junior member for Townsville, said
that.those men had got their reward for the

long speeches they delivered. They got their .

reward by merit, and not by treachery to any
principles they ever held. Of course, this
motion applies to both the Address in Reply
and to direct motions of want of confidence.
Now, some of the most interesting speeches
ever delivered in this House have been de-
livered on want of confidence motions. I
think one of the most interesting speeches 1
ever listened to was one delivered in 1903 or
1904 by the hon. member for Clermont. It
occupied over two hours, and it was admitted
10 be one of the most trenchant criticisms of
the Government then in power that was ever
given utterance to. The same remark applies
to other speeches. On such an occasion there
is a great deal of room for criticism of a Go-
vernment in whom the Opposition have no
confidence, and a limitation of one hour is
-altogether too great a restriction. We may
be told that the temper of the House would
naturally concede to any hon. member the
right to speak for another half hour, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this resolution ;
‘but I repeat that, in discussing a want of con-
fidence motion involving the fate of a Go-
vernment, it is hardly likely that an Opposi-
tion member would get an extension of time
from the Government.
the time definitely stated, so that we should

under no compliment to the leader of a
Government for the privilege that this resolu-
tion will entitle him to. With regard to the two
particular questions before the House at the
present time—the Address in Reply and want
of confidence motion—it does not necessarily
follow that if an hour and a-half is granted
to discuss either of those subjects that we are
going to partake of that advantage to the full
as individual members of this House.
are always some members in any deliberative
assembly who, perhaps, have a greater fund
of knowledge than others, while others are
much more limited in their style of speaking,
but we should take into consideration the fact
that occasions may arise when it is necessary
to give a very lengthy speech, and with re-
gard to the debate on a want of confidence
motion- we are ' certainly entitled to more
than the hour specified in this resolution. I
havetmuch pleasure in supporting the amend-
ment,

Mr. O'SULLIVAN (Kennedy): In rising to
support the amendment moved by the. junior
member for Townsville, T do 'so” with more
pleasure because of the way the anti-Labour
Press in this country misrepresent this party
here. ' If we can get the fullest discussion on
matters that come before the House extended

to one and a-half hours it would very much:

counteract the attitude taken wup by the anti-
Labour: Press;: - When a man has so many
things to speak about—when he has so many
interests in his electorate, where it is, as you
might term, a composite electorate and in-
‘cludes- different industries—a man cannot do
justice ' to. those separate industries in the
limited time of one hour: I know that on the
Address in Reply 1 myself might have ex-
‘tended ‘my remarks, as I only went a little

[24 Aveusr.]

I would prefer to see -

There.
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over the hour, but I thought I would have an
opportunity, with unlimited time, to speak
when the Estimates from the different depart-
ments were tabled. Now I find that, if the
intentions of the Government are carried oub
so far as these Standing Orders are concerned,
the time will be limited to me to speak om
those departments to half an hour, whereas,
had I only known that, I could have gone
more fully into matters which 4 really then
only touched on. This is the only opportunity
that members on this side have for laying
their views before their constituents.

Mr. BownMaN: Our opportunities are too few
altogether.

Mr. O’'SULLIVAN: This is the only way
we have of laying these matters before our
constituents, owing to the suppression of
facts by the anti-Labour Press. The speech
which I delivered on the Mines Regulation
Bill was actually perverted by one of the
Brisbane newspapers; it actually belied what
I said. They made it appear that 1 was
against the better regulation of mines in the
case of smaller mines, whereas I did not say
so, and certainly am not against the better
regulation of those mines. That is the way
we are treated by the metropolitan Press,
and this is the only opportunity we have %ot
to lay our views clearly and emphatically
through the medium of the House before the
whole country. The Premier tried to be sar-
castic when speaking about the pecple who
held high and exalted positions in the Com-
monwealth Parliament——

Mr. Ferricks: That is his sore point.

Mr. O'SULLIVAN: But I can tell him
about those who hold high positions in the
Commonwealth——

The DEPUTY SPBEAKER: Order! The
Chief Secretary has already referred to this
matter, and I allowed the leader of the
Opposition the fullest opportunity to reply to
what he said. I would remind the hon. mem-
ber that any further reference to that ques-
tion is distinetly outside the scope of this de-
bate, and he must not discuss it any further.

Mr. O’'SULLIVAN: The junior member
for Townsville pointed out that in the past
the tendency was to make long speeches here,
and I say that through the long speeches
that were then made they were able to expose
the jobbery of the then State Government to
such - an extent that the eyes of the whole
country were opened and they could see what
was going on in the House at that time.
(Hear; hear!) They did a great service to the
country at that time, and the country owes
them g great deal for it. In future tumes if
we had the same things before this House,
the country would back up any party that
would do all it could within its power to ex-
pose such. things as were exposed in those
days, should they be brought forward again.
I think that one hour is too short a time to
allot to members speaking on the Address in
Reply ‘or a want of confidence motion. You
know how you have to elaborate your argu-
ments, and you may devote the whole of one
hour in-exposing or leading up to the very
thing you want to bring before the House.
You have not time to close your remarks in
so: short a time as one hour. I do not say
that all members would need that time; I do
not suppose that one-third of the members
in this House would take up that time, but
others deem it necessary, and therefore they
should be allowed to take one and a-half
hours. I hope that the good sense of the
House will enable members on the other side

Mr. O’'Sullivan.]
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to- extend this time to_one and a-half hours.
T do not think they will regret it if they do,
because, as the leader of the Opposition said,
if the Government are looking for ‘““lash,” and
we like to take the fullest opportunities under
the Standing Orders, we can keep the House
going night after night. Now, none of us
are anxious for that. I am anxious to geb
good measures on the statute-book, that is
it we can get such measures from a Go-
vernment like this. am anxious that the
Mines Regulasion Bill should be put on the
statute-book, that is if we can get amend-
ments from this side incorporated in the Bill.
Therefore, I do not wish to see the business
.of the country hung up on every trivial
matter. As I consider that the time limit
should be increased from one hour to an hour
and a-half, I will support the amendment.

Mr J. M. HUNTER (Meranoa): In speak-
ing to the amendment yesterday afternoon I
expressed myself as favourable fo a time
limitation, but that was for the purpose of
getting the best possible result out of the
deliberations of this Assembly. It is only
natural, however, that any Opposition, or any
Government, too, for that matter, should
jealously guard the privileges that they
have. But while favourable to reasonable
limitations of speeches, one must at the same
time be very careful that you do not rush to
the other extreme and destroy the benefits that
must surely come from the deliberations in’
this - Assembly, especially from the Opposi-
tion. It is well recognised that Parliament
does not meet merely for the purpose of allow-
ing the Government to pass its measures
through the Chamber without opposition.
Were that so, there would be no need for an
Opposition party at all. As a matter of fact,
anyone who observes the methods of business
transacted in this Assembly cannot help being
struck by the fact that measures, as they
come into this Assembly from the Cabinet,
are measures that would be adopted by the
House were it not for the efforts of the
Opposition to improve them. The tendency
of supporters of the Government appears to
be to allow the Government to control the
whole of the legislation and administration
of the State. Considering that, one can come
to no other conclusion than that it is govern-
ment by Cabinet. (Hear, hear!) If we allow
this sort of thing to take place, then further
limitations will follow, and eventually we will
have nothing else than government by
Cabinet.

Mr. Bowmaxn: Or by a dictator.

Mr. J. M. HUNTER: As the leader of
the Opposition remarks, it may mean that
the dominant spirit in the Cabinet will
dictate both the policy and the administration
of this State. For that one reason, while
I favour a limitation of speeches, I think
it is our business to jealously guard the
opportunities we now enjoy of freely and
- fully criticising the measures that come before
us as well as the actions and administration of
the Government. The best possible result can
only be obtained in that way, and, believing
that, Ishall support the amendment of the hon.
member for Townsville. On a want of confi-
dence motion an hour and a-half is not more
than sufficient time to criticise the Admin-
istration. If a member on this side wished to
exceed the hour proposed, it is not likely that
the Government, with a majority behind
them, would consent to their being granted an
extension of time, knowing that it would mean
a further criticism of their conduct from the

[Mr. O’Sullivan.
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Opposition standpoint. But, in any case, when
we are discussing a want of confidence motion,
that is not the time to ask favours from the
other side of the House, and if we did ask for
favours they would be distinctly refused.
There is no doubt that members of the Opposi-
tion will require the extra thirty minutes asked
for in the amendment when a want of confi-
dence motion is before the Assembly. With
regard o long speches, 1 think the very fact
that members will know that their time is
limited to an hour and a-half will lead them
to prepare their speeches more carefully.
They will understand that they cannot take
eight hours, or even five or six hours, as in
times gone by, and will possibly show more
industry in the preparation of their speeches.
The result will probably be that the House
will get through its business, under ordinary
circumstances, in even a shorter time than is
now the case, because members will not go
so extensively into matters as they now do,
nor will they be careless in the preparation of
their speeches. With reference to the Address
in Reply, I think members should be allowed
an additional half-hour. There are a vast
number of subjects that members have brought
before them during. the recess in connection
with the administration of departments and
the affairs of the State generally, and, if
speeches are to be limited to an hour, I do
not think members will be able to crowd all
those subjects into their speeches, particularly
as we are now to be limited in our speeches in
Committee and also on the Financial State-
ment. I find that my speech on the Address
in Reply this session occupied longer than I
thought it did. I fully intended that my
remarks dealing with the administration of
the various departments should be made on
the Estimates, and thought I should not take
up more than an hour in dealing with the
subjects I discussed. But now I find that, -
owing to the limitation to be imposed on
speeches in Committee, I shall not be per-
mitted to go into departmental matters as I
had intended. 1 do not want fo see business
rushed through without proper consideration.
While I admit that we are on the wrong side
in allowing eight-hour speeches, I think we
are going to the other extreme in this pro-
posed Sessional Order, and I shall therefore:
support the amendment.

Mr. MANN (Cairns): Like the last speaker,
I intend to suport the amendment. The mem-
ber for Kennedy put his finger upon the sore.
This House sits for.only six months in the
year, and the average member during the six
months’ recess goes round his electorate, seés
the men engaged in the wvarious pursuits
carried on in his electorate, and hears all their
complaints regarding the administration of the
Government. Then he comes to this House:
and voices their wants, wishes, and aspirations.
on the Address in Reply, as far as it is pos-
sible for him to do so. Take my own elector-
ate as a case in point. We have many and
varied industries carried on in that electorate,
including sugar-growing, mining, timber-
getting, maize-growing, dairying, and a dozen
others that could be mentioned; and ¥ am sup-
posed on the Address in Reply to deal with
those various industries in an hour, and to
bring under the notice of the Government the
disabilities under which the people labour. If
I dealt with the refusal of the Treasurer te
grant money to the Cairng Shire Couneil,
and went into other grievances in my elec
torate, those things would take me a'con-
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siderable time, even if I condensed my speech
as much as possible. No member cares to
make a long speech. I do not care to make a
speech of an hour and a-half if T can avoid
doing so, because it is a severe physical strain.
But'if I wish to bring under the notice of this
House the grievances of selectors in regard
to the Agricultural Bank, that would take me
more than half the time allotted, and if I deal
with that subject fully I must shorten my re-
marks on other subjects, no matter how im-
portant they may be. The only way I see to
get over the difficulty is to be continually
moving motions of want of confidence in the
Government.

Mr. J. M. Houxver: That is what it will
end in.

Mr. MANN: If members desire to get suffi-
cient time to discuss such a question as the
‘administration of the Agricultural Bank, they
will have to move a motion of want of con-
fidence in the Government.

Mr. LmsiNna: They can gain their point
under the present Standing Orders.

Mr. MANN: But when a motion of want of
confidence is proposed, if the Government take
it seriously, they suspend all public business,
and that is harmful to the country. It will
also be very harmful to the country if we are
not allowed to discuss the grievances of the
people. Members who live in Brisbane very
rarely see the country, and the only way in
which country members can bring under the
notice of the House the grievances and poten-
tialities of the country is by their speeches in
this Chamber. Some members who are in
touch with the newspapers may get a long
report of what is going on in their electorates
published, but the average member is denied
that opportunity, and thercfore wishes o pub
his views in Hansgrd. 1 remember that at one
time the Hon. the Premier suggested turning
Hansard into a daily newspaper, because the
daily Press was persistently misrepresenting
him and other members. His idea then was
that Hansard, besides reporting the debates
of Parliament, should record what was happen-
ing in the counfry, and be issued as a daily
newspaper. Having regard to the whole cir-
cumstances, I think it would be unwise to
limit speches on the Address in Reply and a
direct want of confidence motion to one hour.
In the past the Premier himself used to ocupy
three or four hours in a speech on such
occasions, and now the hon. gentleman seeks
-to deny others the right that he arrogated to
himself. I remember him getting up in this
Chamber on one occasion because the then
]E_’remie.r, Hon. R. Philp, had committed some
little slip, and did not treat the hon. gentleman
with courtesy, and the hon. gentleman rose
and shouted, ‘““This is atrocious.” He pro-
tested in the strongest manner possible against
the then Premisr, Hon. R. Philp, adjourning
the House without giving certain information.
On this ogeasion, through the action of the

Standing Orders Committee, hes

[4.30 p.m.] brings -~ down  these . Sessional
. Orders and seeks to stifle dis-
cussion in this House, ‘and for what purpose?
I can surmise or guess that he has some
motive

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

My, MANN: For limiting speeches, but I
ant unable to grasp what it may be. It may be
for a fair, legit'mate object, or an illegitimate
one, but the fact remains that on this occa-
sion” he brings down these Sessional Orders.
If he made out a case that the hon. member

[24 Avavust.]
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for Cairns or the hon. member for Herbert
or the hon. member for Leichhardt or any
other hon. member unduly delayed business,
that would be a very goociy'case to put before
the House and the country. The only occa-
sion on which I delayed the business in this
House was for a couple of hours when the
Treasurer refused some information which the
House was entitled to receive; and I claim,
if T am limited to an hour on the Address in

ply, I must seek and make occasions for
voicing. and ventilating the wants of my
district. For example, I called “ Not formal”
to the motion of the Treasurer to-day, as I
wish to bring in a plea for the harbour of
Cairns when ie moves his motion to-morrow.
I have to make these occasions, and these

_drastic Sessional Orders will tend to harass

the Government and compel hon. members to
seek outlets for making their speeches. I.told
the House yesterday that in future I would
give half an hour’s speech on the first reading
of Bills. That will be a very bad precedent
to establish in the House, and I advise the
Premier $o pause before going on with these
Sessional Orders. If he proceeds, and the
motion is carried, when he moves a motion
that a Bill be printed, I will object to the
Bill being printed because there are certain
items in it that I do not believe in, and I will
make another speech. I will have to take
three or four ocoasions on which to make my
speech. I will have to speak for half an hour
on the first reading of the Bill, for another
half-bour on the motion that the Bill be
printed, and every time a motion is made I
will make part of my speech.

Mr. Ryrannp: To be continued in our next.

Mr. MANN: I have a perfect right to dis+
cuss every Bill thoroughly, and if the House
does not allow me full time on one occasion,
I must take occasion by the hand and speak
on several occasions. 1t will simply mean
that we will all the time try to tfrap the
Government into futher discussioms. This is
the worst thing ever I saw a Premier bring
down into the House to get the House into
good feeling and barmony, and if he had been
wise he would never have brought the matter
down. A friend of mine asked me to-day™if I
thought the Premier brought this down for
the purpose of wasting time—to have a long
discussion on these Sessional Orders and then
drop them at the finish, or else put them
through by the gag and then claim he had
not time to "deal with other business, and
thereby withdraw the Licensing Bill or some
other measure that has been promised.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. MANN: I trust the Premier will give
due weight to the arguments put forward on
this side of the House. He has left the
Chamber—he never stops here to bear discus-
sion; and when he comes back he takes for
granted that certain statements have been
made, and he gets up and argues, when he
does not know what has been said—he gets
up and says so-and-so has been said, and as
a matter of fact no one ever used the argu-
ments the hon. gentleman attributes to them.
I think it shows a great lack of courtesy to
the House that the leader of the House
should be continually away smoking or play-
ing billiards—(Government dissent)—or per-
haps he may be attending to public business.
If he leaves the House he should let the
House know the reason, and if it is to attend
public business, I say all the more credit to
him ; but I think, myself, that the Premier, in
putting through these Sessional Orders, should
be in his place to hear arguments pro and

Mr. Mann.)
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con, and not simply wave his hand and tell
the House that they must accept whatever he
brings down without question or cavil. That
is a very bad way of doing business. ~Hven
the Standing Orders Committee admit thab
they made mistakes in drafting these Ses-
sional Ofders. The hon. member for North
Brisbane said he was not there——-

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. MANN: The hon. member for Cler-
mont, who was there, desires to move amend-
ments. i

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I do
not wish to interrupt the hon. member, but
the question of the Standing Orders is not
before the House. " The question is whether

the words proposed to be inserted be so in-

serted.

Mr. MANN: I am just arguing that I
believe some of the members of the Standing
Orders Committee agree with my arguments
in favour of extending the time to an hour
and a-half. They have expressed themselves
to that effect, and I think their words should
have a great deal of weight in this House,
because, after all, I take it they gave these
Sessional Orders some thought and considera-
tion before bringing them down, and if on
second consideration they think they have
been too drastic in drafting them, I think they
will take it as a good fhing if the House
refuses to accept all the Orders brought down
and makes certain amendments. 1 think the
amendment is a reasonable one. It limits
speeches to an hour and a-half. Few members
care to exceed that limit, and I am sure that,
even if the amendment is carried, no member
will get up and speak for a longer period than
is necessary—for the mere purpose of talking.

An OrrostrioN MempER: The speeches on
the Address in Reply this session are six
times shorter than the record.

Myr. MANN: Yes, and three times shorter
than what the Premier used to take in deal-
ing with the Address in Reply or a want of
confidence motion. If his effective work in
killing the late Government had been com-
pressed into an hour, he would never have
been able to repeat himself so often and try and
hammer home his points in the effective way
he did. I have much pleasure in supporting
the amendment, and I trust the Premuer will
be sufficiently well advised to accept it. '
* Mr. RYLAND (Gympie): I rise to support
the amendment. I think it very necessary
that we should have a further extension than
an hour, especially in connection with the
Address in Reply and on a want of confidence
motion. I do not wish to refer to those old
members of this House who have gone to
their rewards—terrestrial or celestial spheres.
Take the case of the present Government. It
would not be possible to enumerate the sins
and shortcomings—the sins of omission and
the sins of commission of the present Govern-
ment—in an hour. As regards what the
Premier has sald about some members on
this side believing in a limitation of speeches,
there are some that believe in a limitation.
I believe in the limitation of speeches myself.

Hon. R. Prirp: You do not practise it.

Mr. RYLAND: I do not think it is neces-
sary for anyone to speak as long as the
Premier used to speak—for practically three
hours. I suppose that is the average length
of his speeches in connection with want of
confidence motions or on the Address in Reply
or on the Financial Statement. There i1s
a great difference beween a three-hour or
four-hour speech and one hour. The amend-

[Mr. Mann.
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ment proposes to make it an hour and a-half,
whichi I consider is a fair thing. I think it
was only on one occasion that I spoke for
more than two hours, and on that occasion I
made a very good speech—(laughter)—a very
good speech indeed. I did very well, and
put concrete facts before this House. They
went oubt in the country and were read,
and I have been complimented on several
occasions on that speech. (Renewed laugh-
ter.) I dealt with the factory legislation and
other very necessary things that the people
should know. At the same time, although I
may not, if this is carried, ever have an
opportunity in this House again of making a
two-hours’ speech, or even an hour and a-half,
as the hon. member for Cairns points out, it
can be ‘‘continued in our mnext.” I may
desire to speak on the big questions which
come before this House, and I think it is.
necessary to have an hour and a-half to do
it. Now, take the Opposition at the present
time. Their ideas are practically hidden from
the outside public on account of not having a
Press to express their opinions, and insinua-
tions in the daily Press go forth against them.
‘We have not got a Press in connection with
this side of the House at the present time, but
I hope we soon will, and then, perhaps, there
will not be such a great necessity for long
speeches; but it is only through Hanserd that
we can get the expression of the views of the
Opposition at the present time. The Premier
says we can make good speeches of moderate
length, and that they are much better than
long speeches. Now, many members on this
side may not have the same ability to con-
dense their thoughts that the Premier has.
He has so many thoughts that he has suc-
ceeded in condensing them into speeches of
three or four hours’ duration, but still he
wants us on this side, although we may not
have such great minds, to condense our
speeches into one hour. I think we might,
manage to do it in one and a-half hours.
This motion only deals with two _subjects
which come up before the House—that 1, a
want of confidence motion and the Address
in Reply. The Address in Reply chiefly
deals with the measures which are forecasted
and likely to be put into concrete form dur-
ing the session, and, if hon. members have an
opportunity on that occasion of giving their
opinions, it facilitates the passage of the Bills
which comd bhefore the House. Now, on a
want of confidence motion you have to deal
with a good many things in connection with
the Governments departments—chiefly with
their administration, and we must recollect
that the functions of our State Government
—in fact, those of local authorities and other
public bodies—are increasing daily as regards
the carrying out of the work of the country.
What at one time solely belonged to private
enterprise has now been taken over by our
State Governments and our local authorities.
On a want of confidence motion we have to
deal with our lands -administration, our rail-
ways, and other things. Now, how can any-
one criticise on a want of confidence motion
the omissions and commissions of the Govern-
ment in an hour, seeing that we have seven
or eight departments, one after ancther, to
deal with? Take the Public Lands Depart-
ment alone. Consider the extent of land which
the Government have the control of, snme of
which is held in large pastoral holdings;, and
some_ in process of alienation. Then, again,
the duties of the Home Secretary’s Depart-
ment are increasing daily. We may have to
discuss the position of our Police Force—
whether they are doing their duty or whether
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they are not drifting into-the state which we
see in America at the present time, where the
‘heads of the departments are influenced by
outside forces which will not allow them to
do their duty when they come to administer
Acts of Parliament.

Mr. ForsyTH: Are you stonewalling?

Mr. RYLAND: I am not stonewalling, but
I say it is necessary to have an hour and a-
half to deal with any of these departments
which the Government has to administer. I
believe myself that at present, if there was a

want of confidence motion in connection with

the Home Secretary’s Department, it would
take a good part of that hour to enumerate
all the shortcomings which are apparent.
Then there is the Mines Department. As
representing a mining constituency, I could
take up a good half- hour alone in connection
with the injustice which the mining industry
is labouring under at the present time. If I
were to refer to all the different branches one
after the other, without referring to the
Treasury, I should require more than anhour.
The Premier himself on one occasion spoke
for two hours alone on the financial question,
and here we are now asked o deal with all
these different departments effectively and
lntelhgently in one hour. It is impossible to
do it. We know in connection with the Trea-
sury alone the complications which are sup-
posed to exist—it has been insinuated that
‘they do exist; the way the Treasurer has cut

down his surplus when he should have acted
" honestly, and allowed more money in estab-
lishing a sinking fund.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. RYLAND: All these things will come
up in discussing a want of confidence motion,
and even in discussing the Address in Reply,
and how can they be discussed in the time
proposed to be given? Then the immigration
question is also a very important one, and
extending every day. I hope we shall get
a longer time allowed for debate, at any
rate, in the Committee stage, but 1 will not
refer to that now, as it will be dealt with in
Committee, and the time can be extended
there. Bub we do not know whether, when
we get there, we shall have the opportumty,
or that we shal} be able to convince the ma-
jority that it is necessary to have an increased
time in Committee for dealing with the
Estimates ; consequently, it will be well +o look
ahead a blt and_ we should have an oppor-
tunity on the Address in Reply to mention
these questions. The Minister for Education
is here now, and I would point out that in
nob awmg every opportunity in regard to
education you are mortgaging the children’s
prospects in after life. That is one of the
most serious questions that can come before
the House, and we should have an oppor-
tunity, if we éo not get it in Commlttee of
mentioning it in the Address in Reply. Our
public works' are.increasing. every day, and
the amount of ‘money expended in connectlon
therewith is to be considered—whether it is
wise: to spend. the money, and’ whether it
should be defrayed from loan money or from
revenue. - All these things have to be con-
sidered ; and if there is no opportunity. of
getting  them . into  Hansard, how. is - the
country to know what we are doing? I am
pleased to support the amendment; and: I
hope it will be carried, although I know we
are under caucus Ijule and that from the
camcus we get machine-made politics.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

[24 Aveusrt.]
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Mr. RYLAND: Everything is fixed up on
the ¢ Lucinda,” where the Government have
an opportunity of discussing things in caucus;
anddthlngs are done which they have no right
to do

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr RYLAND: I will not refer to that
further, out of regard to the feelings of mem-
bers opposite, and out of respect for the Chair.
It may be thought by some members that
when one or two members have spoken it is
not necessary for anything more to be said.
I know that the Premier, when he sits down
after making a speech, reckons that the last
word. has been said on’ the particular subject
under discussion, and it is not necessary for
any other member to say anything further.
Lverything else is only a rushlight compared
to the great Kidstonian lamp,

An Oprosrrron MeMBER: The Kitson lamp!

Mr. RYLAND: Yes; we have it out in the
yard, and we have it in the House too. It
illuminates to some extent, and we are pleased
with the illamination as far as it goes. But
though the last word may be said as regards
what some members may think, there is this
to be considered: Every member represents a
constituency, and the constituencies like to
know what their own members say. Though
some of the best speeches possible may be
made by other members, it is the speeches of
their own members which get into the local
papers, because they want to know what their
own members are doing.

Mr. LenxoN: Do they publish your speeches
in the local paper?

Mr, RYLAND: Yes; and that is why they
returned me so many times with increased
majorities. But that is beside the question.
Two days ago I took up one of the Gympie
papers and saw my hon. colleague’s speech
there reported in full. Perhaps there were
more brilliant speeches made, but not more ef-
fective; and the fact remains that the Pre-
mier’s speech was not printed and circulated
in the Gympie electorate.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Will
the hon. member connect his argument with
the question of allowing extended time?

Mr. RYLAND: Seeing that it is their own
member’s speech they give more attention
to, it is necessary that their member should
have more than an hour to discuss blg ques-
tions, especially on the Address in Reply and
want of confidence motions. Though other
members may make superior speeches, it is
the speeches of their own members that con-
stituents rely on; and they wish to know
whether their members are doing the right
thing in trying to put the Government out of
office and put another Government on the
Treasury benches. I know that is the case
in the Gympie electorate, and I take it that
it is the case in other electorates. The Cairns
Post, for instance, will reproduce the speeches
of the hon. member for Cairns, but it will not
reproduce mine.

Mr. Manx: It will not reproduce mine when
it does not suit.

Mr. RYLAND: When it is an important
occasion, like the Address in Reply or a want
of confidence motion, a member cannot do
justice to the questlon in an hour.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The
hon. member has used the same argument

Mr. Ryland.]
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several times; I hope he will not continue to
repeat himself, or I shall have to restrain
him.,

Mr. RYLAND: I wish to say there is more
need for members of the Opposition to have
an opportunity of speaking for more than an
hour on these important occasions. It is dif-
ferent with Government members, who, as a
rule, can get what they want for their con-
stituents. It is not my intention to speak at
greater length, but I hope the amendment will
be carried. I will just say, in conclusion, that
in providing a limit as regards time, there is
a great gulf between a speech of four or five
hours and a speech of one and a-half hours;
and 1 think it is only fair that an hour and
a-half should be allowed in the cases to which
I have referred.

Mr, HARDACRE (Leichhard?) : It has been
said by the Premier that this proposal was
the unanimous recommendation of the Stand-
ing Orders Commibttee. As a member of the
Standing Orders Committee I wish to say that
it was not unanimous.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION:
Did you not support it?

Mr. HARDACRE: No.

The PrREMIER: Was there a division?

Mr. HARDACRE: There was no division,
but T strongly opposed this time limit all the
same., It was violently opposed by me, and
the hon. member for Ipswich took the same
view as I did. We secured thie proviso that
the time might be extended; but we did not
secure all we desired, nor did we approve of
all that was adopted. I do not think the pro-
posed time limit is going to do much to mini-
mise the evil of wasting time in this. House.
On the one hand it is too little to permit of

effective speech, and on the other

[5 p.m.] hand it will not put a stop to the

real cause of trouble. The real
cause of the waste of time that takes place is
when member after member gets up and all
say the same thing over and over again. It
is only occasionaily, when there is an unduly
long speech of three or four hours, that there
should be a time limit. On the average, mem-
bers do not speak for more than an hour.
When the occasion arises for a member to make
a longer speech, he generally goes to a great
deal of pains to arrange his speech and to get
facts, figures,and information together ; and it is
only when he speaks long that he really makes
an effective and good speech. The real effect
of this rule will be that it will cripple some
of the ablest and strongest speeches that mem-
bers make in this House, and that is one of
my chief objections to it. The hon. member
for Clermont last night supported the half-
hour limit because, he said, the days of oratory
have gone. Now, I do not believe that the
days of oratory are gone. On ordinary, small,
everyday measures oratory is not necessary.

It is only a big occasion, when some great

question is stirring the public mind, when
some great principle is at stake, when some
pernicious proposal is introduced in this House
that oratory is called for.

 Mr. Lesiva: Demosthenes could not alter a
single vote in this House.

 Mr. HARDACRE: When such a big occa-
sion arises we shall again have oratory, as
has always been the case in the history of
the world.. I would ask how such a rule will
work when a big occasion arises?
such a rule have worked, for instance, in the
British House of Commons during the last

[Mr. Ryland.
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twelve months, during the great constitutional
crisis? The British Parliament is rightly
called the “ Mother of Parliaments,” and we
are supposed to follow their procedure. Dur-
ing the debate on the Lloyd-George Budget,
how would an hour limit have applied to the
speeches of the Prime Minister, Mr. Asquith,
to the leader of the Opposition, Mr. Balfour,
to Mr. Lloyd-George, and to other leading
men? How would it have applied in this
House about two years ago when the present
Premier sat in opposition and raised the
great constitutional issue? The proviso allow-
ing an extension of time would also kreak
down on such an occasion. When a leader of
the Opposition was making a Lostile attack on
the Government, the Government would not
desire to give him extended time for oriti-
cism. By the help of their majority they
would refuse to allow him an extension.
Imagine the Premier two years ago asking
the Philp Government for ancther half-hour
when he was attacking them on the consti-
tutional question! We should endeavour to
frame a rule that will not break down in
actual practice. We ought to make it elastic
enough for an hon. member not to have to
be continually asking for permission from the
majority to continue his speech. I raised one
objection 'last night which applies with equal
force on the present occasion, and that is,
that such a rule will make the Cabinet more
autocratic than ever. It is going to deprive
members of their representative right. It is
going practically to deprive Parliament of its
right fully and freely to discuss the affairs
of the nation. Last night I quoted the opinion
of Sidney Low to show that the rules of the
House of Commons had had the effect of
the power of the Cabinet, and had
enabled them to encroach on the time allowed
to members. I want now to read a quotation
from another constitutional authority—An-
son’s “‘ Law and Custom of the Constitution’
—on the same subject—

Modern rules of procedure give to the Govern-
ment of the day a large control over the time of
the House for the purposes of its own business,
while the introduction of the closure leaves the
time for the discussion of a Government measure
very largely in the hands of the Government. The
consequence of these various features of our peliti-
cal life at the present time is to make the House of
Commons dependent on the Cabinet rather than
the Cabinet on the Commons.

It is this kind of thing that has made the
Cabinet the dominant power in Parliament.
In olden times kings simply did as they liked,
and the tendency in democracies seems to be
for power to be getting back into the hands
of a few men, who dominate the country and
Parliament by the help of the rules of pro-
cedure which they pass in Parliament. We
are asked to adopt the practice in force in
New Zealand—the only portion of the British
Empire where such a rule is in force; and I
maintain that before we adopt such a drastic
rule we should have some report showing how
it works there. I believe it has not worked
too well. We are trying an experiment, and
we should go slowly. If we adopt the amend-
ment, and we find that an hour and a-half is
too long, we can reduce it to an hour; but,
if we agree to the hour limit now, it will be
very hard to ingrease it to an hour and_a-half.
On the whole, I think that an hour and a-half
for each member is little enough on the two
occasions we ask for—mnamely, the Address in
Reply and want of confidence motion, and
more particularly on the latter occasion. I
have much pleasure, as a member of the
Standing Orders Committee, in supporting
the amendment.
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Mr. MULLAN (Charters Towers): 1 am in
favour of the amendment, because I think
there 1s no justification whatever for the
Government refusing to concede us an hour
and a-half in which to_ discuss such important
questions as a want of confidence debate and
the Address in Reply. If ever less justifica-
tion existed for the introduction of a time
limitation of speeches, it ocertainly existed
this session. The temper of the House has
been excellent right from the start up to the
introduction of these obnoxious Sessional
Orders. As proof of the splendid temper of
the House, we have only to point out what
was rare, and even unique, in parliamentary
practice in this House, and that was that in
one week we passed the second reading of
the Electoral Reform Bill on one afterncon,
and on another afternoon the second reading
of the Mines Regulation Bill. They were
two most contentious measures, yet the
temper of the House was so excellent that we
put each of them through in one afternoon.
At a time when the House was working so
well, where was the justification for trying us
further by introducing such obnoxious pro-
posals as these? In fact, the result of accept-
ing this amendment will be that the House
will become bad tempered, and we will lose
much more time under these Standing Orders
than would have been the case if we had gone
on as we were going. The Premier refused
to accept the amendment of our party, be-
cause 1o doubt he thinks, in his wisdom, that
he will expedite business by adhering to his
proposal. But why should we be limited to

a month or two in the year in order to trans- .

act the business of this House. .

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The
question is not the limitation of time for the
House, but the limitation of speeches to an
hour or an hour and a-half.

Mr. MULLAN: There is no justification
whatever for this limitation if the House were
prepared to meet earlier in the year and
transact business as it should do.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

 Mr. MULLAN: There would be no oceca-
slon to lmpose any limitation at all if that
were done. So far as I can see, the object
which the Government have in restricling
debate of this House, and refusing to accede
to the request of this party for an extension
of time, is, I suppose, because they are
frightened that when we come to discuss a
want of confidence motion this party will ex-
pose some of their misdeeds, and will have
more time to do so. There is no doubs that
the debating power of the Assembly is on
this side of the House, and that being so, I
suppose_they think that they would show up
badly in the whole business if we were
allowsd more time. However, seeing that we
have very important matters to discuss during
this session, I think the House would be well

advised in accepting the reasonable amend-’

ment proposed from this side of the House.
. The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The question
is that the words proposed to be added be so
added.
Mr. ALLEN (Bulloo) rose in his place.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: As many as
are of that opinion, say ““ Aye’’; on the con-
trary, ‘“NoO”’——
Mr., MAUGHAN and other Labour mem-
bers (rising): Mr. Speaker
- The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I noticed the
hon,” member for Bulloo standing in his place,
but he did not address the Chair when he
Fo88.
Mr. MaNN: Yes; he spoke very low.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Well, I did not
hear him.. I must ask members on both sides
of the House to speak so that they can be
heard, and they must address the Chair as
they rise.

Mr. ALLEN: I beg pardon. I did speak
very low. I am in accord with the amend-
ment of the junior member for Townsville to
a certain extent, and in saying certain extent
I mean that I am opposed to limitation of
speeches in any shape or form, as we are
sent here by our constituents to represent
them in Parliament, and we are responsible
to our masters for the way we conduct our-
selves when we are here. I am going to
support the amendment because it is the
lesser of two evils, and for that purpose
alone. It appears to me that these pro-
posals, if carried, will tend to bring this
Chamber down to the level of a debating
society, where we will be hedged in by rules
and time limits, and then, if these do not
prove effective, no doubt we will get others
more drastic still. Tt appears to me that
these proposals have not been brought in at
all in the interests of members. I am per-
fectly certain that this Sessional Order will
greatly inconvenience members, and the only
hon. gentlemen in the House it will suit will
be the Government. [ contend that any
member in the House has got as much right
to be heard as any member of the Govern-
ment. If it is necessary for a Minister intro-
ducing a Bill to speak without a time limif,
then it is also necessary for any individual
member of the House to speak just as long
as & Minister, or a little bit longer if he wants
to do so. Members are all sent here as the
representatives of the people, and no one
member should have more privileges than
another. If this Standing Order is carried,
it will tend to concentrate the debate in the

‘Ministers on the one side, and the leader of

the Opposition on the other; and the Govern-
ment party can always be prepared to so
arrange their business that they can get over
these limitations By putting up members who
specialise on different subjects. The Opposi-
tion proper cau do the same thing; but sup-
pose there are one or two members attached
to no party, where do they stand? There
may be members like they have in the Federal
Parliament. Why should they be deprived of
their rights? Why should their constituents
be practically disfranchised, for that is praocti-
cally what i1t means? Any party can get
round the difficulty, I admit that. But we
are infringing on the liberties of members of
this House with this Sessional Order. No
doubt we might find that an hour will be
long enough on ordinary occasions, but what
about those great uphsavals in political life
that occur now and again, when comrmunities
are divided into two camps, or even three
camps on great questions? Are these ques-
tions going to be debated and thrashed out in
one hour? I do not think so. Has that been
done in the past? Not at alll Then why
are we going o try this experiment? Where
has it been tried before? Some hon. member
opposite says it has been tried in Italy. I
think there is no need for us to go to Italy
for a precedentinrepresentative government.
Ttaly should be prepared to learn from us,
not we, a child of the mother of Parliaments,
to take a lesson from one of these new-
fangled bodies. If members forfeit their
right of speech, and bind themselves down to
the short space of one hour for speeches, and
then find it does not work, they will find it
very hard to regain the privilege they have
lost. The Opposition are blamed for long .

Mr.B.F. 8. Allen.]
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speeches, but hon. members on the other
side were guilty of the same thing when
they were in Opposition. I do not think
long speeches are to be condemned at
all.” There are worse things than long
speeches. I contend that a member’s tongue
will alwavs be controlled by public opinion
outside. No ordinary member—the exception
may prove the rule—will continually talk and
talk on every conceivable occasion for two
or three, or for four or five hours. I may
point out that during last session the Govern-
ment got through a great amount of businéss.
Every reasonable proposal they brought down
the members of the Opposition debated in a
most reasonable manner, and I do not know
what cause the Premiler or any member on
the Government side of the House has to
complain about Opposition members, either
in the last or the present session.

Question—That the words proposed to be
inserted (Mr. Foley’s amendment) be so in-
gerted—put; and the House divided:—

Avzs, 27,
Mr. Allen Mr. Lennon
.» Barber » Mann
. Blair » Maughan
., Bowman 5 May
, Breslin »  Muleahy
,» Collins . Mullan
,» Coyne »  Nevitt
,» Crawford ,» O’sullivan
,» Perricks ,» Payne
. Foley ,» Ryan
, Hamilton s Ryland
, Hardacre » Theodore
,» Hunter, J. M. ,»  Winstanley
» Land
Tellers: My, Barber and Mr, Winstanley,
Nowus, 35.
Mr. Appel My, Hodge
,, Barues, G, P. ,» Hunter, D.
s, Barnes, W. H, ,» Kidston
. Booker ,s Lesina
,» Bouchard » Macartney
,» Brennan ,»  Mackintosh
s Bridges » Paget
,» Corser ,, Petrie
» Cottell 5 Philp
., Oribb ,» Rankin
,» Denham ,» Roberts
5 Porrest . Somerset
,, Yorsyth ,, Stodart
5 Fox . Swayne
,» Grant ,, Thorn
5 Grayson ys Tolmie
s Gunn s Walker
,» Hawthorn

Tellers : Mr, Cottell and Mr, Swayne.

Parms.

Ayes—Mr, Murphy, Mr. McLachlan, and Mr. Douglas.
Noes—Mr. Wienholt, Mr. Morgan, and Mr. White.

Resolved in the negative.
Original question stated.

Mr. MACARTNEY: I beg to move that
after the word “ Bill,” in paragraph 2, the
following words be added: ““ or to the leader of
the Opposition or any member deputed by
him to speak first in reply to such motion, who

shall each be at liberty to speak

{5.30 p.m.] for one hour and a-half.” It will

be noticed that this amendment
extends to the leader of the Opposition or
some member deputed by him to reply to a
motion from this side of the House, the right
to speak for one hour and a-half, and it also
limits the Ministers to the same time. I do
not think it is necessary, in view of the dis-
cluission that has taken place, to say anything
in support of the amendment. I will content
myself with formally moving it.

[Mr. B. F. 8. Allen.
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Mr. MANN: I agree with the amendment
so far as it goes, but it does not apply to any
member who may be prepared to speak. A
certain matter may affect a particular electo-
rate and the member for that electorate may
wish to speak for a longer time than he is
allowed, and I am sure the member for Bris-
bane North will agree that it is advisable that
he should be permitted to speak for a longer
time than half an hour on a very important
measure. There are several measures coming:
before the House on which members may
desire to speak rather longer than the time
allowed, and, if the hon. member has no
objection, I will move that the following words
be added: ¢ or to any other member with the
consent of the majority of the House.”

The Premizr: That is provided for in the
next paragraph.

Mr. MANN: 1 see it is provided for in the
next paragraph, but we want to make it
surs, because we are making exceptions now
and we might as well make the exceptions as
wide as possible. It will be only by the con-

sent of the House, and I am quite sure no

member should wish to curtail the speech of a
member having special knowledge on any sub-
ject, because the House should get the fullest
information possible when passing laws. For
example, in the Machinery and Scaffolding
Act, a very grave mistake was made owing to
the fact that there were very few men in the
House who knew anything about it, and they
did not think it worth while to put their views
before the House. Now, that might very
easily have been prevented if the House had
full information in regard to the Bill; the
same mistakes may crop up again, and I trust
the hon. member for Brisbane North will con-
sent to the addition of the words I propose.
I beg to move that the words, ““or to any
other hon. member with the consent of the
majority of the House,” be inserted after the
word ‘ him.”

The PREMIER: I did not say anything on
the amendment moved by the hon. the junior
member for Brisbane North, Mr: Macartney,
because it seemed to me so manifestly fair to
both sides of the House that it did not require
any discussion. It has at least this recom-
mendation —that it puts both sides of the
House on exactly the same footing as to time.
Whatever may be said about such a limita-
tion, this is able to be said about it, at any
rate: That it is equally fair to all members.
It allows a Minister an hour and a-half in
moving the second reading of a Bill, and it
gives the leader of the Opposition an equal
opportunity of an hour and a-half in showing
the faults of the measures, and then every
other hon. member on either side of the House
half an hour’s discussion. However, the
amendment moved by the hon. member for
Cairns does not seem to me to be necessary,
because of the provision that immediately
follows, which reads—

Provided further that with the consent of the
House (to be determined without debate) a member
may be further heard for a period not exceeding
thirty minutes.

In addition to the mover of a second reading
having an hour and a-half, and the first
speaker in reply having an hour and a-half
any member who speaks after that, while his
time will be limited to half an hour, may,
with the consent of the Flouse, have that half-
hour extended to one hour.

Mr. Hamirron: What do you call *with
the consent of the House”?
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The PREMIER: Just the same as the hon.
member’s amendment. The hon. member
proposes ‘‘ with the consent of the House”—
I think that is the phraseology of the amend-
ment,

Mr. FrRRICKs: With the consent of the
majority of the House.

The PREMIER: Both in the amendment
and in the same proviso which immediately
follows this thing we are discussing, ‘the
consent of the House’’ means the majority of
the House.

Mr. HamirroN: One man can block ib.

The PREMIER: No, no! It is to be de-
termined without debate. If it is proposed
that some member who is speaking, whose
half-hour is up, be further heard, the Speaker

will put it to the House, and if any one ob-.

jects, there is only one way of settling whether
he is to be heard-—that 15 by a vote. That
was the intention of the Standing Orders Com-
mittee—that a vote should be taken at once
without debate. By the amendment of the
hon. member for Cairns you could not settle
it in any other way than by a vote. All that
I am claiming now is that the amendment of
the hon. member for Cairng is not mnecessary,
in view of the further provision by the com-
mittee that a member’s time may be extended
to an hour. . .

My, May: The Premier does not think the
hon. member for Cairns is necessary, at all.

The PREMIER: No; the hon. member for
Cairns is not necessary. (Laughter.) I think
that the addition proposed by the hon. mem-
ber for Cairns might be quite safely with-
drawn, and the amendment of the hon. mem-
ber for Brisbane North accepted; and the
further proviso that when the House is agree-
able a member’s time shall be extended to an
hour would quite amply meet the case.

Mr. MULCAHY (Gympic): Practically the
same thing as the amendment of the hon.
member for Brisbane North was moved by
the hon. member for Townsville and rejected
by the Premier, and I must compliment the
hon. member for Brisbane North on the Pre-
mier allowing him to move his amendment as
a salve for the slap on the face he gave him
yesterday, when he would not allow him to
move it. Although he expressed his opinion
that he wished to make this Bill more liberal
yesterday, the Premier ordered him outside
the bar of the House—

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. MULCAHY: And he had to go out.
(Laughter.)

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The
hon. member must obey my call to order. He
is very distinctly out of order.

Mr. MULCAHY: I am very glad the hon.
member for Brisbane North has had this
opportunity of soothing his ruffled feelings.
(Laughter.)

My, HARDACRE: I understand the
amendment puts any member on exactly the
same footing as a Minister or the leader of the
Opposition in excepting him altogether from
any limit. I understand the hon. member
for ]?risbane North wished to make no limit
at all.

HoNourABLE MEMBERS:
half.

Mr. HARDACRE: If that is the case, the
amendment of the hon. member for Cairns
is tautology.

An hour and a-
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The PrEmer: It puts a time limit on the
Minister, who can only speak for an hour and
a-half, as well as the man who replies to the
Minister.

Mr. HARDACRE: In that case, the amend-
ment of the hon. member for Cairns is taut-
ology. It provides no more than what he can
already get with the consent of the House.

The PrEMIER: It is quite unnecessary with
the proviso that follows.

Amendment {(Mr. Macartney's) agreed to.

Original motion, as amended, stated.

Mr. COYNE: I desire to move an amend-
ment in paragraph 3. The Premier would
have us believe that this could be decided on
a division of the Flouse, in the event of any
objection being raised to it.

The PreEmiErR: If it does not go on the
voices.

Mr. COYNE: I claim that that is not
correct, because if there is a Standing Order
which says that, if only one member objects,
then you, Sir, will decide it without dividing
the House at all, because you have got the
Standing Order to direct you. The Standing
Order says that if one member of the House
objects, the House does not give ifs consent,
and you will decide it, and the House will not
be divided on it at all. In order that there
may be no doubt in the matter, I move the
insertion after “of,” on the 1st line of para-
graph 3, the words, ““a majority of.” It will
then read-— :

Provided further that with the consent of a
majority of the House (to be determined without
debate). :

The PREMIER: Personally, I have no
cbjection to the amendment. (Opposition
laughter.) I do not think it will alter any-
thing. If hon. members opposite think it
makes it clearer I am quite willing.

Mr. LeNNoN: It makes it more intelligible.

Mr. MANN: I agree with the amendment,
but I think it might have gone a little further,
seeing that the House has carried paragraph
1 before it. It practically compels members
to go to one side or the other—there is no
room for a third party. .

Hon. E. B. Forrest: Your party will go
then.

Mr. MANN: I have seen in this House
three parties of almost equal numbers, and ¥
may see that again. If there are two parties
in opposition each fifteen strong, which party
will be the Opposition?

An Honourasre MEMBER : There will be two-
Oppositions.

Mr. MANN: Two Oppositions and two
leaders, and those leaders should get the same
time.

An HoxouripLE MgewBER: You are the
remnant of the “Gang forward” party.

Mr. MANN: Ves. I think it would be
better to provide that a member:be further
heard if he gets the consent of a certain num-
ber of members. In the heat of debate the
Government might want to decide a question,
and they might insist on stifling the debate;
and I think it would be better to allow a
member to continue his speech if he had the
consent of, say, seven members.

The PREMIER: Seventy !

Mr. MANN: Seven. The adjournment of
the House can be moved with the consent of
five members, and that would be a convenient
number in this case. You must give a minority
a chance. For example, on the Government

Mr. Mann.]
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side there are three or four Kidstonites,
and one of them may wish to continue to
speak with the consent of his fellow-members.
"Phen there are the farmers’ representatives,
who may want one man to speak a longer time
for them; and it would be only fair, if six or
seven members gave their consent, to allow
him to do so. When a member leads a section
in this House he should get further considera-
tion. 'There is the Wide Bay party, and there
is the Darling Downs party. I think each
and every one of those parties are entitled
through their acknowledged leaders to certain
consideration ; and for that reason I would ask
the hon. member for Warrego to withdraw
his amendment in order that I may move an
amendment to the effect that, with the consent
Io]f se(iven members, a member may be further
eard.

Mr. LESINA (Clermont) : Mr. Deputy
Speaker,—I think you should rule this amend-
ment out of order, as it is entirely unnecessary.
It is a case of “painting the lily and gilding
refined gold.” It is proposing to do something
we  have power to do under our Standing
Orders, and which has been sanctioned by
traditional usage and the constitutional prac-
tice of this House ever since there has been a
Parliament in Queensland.

An Opposirion MrMpER: This Government
takes no notice of traditional usage.

Mr. LESINA: Any Government must take
notice of constitutional practice and traditional
usage; and I think there are always enough
members who are anxious—sufficiently anxious
—+t0 preserve traditional usage to give a
warm %ime to any Government that would
attempt to trample bn their rights. There
bas been some allegation about the Stand-
ing Orders being trampled under foot and
traditional wusage being ignored by the

Labour Government in the Federal Parlia-’

ment, and the attempt being made to push
legislation down the throats of the Opposition.
But the same charge is always made against
Governments. My contention is that even at
present, if a member desites to continue
speaking, and intimates that he has not
finished his argument, and appeals to members
to permit him to finish his argument, you put
the question whether the Flouse approves of
an extension of time being granted, and the
mere fact of your putting the question
makes it the property of the House, and it is
determined by the decision of the majority.

An HowouraBrr MeEMBER: No division is
called for.

Mr. LESINA : It never has been, because of
the natural courtesy with which members treat
each other. (Hear, hear! and laughter.) The
bitterness of party conflict to some extent in-
terferes with the exercise of those courtesies
that we owe to one another as members, but
there is ne reason why we should not show
one another those courtesies. My contention
is that we have sufficient power now to secure
the consent of a majority of the members
present at any time to a member continuing
his speech; and, if the Speaker wants the
House to determine the question, the House
may be divided, and the majority may deber-
mine that the member be further heard. We
know also that anyone may move that a mem-
ber be no longer heard, and that question is
decided by the majority of members present.
I think the assumption underlying the amend-
ment is this: It has suddenly dawned on the
hon. member that never heretofore in the

[Mr. Hann.
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history of parliamentary government has this
thing come up before—a thing that has come
up hundreds of times in the hundreds of years
during which parliamentary government has
existed in the old country, and many times in
Australia since we have had responsible
government. And provision is made for it in
the Standing Orders. I have been speaking
for some minutes, and if I wish to continue
my remarks you may put the question that I
be further heard. If there ig an objection on
the part of half a dozen members, and there is
some noise when the question is put, you may
be in doubt as to the voices; and I may call
¢ divide,” and get the consent of the majority
to continue speaking. There is nothing to
prevent this, and the proposal of the hon.
member is simply an attempt to ‘“paint the
lily and gild refined gold.”

Mr. MANN: I ask the hon. member for
Warrego to withdraw his amendment in order
that I may move the amendment I wish to
move.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, order!
Amendment (Mr. Coyne’s) agreed to. 7

Mr. MANN: I beg to move the insertion,
after the word ‘‘consent,” of the words ‘ of
seven members,” and the omission, after the
word ‘‘ House,”” of the words “to be deter-
mined without debate.”

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The amend-
ment is entirely out of order. It proposes to
amend a portion of theé proviso which has
already been amended.

Mr. MANN: Just before the House ad-
journed for tea, you, Sir, ruled an amendment
proposed by me out of order. I understood

that the amendment then before

[7 pm.] the House would be withdrawn to

permit me to get my amendment
in. However, during the tea hour I drafted
another amendment, which T think you will
find perfectly in order, and I now move that
the following words be added to the para-
graph already amended :— '

or, with the consent of five members, for a period
not exceeding twenty minutes.

We may again see in this House two Opposi-
tion parties. Hon. members will remember,
that when certain syndicate railways were sub-
mitted, the members of one Opposition party
agreed with the Government in their pro-
posals, and it was left to the Labour Opposi-
tion to fight those railways. TUnder this
Sessional Order the leader of the Labour party,
or any member of that party with a special
knowledge of the country to be traversed by
those syndicate railways, could not have
spoken at any length, and that is the motive
that animates me 1n moving this amendment.
I think it will appeal to the fair-mindedness
of every hon. member, inasmuch as under our
present Standing Orders, if a member moves
the adjournment of the House and five mem-
bers rise in their places to support him, he
may have the business of the House adjourned
while he discusses some question of urgent
public importance. If my amendment is
adopted—and I trust it will be—it will pre-
vent—or at all events it will go a long way
to make members less inclined to move—the
adjournment of the House. For that reason
I trust the Premier will accept it. After all,
it can do no harm, and it will be some guar-
antee of a member’s bong fides if five other
membery support the motion that he be heard
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Hor a further twenty minutes. . 'There are
occasions when a' subsection of ‘a party may
desire to discuss a measure at greater length
than the Sessional Order allows. - For in-
stance, there are members who represent the
mining industry on the Labour side. While
a Northern mining member might speak at
greater length, the-  conditions of mining in
the North may not be the same as they are
in the South; and a mining member represent-
ing ‘a Southérn’ donstituency might also de-
sire to speakat  considerable length. Or,
again, a. Northern = pastoral representative
would' represent  cattle - chiefly, whereas a
«Central or a Southern pastoral representative
would be more interested in sheep. It will be
4 great pity if we hinder even six members
from having their views énunciated at greater
length than this rule will permit.

The PREMIER: I have a sort of feeling
that as we go on there will be nothing but
‘provisos.. If a member cannot get the consent
of ‘& majority of members to an extension of
thirty minutes, he can then appeal for the
support of five members, and, if he has their
support, -he can get an additional twenty
‘minutes.

Mr. LeNwoN: That shows a keen sense of
proportiom

The PREMIER: A keen sense of humour,
T think. If he has ascertained beforehand that
he has the support of five members, he will
have the question put a second time, and there
will need to be two divisions to decide
whether he shall be further heard or not. I
‘think this is carrying the proviso too far. The
proviso, as it stands, is not in the New Zea-
land Standing Orders.

Mr. BowMaN: Whatever tempted you to be
generous?

The PREMIER: I cannot get the hon.
member to understand that it 18 not I who
am generous—it is the Standing Orders Com-
mittee that is generous. This is the motion
of the Standing Orders Committee, and I am
merely moving it pro formd.

‘Mr. Bowuax: DIl bet you had a hand in it

The PREMIER: Ob, yes; I had a hand in it.
I hardly think it is necessary to make this
addition. ’

Mr. LENNON: I cannot agree with the
Premier. I think the amendment shows, as
I 'said by interjection, a keen sense of pro-
portion on the part of the hon. member for
Cairns. - A member may, with the consent of
a: ‘majority of the House, get permission to
speak for thirty additional minutes; but a man
may be so circumstanced that he may be re-
presenting a bunch, as depicted by the hon.
member for Cairns. He may be a member of
a: farmer’s bunch, or a mining bunch, or of a
Downs bunch:  He may fail to secure the sup-
port of ‘a majority of the House, but he may
be  so charged with' information, and have
something to- say of - such importance to the
bunch to which he belongs, that they will have
‘& particnlar interest in having him speak for
another twenty ‘minutes when the rest of the
House may be quite indifferent. - ¥ think that
the hon: member for Cairns made out a very
good.case. - Let that be-a matter for further
amendment; if it is’ thought desirable. Two
years ago the three parties in this House were
pretty. -equally “divided, -and  on' the back
Opposition . cross-benches . sat. twenty-three

members ‘of ‘the party led by my respected:

191020 . ; I o
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friend, the senior member for Fortitude
Valley. Under similar circumstances to that
such an amendment as that proposed by the
hon. member for Cairns would be of vital
interest to them. I think that, although the
Premier regards it as being somewhat ridicu-
lous, there is a good deal in the contention of -
the hon. member for Cairns.

The PreMizr: I did not say it was ridicu-
lous. I said it was unnecessary.

Mr. LENNON: The Premier was using the
shafts of ridicule—which is a very powerful
weapon, as we know-——in trying to make it
appear that this would not be a workable or
a necessary scheme. I think that the hon.
member for Cairns made out a good case, and
111{15 amendment ought to be accepted by the

ouse

Mr. RYLAND: I think it would be only a
fair thing to give this concession to the
minority in this Chamber to give them an
opportunity of asserting their opinion. The
hon, member for Cairns represents a party
in this House, and that party should be given
that opportunity to express their opinions. It
will not lead to any abuse, as a member only
wants another btwenty minutes, and he must
get seven mentbers to rise in their places in
support of that extra time being given before
he 1s allowed it. I shall certainly support the
amendment.

Mr. O’SULLIVAN: I rise to support the
amendment of the hon. member for Cairns.
I do so because I believe that minorities have
rights, and. being one of. those who from my
earliest boyhood have been in minorities, I
always have great sympathy with minorities.
The only time that I had the enjoyment of
sharing in a great majority vote was at the
last Federal election. Notwithstanding that,
I maintain that minorities should be pro-
tected in a deliberative Chamber like this.
If you are going to throw away your rights as
men, and are going to emasculate the powers
of debate in this House, what are we going
to say about upholding our State Parlia-
ments? Is this going to uphold the State
Parliament, when you will not allow five
men to say that another member shall
continue speaking on a particular subject
for g further term of twenty minutes. It
requires five men to move that the House
adjourn on any question of public import-
ance; and why, then; should not five membera
be able To say that a member shall be heard
for a fuither twenty minutes? I think that
should be the rule in this respect. As has
been said before, there are different sections
in the House representing particular interests,
and they may be wishing to place before the
House their particular interests as against the
wishes of the majority, who may want to
swamp any little interest that may be spring-
ing up. Say that we wanted to go in for a
more progressive and up-to-date system of dry
farming in our dry areas in Australia, which,
unfortunately, have been too long neglected—
suppose four or five men of a party wanted
one of their number to lay this question
before the House, and the rest of the mem-
bers representing mining, agricultural, and
pastoral interests did not want to hear him,
then you would have five men who wished to
have this matter put before the House in a
proper way, and they would get it. - That
should appeal to.the good sense of the House.
I have great pleasure, therefore, in mupport-
ing the amen%ment in the interests of the

minority.
M. O’Sulbivan.]
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‘ Question—That the words proposed to be
inserted (Mr. Mann’s amendment) be so in-
serted —put; and the House divided i—

AYES, 26,

Mr. Allen ’ - Mr. Lennon

,, Barber ;s Mann

,, Bowman ,» Maughan
,» Bresiin ,y May

,» Collins ,» Mulcahy
,» Coyne . Mullan

,, Crawford ., Nevitt

,,» Douglas ~ ., O’Sullivan
,» Perricks ,, Payne

,, Foley y» Ryan

,, Hannlton . Ryland

,, Hunter, J. M. ,, Theodore
,, lLand ,,  Winstanley

Tellers ; Mr, Breslie and Mr. May.
Nows, 32,

Mr. Appel My, Hawthorn
,» Barnes, G.P. ., Hodge

,» Rarnes, W. H. ,, Hunter, D,
,, Rouchard ,»  Kidston

,, Bremman + Mackintosh
,» Bridges » Pageb

,, Corser ,» Petrie

» Cottell ,» Philp

;; Cribb 5 Bankin

» Denham ,s Robherts

ss Forrest ;s Somerset
5» Forsyth . Stodart

;5 TOX s Swayne

, -Grant » Thorn

5 GQrayson -» Tolmie

» Gunn » White

Tellers : Mr. Grayson and Mr. Guun,

' PAIRS.
Ayes—Mr. Murphy, Mr. Mclachian, and Mr. Blair,
Noes—Mr. Wienholt, Mr. Morgan, and Mr. Macartoey.

Resolved in the negative.
Original motion, as amended, stated.

Mr. O’SULLIVAN: I beg to move that in
the fourth paragraph, where the words ‘“ three
times”’ occur, the word  three” be omitted,
with the view of inserting the word * four.”
Tt will be obvious to any person -who wishes
to see full discussion when we go into Com-
mittee on a measure that three times are too
few for a member to be allowed to speak. As
the Sessional Order now stands a member can
speak only three times in Committee. On the
first occasion he is to be allowed ten minutes,
‘and on the other two occasions only five
minutes. The leader of the Government told
us that the Standing Orders Committee took
this rule from the New Zealand Standing
Orders.. But a reference to those Standing
Orders will show that the committee have
gone further than the New Zealand Assembly,
because there they allow each member to
speak four times in Committee apd to occupy
ten minutes each time. The best work of
the House is done in Committee, and I think
hon. members should seriously congider the
restrictions proposed in thiz paragraph of the
rule. There is a tendency in these days to
ostablish what is termed a single-chamber
system of government, and when that comes
about we shall want all the time we can get
to do justice to the legislation submitted to
us. If we wish to do proper work, we must
have sufficient time for discussion, in order
to point out where amendments are necessary
and to show the advantages of suggested
amendments. - To say that a man can do that
in five minutes is absurd. A ‘man may qccupy
five minutes before he gets to the gist of what
he desires to say, so that it will not be’ pos-
sible for him to place his views before mem-
bers in. an intelligent manner in that time.
I hope the leader of the Government will ses

[Mr. O Sullivan.

the reasonableness of my amendment, which
will simply bring this proposed new rule into
line with the New Zealand Standing Orders.
To do our work properly, so that it will not
need any review by a nominee Chamber, we-
should have full and fair discussion in Com-
mittee. OQur work should be done so well
that there will be no need to bring in amend-
ing Bills after six months’ experience of the
working of an Act, as is done at present
through not having them fully discussed. It
always puts me in raind of something like the

auctioneering method of going
[7.30 p.m.] through it—gabbling it over—

paid by the piece for every para-
graph you get through. That is not a right
and proper method to adopt in a deliberative
assembly, and this should no longer exist when
we go into Committee under these new Ses-
sional Orders. We should have at least ten
minubes to point out and marshal our rea-
sons for any amendment proposed, and give
the other side ten minutes to point out that
the amendments so proposed are not needed.
I masintain that this is the most reasonable
amendment that has come before the House
during this discussion. I am pleased to see
there is a bigger assembly here now to listen
to this amendment, and I trust that hon.
mombers will not be rushing out to the-
billiard-room and then run in here and see
on which side the Government is dividing.
They should stay here and do their work,
and then they would hear the arguments ad-
vanced pro and con for the necessity of widen-
ing these Sessional Orders. I say what has.
been going on is not at all consistent with
the dignity and high position of any delibera-
tive asgeinbly, and I trust that members
opposite will assist us in this most reasonable
amendment—that is, that we should have four-
oceasions on which to speak in Committee and
that each occasion shall be limited to ten
minutes. I have much pleasure in proposing
the amendment.

The PREMIER.: This was part of the re-
commendation of the commitbes that received
a good deal of discussion. It is a matter of
detail, and I cannot say I feel very strongly
on it, although I think three times in Com-
mittee is quite often enough for members to
speak. The idea is that, having settled the
general principle of the question, we should
go into Committee just to consider details. It
is more with that idea than the idea of mak-
ing speeches that the House goes into Com--
mittee, and under the proposed Sessional
Orders every member has the right to get up-
and speak three times on every question. We
have been discussing so far about a_ dozen
lines of print, and there have been about a
dozen amendments moved.

Mr. (/Svrrivan: It is very contentious.

The PREMIER: And on every amendment
proposed every hon. memsber will have an
opportunity of speaking three times. I am:
not very strong on the point, but I think it
ig better to take the recommendation of the
committee. As I pointed out, the purpose of
the committee is not o much for the purpose
of making speeches as for the purpose of heat-
ing one another’s opinions about details. We
do not want a long time to make speeches
for that purpose, and every member of the
tI}-;[ous,e can speak three fimes on every ques-
ion.

Hon. R. Pair: On every clause.

The PREMIER: On every line of a Bill
The hon. member for Warrego moved an
amendment In the first line of paragraph four,



New Sessional Orders,

and, when that was dealt with, the hon. mem-

ber for Cairns immediately rose up to make
another ameundment on the same line; and
every member under this rule—I am not com-
plaining that that should not be done—I am
saying it is for the purpose of doing such
things that we go into Committee, and in
doing ‘such things every member is allowed
to make one speech of ten minutes and two
speeches of five minutes each. I think the
House might very well accept the recom-
mendation of the Standing Orders Committee.
I admit that the New Zealand Orders allow
four speeches of ten minutes each. .
Mr. Bowmax: That gives twice she time.

Mr. Fzaricks: They have no gag thers,
either,

The  PREMIER: Neither have they the
hon. member for Bowen. I think hon. mem-
bers will admit that very grave abuses might
follow if every member of the Committee
spoke four times of ten minutes each on
every quesbion.

Mr. BOWMAN: To me this clause is the
most important one that has yet been dis-
cussed. The Premier has told us that the
object of going into Committee is not to make
speeches—that we really agree with the prin-
ciple of the Bill during the second-reading
debate. I think the hon. gentleman has been
sufficiently long in this  House to know that
it is after we have agreed to the principle of
a measure—that the principal work commences
when we go into Committee. Any man who
has had any experience in. this Flouse will
agree - with that. Take, for instance, the
Land Bill." The number of amendments that
are usually introduced has resulted in benefit
even by their discussion, and I think any
hon. member who has had any experience in
this House will agree that valuable work has
been done in Committee, even by fairly long
speeches on important amendments. We
have been told in the past, and probably will
be told again, that it is useless to waste much
time in discussing the principle of a Bill—it
is not the principle so much we want to dis-
cuss as the details to make that Bill as com-
plete as possible when we have the opportu-
nity. The limitation that has been placed
upon us as submitted by the Premier——-—

The PreEMIER: As recommended by the
Standing Orders Committee.

Mr. BOWMAN: Will the hon. gentleman
allow me to finish? As recommended by the
Standing Orders Committee, is, to my mind,
one of the most severe curtailments that ever
this House has known, with one exception,
and that is, of course, the gag and guillotine,
which knocks us out in one act, Mr. Speaker,
as you know.

The Premirr: Off goes your head. (Laugh-

ter.)

Mr. BOWMAN: Yes; there is no doubt
about that. The Premier said he is not very
strong on thiy matter. I reckon he is about
the strongest in this House I have ever
known. . (Laughter.)

Mr. BARBER: As strong as mustard.

Mr. BOWMAN: Very much stronger than
mustard. . I think, at any rate, he, as head of
a Government that has a majority behind him,
might have  taken a. much broader view
in régard to these Sessional Orders than he
has. Let me come to a Bill which I think I
have mentioned before, but it is well that it
should be repeated, because I think in that
Bill' we get one of the best evidences of the
value of discussion in Committee. It shows

[24 Avausrt.]
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that sometimes the whole import of a Bill is
embodied in one clause, and a great deal of
the debate is centred on that clause. In the
Wages Board Bill, both in 1907 and 1908, a
provision was included to enable all industries
to come under the Bill. We sought to bring
the farm labourers under that provision, and
many members in the House then, and also
members here to-day, felt it necessary that
they should have an opportunity of explaining
why these men should not come under it, and
they availed themselves of the opportunity.
Some hon. members opposite me to-night were
amongst the strongest in that direction. Some
very lengthy speeches were made in Com-
mittee, and they were centred round the clause
relating to the inclusion of farm labourers.

Hon. R. Purr: They did not avail much.

Mr. BOWMAN: Because the majority be-
lieved that the provision should be wider.
The majority carried it, but still the minority
had their right to try and prevent it.

Mr. J. M. Hunter: The hon. member for
Townsville spoke ten times on one subject.

Mr. BOWMAN: He was not the biggest
sinner. The present Minister for Education
and the Minisier for Lands monopolised a
good deal of time, and no one blamed them,
because they believed they were right. I am
bringing this up to show the importance of
giving more time than what the Standing
Orders Committee propose in the ten minutes
for the first time a man speaks, and then
five minutes on the second and third occasions:
There is something which is even more im-
portant to me than the Committee stages of
a Bill, and ‘that is the Estimates. It strikes
one that the object of this is to curtail mem-
bers in discussions in Committee while we
are on the Estimates.

Mr. Murcamy: Hear, hear! That is the
object.

Mr. BOWMAN: That is one part of our
work that demands our special attention. If
there is one question that is debated in this
House, and where the fullest freedom should
be given, it is in regard to the spending of
public money; and full opportunity for eritic-
ism should be given to show whether the
money has been spent wisely or unwisely, as
the case may be. Now, twenty minutes is all
that a man is allowed on a vote submitted to
the Committes for discussion. I ask hon.
members opposite if they think that that is a
fair time? In dealing with the Estimates it
is not really the Standing Orders which guide
us so much as the practice. We have usually
taken a general discussion on the first vote
in a department, and while I think that that
general discussion has sometimes led to re-
petition on further votes on the same Hsti-
mate, yet I believe more satisfaction has been
given in the past by allowing a fairly full dis-
cussion on the first vote of an Estimate, and
it has facilitated the passage of the further
votes brought before the House. The Premier,
during this debate, has stated that he has
copied New Zealand, but he has just mini-
mised the limit of time to one-half of whak
New Zealand allows. If it was good enough
to have the Standing Orders of New Zealand
to apply for half an hour in the first clause of
this motion, surely it is a fair thing that we
should have the same right as New Zealand
in connection with the different stages of a
Bill, or on the Estimates! The only conclu-
sion I can come to—I don’t know whether I
am right or not—is that the one desire is
to check—to unduly check—the criticism of

M 7. Bowman.]
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hon. members on this side. It has been
admifted on more than one occasion—by the
time which has been granted to hon. members
i discussing certain Estimabes—that the Rail-
way Estimates ought to take two days, the
Lands Estimates might also well occupy two
days, and the Home Secretary’s Departmens,
which has a multiplicity of departments
attached to it, has been regarded as being en-
titled to two days for fair criticism. 1 have
known the Lands Estimates take over two
days, and I have known the Railway Hsti-
mates take three days—it is a very big depart-
ment. Then we know the importance of
criticism on the Home Department, where we
deal with, perhaps, thirty or forty different
questions. I think that the Premier might
well agree with the amendment of the hon.
member for Kennedy, and at least have four
times instead of three; and, when we have dis-
posed of that, we can consider whether the
time is sufficiently long. I would ask the Pre-
mier—unless, of course, as I said this after-
noon, the matter has been settled by the
majority sitting in front of us; if it is, all our
talk will perhaps go for very little—but this
is not going through without the strongest
protest this side can make, because we feel
that this is an undue curtailment of the pri-
vileges of members of this House.

Mr. MULCAHY: The Premier says he
does not feel very strong on this. What we
would like to know is how he is going to
exercise his power with the members behind
him? Is he going to ask them to vote
againgt 1t? If he 1s, all the talking we can
do will be without avail. Still, I am bound
to say that I attach very great importance
to this. I am more concerned about the
Estimates than I am about any Bill that
comes before the Chamber, because in dis-
cussing the Estimates we want sufficient
time. Take the mining industry, for in-
stance—say a great disaster happened, such
as we had in Mount Morgan a short time
ago. If you want to review the conduct of
the Government officials in any department,
you would not be able to do more than touch
the fringe of the subject in the time allowed.
A mining member might want to criticise the
work of the inspectors of the Mines Depart-
ment in connection with the ventilation of
mines and other matters, but there would be
no opportunity of doing so properly. And I
may point out that it would not be many
members who would want to discuss the
Mines Estimates. There might be a matter
in connection with Charters Towers, and it
might be necessary for one of the members
of that electorate to speak for half an hour
or more; but under this Sessional Order he
would have only ten minutes, which is ridicu-
lous. Then there is the administration of
the Lands Department—much more than ten
minutes would be required to go into that.

Mr. Bowman: This is a permanent gag.

Mr. MULCAHY : If this is going through
as it is, you might as well say you do mnot
want Parliament at all, and let the Govern-
ment administer the affairs of the country.
I am not an advocate of unification; but if
there is anything that will lead to unification,
it is this kind of conduct. We shall be asked
what we are in Parliament for, seeing that
we are not allowed to criticise the working
of a department. In connection with the
Railway Department, there are such matters
as the working of the railways, the building
of railways, the administration of the depart-
ment, the building of railways by day labour

[Mr. Bowman.
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and by contract; and you could not touch on
those matters in five minutes. If this Ses-
sional Order is carried, the result will be that
a member will have to make arrangements
with other members to carry on the discus-
sion upon a particular subject after he has
occupied the time allowed. Perhaps, the
whole of the members will speak on a par-
ticular subject, and more time will be occu-
pied than if this Sessional Order were not
passed. I believe in leaving the Standing
Orders as they are; but, if we are to have
any curtailment, let us have a reasonable
time. The chances are that members oppo-
site will find themselves over here; and they
will re%ret the action they are now taking
when they find that they are unable to criti-
cise the actions of the Government. I ask
that in the matter of the Hstimates they
should take a reasonable view. With regard
to the lower-paid officials in the Government
service, we shall be asking why they have
not received fair treatment, and bring cases
to show that through influence certain officers
have got big increases, while hard-working
officers do mnot get the same consideration.
All these matters want to be gone into in an
intelligent way; and I trust the good sense of
the House will see that this Sessional Order
is not going to have the effect which mem-
bers opposite suppose. I represent a mining
constituency ; and if a disaster should happen
—which I hope will not be the case—I shall
want to go fully into ib, and criticise the
action of the mining inspectors and other
officials, and have the case properly arranged
to bring forward here; but how can I do it
in five minutes? I hope the good sense of
the House will see that it is highly necessary
that this amendment should be carried. As
representing a mining constituency, I make
a strong protest against this curtalment of
our privileges in regard to speaking 'in this
House, because I shall not be able to effec-
tively criticise the administration of the Go-
vernment, or the action of any servant of the

Government, if this Sessional Order is
carried. :
Mr. J. M. HUNTER (Maranca): To my

mind this is the most important amendment
of the whole lot proposed in connection with
this Sessional Order. When a Government
Bill is under consideration at the second-
reading stage, the Government have their
fotlowers well in hand, and carry the measure
at any cost; but they are not so particular
in Committee, and are, perhaps, in the mind
to listen to a little reason. It is at that
stage that a Bill is either made or marred;
and I contend that five minutes on three
occasions is nothing like sufficient time to
allow. I say there should be no limit to the
number of times a member may rise to make
suggestions as to the improvement of any
clause, any line, or any word in a Bill. It
is only by doing so that we get anything like
good legislation. What is the cause of this
continued tampering with legislation? Cer-
tain Bills become Acts to-day, and in the
next session amending Bills are brought
down.  This session we have no less than
eleven amending Bills. Why is that? It 1s
becdause sufficient care is not
[8 p.m.] taken in the matter of legislation.
I would like to see every mem-
ber present listening to the discussion of
these amendments. I am guite sure they will
troop in when the division bell rings, and
simply line up alongside the Premier. Suffi-
clent reasons have been advanced to convince
any man that a very wrong thing is going to
be done if this amendment is not adopted.
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The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION:
hDon’t forget that your own members are nob

ere.

Mr. BowMAN: There is a higger percentage
than on your side.

Mr. J. M. HUNTER: There is one thing
certain about the members of the Opposition
—they are going to vote solidly for retaining
the privileges they at present enjoy. It fre-
quently happens that the Minister in charge
of a Bill asks members on this side not to dis-
cuss details during the second-reading debate,
but to deal with principles and reserve the
details for the Committee stage. Now, how
can members do anything like justice to the
details of a Bill in Committee in three short
speeches ?

Mr. Bowman: On second readings members
have been taken to task by a Speaker for
dwelling upon individual clauses.

Mz, J. M. HUNTER: That is quite right,
and it is in Committee that the best work is
done in this Assembly. With regard to the
Estimates, the Government are not showing a
wise disposition in not allowing the fullest dis-
cussion to take place on their administration
of the departments, and it will not reflect
credit on the Government or on those who
support them. I am afraid that the feeling
will grow in the country that they are afraid
to allow the House the fullest opportunity of
dealing with their administration. Another
point 1s that this sort of thing is going to
lower the prestige of this House, and the
feeling will get abroad that the members of
this Chamber are trying to cut down their
work, and will not allow each other to deal
exhaustively with the business coming before
us. People will say that there is no need for
this Parliament, and that we should allow the
Commonwealth Parliament to do the lot. Tam
utterly opposed to unification, but this sort of
thing is going to bring about unification, or
else 16 will make the people believe that it is
time we had unification. I am very much in
favour of the amendment. We are asking no
concession. All we want is to retain the privi-
leges which we at present enjoy in Committee.
There are measures coming before us this
session which will require the fullest oppor-
tunity the House will allow hon. members to
do justice to them and see that proper legis-
lation is turned out instead of inferior legisla-
tion, such as this continual tampering with
our laws indicates. We have two consolidat-
ing Bills to come down, which are the result
of - this' continual tampering with legislation
in the past. Governments rush legislation
through at such a pace that the closest scru-
tiny is not given to it, and very often it is
passed at all hours of the morning, when hon.
members are not in a fit condition to deal
with it in an intelligent and efficient manner.

Mr, MANN: 1 rise for the purpose of sup-
porting’ the amendment, although one is filled
with: despair  when he realises the fact that
when:the division bell is rung members will
troop in "and vote blindly with the Govern-
ment, although the man who is leading them,
and who is in charge of these Sessional Orders,
ig‘not in' the Chamber listéning to the debate.

Mr. BowmAN: They are like a lot of slaves.

Mr. MANN: In the absence of the Premier,
I address myself to the senior member for Too-
woomba, -because. I intend to deal with the
question. purely from: an-agricultural stand-
point.- As I read this paragraph, it says that
only the Minister in charge of-an Estimate can
speak ‘more  than'three times on :any.  one
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question. I take that to mean that I can only
speak three times on the vote for the Chief
Office of the Agricultural Department. Under
that vote are included the Chief Inspector of
Stock, the Agricultural Inspector, the Botanist,
the Dairy HExpert, the Entomologist and Vege-
table Pathologist, the Assistant Entomologist,
the Instructor in Fruit Culture, the Instructor
in Tropical Agriculture, the Tobacco Expert,
the Editor of the ** Agricultural Journal,” the
photographer, and various other officers. It
means that if I speak for ten minutes with re-
gard to the Chief Inspector of Stock—and there
18 a very serious disease among stock in my
district—I can only speak on two other items
for five minutes each. Now, I would ask the
hon. member for Cambooya whether he could
describe the Kamerunga Nursery in five
minutes? It would take an hour to discuss
that nursery alone. Then, could the seniot
member for Toowoomba discuss the Instructor
in Tropical Agriculture in five minutes, or
could he go into the guestion of the Entomolo-
gist in a similar time? That is a very serious
question in my district, where they are
troubled with a plague of grubs. Yet, under
this Sessional Order, if I get up and speak
about grubs for five minutes, I can only speak
on two other matters. I can pick out the
three most important subjects in the vote for
the Chief Office, and T can speak upon one
for ten minutes, and upon two others for five
minutes each. You are an expert in agricul-
ture yourself, Sir, I understand. 1 ask you
how you would like to be tied down to a period
of five minutes to enlarge upon the question
of dry farming or maize-growing, or any one
of the one thousand and one branches of agri-
culture, and have only ten minutes in which to
do it? For example, could you rise in your
place and go fully into the guestion of butter
grading—the question that is of very consider-
able momeént at the present time? I intend to
go into the question, although dairying is not
a very large factor in the prosperity of the
Cairns district at present; but, if I talk on that
subject, I must neglect other matters con-
nected with my own district. That is a ques-
tion that should be thrashed out on the floor of
this House, but unfortunately we cannot do it.
All the matbers appertaining to the dairying
industry, which is worth millions of money to
Queensland, we are asked to discuss in ten
minutes. Can the hon. member for Cam-
booya say all he has got to say on that subject
in ten minutes? Do the members for agricul-
tural constituencies think this is sufficient
time for them to discuss matters relating to.
that department? What about the Vegetable
Pathologist and other matters? There is some
talk of these Standing Orders being brought
down to allow Government members to speak,
but I remember having to sit here until 2
o’clock in the morning waiting until-the mem-
bers on the Government side stopped talking
about State farms before I could get any show
to speak at all. There are a thousand and one
things to be spoken about on the Estimates
of Agriculture and Stock, and we are not to
be allowed to do it. We are merely asked to
come here and put our seal of approval on
whatever the Government like to do. If the
Government avpoints a bogus expert, as the
hon. member for Cambooya said, to-run one
of the State farms in Queensland, we have no
time to discuss his methods at all. I may take
the trouble to go up to the farm and go all
over it; I might find that all his methods of
running the farm are bad, his stock are bad,
his methods of irrigation are bad, and yet
when I come into the House I am supposed to

Mr. Mann.)
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speak on all these subjects on the Estimates
of Agriculture and Stock in ten minutes. Did
you ever hear of a more ridiculous proposi-
ton? Suppose you yourself, Mr. Speaker,
were sent with the members of the farmers’
party to inspect Gatton Agricultural Oolle_ge,
and when you came back you desired to give
the House a description of what you saw ab the
college. Could you really give a graphic and
true description of the methods adopted at Gat-
ton College in ten minutes? No member could
do it. The only thing you could do would be to
rise in your place and say that you disagree
with the methods carried on there, that you
found the methods up to date or out of date, as
the case might be, but you could not go into the
question in a sufficiently graphic manner to
let the House understand how the thing was
being run., Therefore, in the interests of agri-
culure, in the interests of the State, and in the
interests of every farmer and settler in the
State, we should have a fair opportunity of dis-
cussing every item in the whole of the Agri-
culture and Stock Estimates. I want at least
half an hour to deal with the disease in stock
which has broken out in the Cairns district;
I want half an hour to deal with the borers in
cane, and I want another half an hour to deal
with the ravages of the cane grubs. I cannot
lame the Premier for bringing in this Ses-
sional Order as I would be out of order, but
I must say that we cannot discuss these
items as they should be discussed if we are
confined to ten minutes on the first occasion,
and five minutes each on the two subsequent
ocoasions we are permitted to speak. If is
purely a farce asking members to discuss im-
portant Kstimates in such a short time. Then
there is the Lands Department Estimates. I
wish to discuss the question of land settle-
ment in the Atherton district, and the various
tenures—unconditionsal, group, and everything
else. I wish %o know something “about the
price of timber and the cost of roads there; I
want to go into the whole of the matters per-
taining to land settlement in my distric, and
all the time I am allowed is twenty minutes
altogether. I can take ten minutes on the
first item, and then I must wait until another
item comes alone, and I can take another five
minutes, and then on another item I have
another five minutes, and that is all. It is
somewhat farcical to expect members of this
House to_criticise important departments in
twenty minutes. ..Just imagine discussing the
Chief Office in the Railway Department in ten
minutes! Just fancy discussing all the reports
we receive from the Government officials in
ten minutes! Take the report of the Railway
Commissioner. Just fancy diséussing that in
ton minutes! I ask hon. members in what
languaze would they couch their speeches so
as to be able to discuss the reports of the
Railway Commissioner or Under Secretary for
Lands or Under Secretary for Public Instruc-
tion in ten minutes. There are thousands
and thousands of pounds spent on these matters
every year, and yet we are supposed to discuss
them in twenty minutes. There is something
grotesque in the suggestion that we should
discuss all these matters in the space of twenty
minutes. Take the Marine Department. There
is a lot to be said about the question of
oyster and pearlshell fisheries, and also about
the work connected with navigation and sea-
manship. To properly discuss the béche-de-
mer and pearlshell fisheries we could easily
take a whole day. Most of the Ministers have
been in opposition, and they know what it
is to criticise the Hstimates. I remember on
one occasion that the late hon. member for

[3r. Mann.
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Fassifern took three solid hours in discussing
the Police vobe alone, and the then members
of the Opposition, including the senior mem-
ber for Townsville, the late hon. member for
Bulloo, Mr. Leahy, and the present Secretary
for Agriculture, all complimented the hon.
member for Fassifern on the very lucid and
interesting address which he gave on the Police
Force, lasting for three or four solid hours.
And we are asked to go through all that in
twenty minutes! I remember the Minister for
Public Instruction waxing indignant on some
of the Estimates, and Le did not conclude his
remarks in twenty minutes. He tock up a
greater length of time—and he claimed that he
was doing it in the interests of his constitu-
ents—in giving the fullest possible discussion
to the HEstimates. Then there are also many
matters we should like to speak on in connec-
tion with roads on the Estimates of the Works
Department. In the Mackay district, for in-
stance, there was a road made there by the
Lands Department. We want to discuss the
question of the Department of Public Lands
making other roads, and as to whether they
are getéing the best possible results out of the
system pursued. Last session the hon. mem-
ber for Wide Bay had to criticise the depart-
ment for the work done by the Lands Depart-
ment in his electorate in providing roads for
sebtlement, and I am asked to deal with such a
subject as that in ten minutes. If I deal with
that subject, I must leave out some other im-
portant matter. This Sessional Order means
that a member cannot get up and ask if the man
in charge of a lift at the Treasury Buildings has
got an increase of salary, or if the servant girls
at Parliament House have received the in-
creases in their wages which were promised
to them, because, if we speak on those matters,
we forfeit the right to speak on matters touch-
ing our own electorates, and hon. members will
prefer to ventilate grievances connected with
their own electcrates. I may wish to ask
some questions about the pilots and the light-
ships, but I dare not do it now as I will forfeit
my right to speak on something connected with
my own electorate. We are told that we can
only speak three times in Committee, but I
am certain that if this were made a non-party
matter only two members would vote for it.

The SgcrETARY ForR Pusric Lawxps: It is
the recommendation of a non-parky ~com-
mittee. .

Mr. MANN: The Minister for Lands, for
whom I have every respect, says this is the
recommendation of a non-party committee.

The Smcrerary ror Pusnic Lawps: Com-
posed of members from all parties in the
House.

Mr. MANN: It may be composed of mem-
bers from all parties in the House, but I find
that some of the members who sat on the
commitiee have voted aganst some of the
provisions in this Sessional Order, so that the
committee could not have been unanimous
in their recommendation. . .

The SECRETARY Fom PusLic Lawps: All
present were unanimous in the recommenda-
tion.

Mr, HamirToN: One member of the com-~
mittee moved an amendment to-day.

Mr. MANN: It is idle for any member of
this House to assure me that this Sessional
Order is the unanimous recommendation of
the Standing Orders Committee. If it is; all
I can say is that the committee have been
very lax in the performance of their duty to
this House. Do the members of that committee
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wish the impression to go abroad that they
met in caucus to deliberately stifle discussion
on -the Estimates? What safeguard have we
against misappropriation of the funds of the
country, save and except full and ample dis-
cussion of the Hstimates? A big concession
may be given away by the Government, and,
with this limitation of speech, we would not
have an opportunity of exposing that grant.
I remember that on one occasion I had to fight
against a concession being given away 1a.t
Mount Molloy. - On inquiry, I found that the
Minister had gone over the head of the Direc-
tor of Forests, and granted that concession
without competition.. If anything of that kind
happened again, I would, under this rule, be
.allowed ten minutes to speak about i, if I
had not previously spoken on the guestion be-
fore the Committee. If I had already spoken,
T would be allowed five minutes, and if I had
spoken three times when that matter was re-
ferred fo I would not be allowed to say any-
thing on the subject. Did ever anyone in a
-civilised country hear of such a ridiculous pro-
posal being made to a Parliament? Members,
who are the watchdogs of the people, are to
be muzzled and chained, and this proposal is
made in face of the fact that members of
the Standing Orders Committee were nob
unanimous in recommending it. I am plead-
ing to-night with members on the other side.
They may be in opposition some day, and
want to discuss some important question, or
some serious grievance, and what will he
their position under  this Sessional Order?
The hon. member for Cambooya may wish to
speak about the State Farm at Gatton, and
everyone knows that he is an expert on farm-
ing matters, but if he rises in his place on this
side of the House with the object of discussing
the management of that farm, where he has
said it costs a guinea apiece to grow pump-
kins, what will be his position under the re-
striction imposed by this proposed new rule?
He will be allowed ten minutes to dwell on
the management of that State farm. Does the
Treasurer mean to say that if he was in
opposition he would be satisfied with ten
minutes to discuss the question of granting to
the Brisbane Electric Tramways Company full
running powers in Brisbane? The hon. gen-
tleman would want a full hour to go into that
question, and every member of the House who
has got a grievance desires to ventilate that
grievance in the best possible manner. Hvery
member wants unlimited time to make ocut
the best case possible, and if a member does
not make himself understood he should, like
-the Irishman, be allowed to speak until he is
understood.

An HoNourABLE MEMBER: Like a Scoich-
‘man. :

Mr.. MANN: I beg pardon; a Scotch:
man. should be - allowed: to speak until he
‘is understood,” and . an - Irishman: as long as
‘he likes.  Every member should be an Irish-
man - while discussing  Estimates—have the
right to speak as often and as long as he
pleases. . After all,. the fullest discussion pf
the Estimates can do no harm. Every Minis-
ter who is worth his salt will welcome discus-
sion of the Estimates, as he will wish every-
thing to be open to the light and above board.
The increases on the  Hstimates - this ~year
warrant members in vising in their places and
protesting in the strongest manner possible.
“The member who moved this amendment is
doing his" duty to his electorate and to the
gouniry, and his action will redound to his
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credit in the future when members look back
upon the effect of this Sessional Order on the
discussion of the Estimates, and see how dis-
cussion had been stified. Apparently the Go-
vernment have something behind their desire
to limit discussion, and we should know what
that is. I am surprised at members opposite
supporting this attempt at stifing an

gagging discussion at the desire of the Pre-
mier, who wishes to become in Queensland
what Cromwell was in Ireland—a despot.

Mr. HAMILTON (Gregory): My opinion
coincides with that of previous speakers on
these proposals. The paragraph we are now
discussing is the most drastic of all. Anyone
who doubted whether it is a fair proposal had

* only to observe the timid manner in which the

Premier rose to reply to the mover of the
amendment. The Premier said he was not
sure whether it was a fair proposal or not; he
was not strong on it, he was not decided with
regard to it, and we know from experience
that if the hon. gentleman is not decided with
regard to a proposal it is a pretly weak one.
There is an old saying that it is good to have
the strength of a giant, but that it is not good
to use it as a gilant. The Premier likes to
have the strength of a giant and to use thab
strength like a giant.- We have only to look
at the silent faces of hon. members opposite
to see that they have been gagged on this
occasion. We have been told thai this Ses-
sional Order is not to be made a party ques-
tion, but we know that there was a caucus
to-day, and we see that not one member on
that side is game to rise in his place and pro-
test against this drastic proposal, although
they know it is unfair. There is no doubt
that it is a deliberate attempt at curtailment
of spesch in the House. As has been stated
by members who have already spoken, the
best work in this House has been done in the
committee stages of Bills. We have always
been advised to curtail our speeches on the
second reading of a Bill, and then endeavour
to lick the measure into shape in Committee.
Supposing we have contentious measures
brought before the House, like five or six
that are promised for this session, how can
any member debate intelligently those meas
sures at cither the second reading or Commit-
tee stage in the limited time allowed by this
Sessional Order? The Premier stated that he
would like to keep as close as possible to the
New Zealand Standing Orders dealing with
the time limit of speeches, but in this proposal
he has gone away as far as possible from those
Standing Orders.. The proposal of the memni-
ber for Kennedy is the same limitation as that
imposed in New Zealand, and I think it is not
an unfair proposal to ask the Government to
accept. - As the. Sessional Order now stands,
& member will be allowed to speak only three
times on one question in Committee. The
hon. member for Cairns pointed out that ther

are five or six different matters in the Agri-
cultural Hstimates which it would be impos-
sible to deal with in the limited time at the
disposal 'of & member, if this Sessional Order
is carried. I may further point out that in
nearly every department there is a vote for
‘“ miscellanecus services.” In the Estimates
for the Agricultural Department the vote for
“ miscellaneous services” includes agricultural
and . horticultural societies, reserves, special
grants for the approved improvements on
reserves, National Agricultural and Industrial
Association, subsidies to local authorities for
erection of stock dips, refrigeration on

Mr. Hamalton. |
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Northern steamers. ' The question of pre-
viding refrigeration space on cargo steamers
is a very big one for the agriculturists of
Queensland, and yet that is included with the
other matters I have mentioned, and they all
form one guestion. If a member wanted to
speak on each of those items embraced in
““miscellaneous services” 1t would be impos-
sible for him to do so under this Sessional
Order. The other items would have to go by
the board. Not only is that the case in the
Agricultural Department, but also in nearly
every other department. In one
[8.30 p.m.] subdivision there may be a dozen
different questions, and members

would not be allowed to speak on them.
Whatever virtue there may be in limiting the
speeches of hon. members on the Address in
Reply and the Financial Statement, or even
on the second reading of Bills, I say there
is no justification for a proposal like this on
the committee stages of a Bill or on the admin-
istration of a department. - There has been
no Premier in this State—no leader has ever
been in this House—who has done as much
to curtail discussion on the administration of
departments as what the leader of the Govern-
ment has done. We know very well in the past,
when members of this party were sitting be-
hind him, we were told not to speak: “You
must keep silent on this and let the other side
talk.” It is quite evident that hon. members
opposite have the same instructions to-day,
but while he is able to muzzle his immediate
supporters, he is not able to muzzle the mem-
bers of the Opposition, without a big fight, by
the introduction of drastic proposals like this.
It is all very well to say these are the pro-
posals of the committee. We know it is pretty
well a one-man committee—

The DERPUTY SPEAKER: Order, order!

Mr. HAMILTON: We know very well the
individuality of that hon. gentleman; we
know what influence he exercises on members
pitting here, and what he can do with a num-
ber of members sitting on those benches he
can pretty well do with half a dozen sitting in
committee, and the trail of the leader of the
Government can be seen all over the pro-
posals brought down here. While he has the
power abt the present time to gag his own
supporters he has not the power to gag mem-
bers of the Opposition. Tt is impossible—it is
impracticable—for us to have good legislation
if we are confined to five-minute speeches on
the Committee stages of any Bill. We know
very well that in the case of nearly every
measure passed here it is only the next ses-
sion that an amending measure is brought
down. We are promised now many measures
to amend measures passed here two or three
sessions ago, simply because in the past the
time of the House has been wasted, and the
bulk of the legislation has been hurried
through in the last two or three weeks of the
session, and discussion bhas been limited. In
fact, many very important measures have
been shoved through this House in the early
hours of the morning, when it was almost im-
possible for members to discuss them intelli-
gently, as many hon. members were asleep,
with perhaps half a dozen members awake.
We are now asked to do something which
even the Premier himself feels is a wrong
thing to do. The Premier, when he got up
to reply, said he was not very strong on it.

Mr. MaNN: He has no conscience.

Mr. HAMILTON: I do not think he has
a very big conscience, but what little he has
he put aside on this occasion.

[Mr. Hamilton.

Mr. Manw: It is like indiarubber.

Mr. HAMILTON : Whatever hon. members
opposite may do on other occasions, I should
like them to use a little independence on this
occasion, and let them speak and vote as they
think fit. The hon. member for South Bris-
bane, I know very well, thinks in his mind
that this is not a fair proposal, yet he is
muzzled. He dare not get up and defend it
—he dare not get up and say what he thinks.
The hon. member for Burrum, who represents
a mining and agricultural community, also
thinks this is a drastic proposal. Why does
he not stand up in his place and oppose it?

The DEPUTY SPEAXER: Order, order!
The hon. member is not proceeding in order
in singling out hon. members as he is doing,
and I must ask him to desist from pursuing
that line of argument.

Mr. HAMILTON: It is very plainly to be-
seen. by the action of members opposite that
the protest of members on this side is only
like beating the air, but as the leader of the-
party pointed out, whether we are defeated
on these proposals or not, we are going to-
have a fight for it. We know very well they
are unjust proposals, and we are not going to
sit down and tamely submit to them. I have
much pleasure in supporting the amendment
moved by the hon. member for Kennedy, and
I hope fo see a few independent members on.
the other side get up and do likewise.

Mr. NEVITT: Mr. Speaker

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
hon. member has already spoken.

Mr. NEVITT: I beg your pardon; I have
not spoken on this amendment.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. mem-
ber for Carpentaria seconded the amendment.
moved by the hon. member for Kennedy.

Mr. BOUCHARD (Brisbane South: I have
been listening most attentively to hon. mem-
bers opposite for the last hour and a-half,
and I have been wondering whether they are-
really in earnest and sincere in the opinions-
which they have given expression to. Hon.
members opposite know full well that it is:
owing to the same exhibition that we have-
had in this House during the discussion on
these Besional Orders this session that has:
proved the necessity for bringing down Ses-
sional Orders for the purpose of limiting:
speeches, .

Mr. HARDACRE: When?

Mr. LeNNON: Give an instance this session.

Mr. BOUCHARD: Hon. members are com-
plaining that they are going to have their
right of speech curtailed, and it is quite time,.
in my opinion, that these rights were cur-
tailed. I say if hon members cannot give
expression to their views on an ordinary ques-
tion in the time which is proposed in the Ses-
sional Orders to be allotted to them, then what
they have to say is really not worth listening-
t

The

0.

Mr. Mann: If lawyers were tied down in-
the same way there would not be so many-
six-and-eightpences.

Mr. BOUCHARD: Hon. members, whilst
complaining about the number of vacant seats:
on this side, took good care not to point ouh
the many seats on their side of the House
which were likewise vacant. Hon. members
are tired of this thing—the lot of trash spoken.
here the last two hours.
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Mr. MANN: I rise to s point of order. Is
the hon. member for South Brisbane in order
in calling any speech delivered in this Cham-
ber trash?

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, order!
The hon. member is not out of order.

Mr. BOUCHARD: I am expressing my
opinion of the utterances of members on
the other side of the House, and I think when
I so designate them, I give a true description
of some of the speeches which have been
delivered ‘on this amendment. The amend-
ment proposes to give hon. members the right
to speak on four occasions in Committee. The
original proposal gives the right to speak on
three occasions, on the first for ten minutes,
and on the second and third for five minutes
each.  Hon: members complain that they will
not, under that Sessional Order, have full op-
portunity for expressing their views. They
have given illustrations in the past of their
inability to impress their views on members
of measures coming before the House, and 1
think it has been merely shown that in the
past, if an hon. member has not been able to
impress members after having spoken three
times he is not likely to impress members
or convert members if he speaks fifty times.
I hope hon. members on the other side, having
heard my views, will see fit to come to the
conclusion that the original proposal is a
reasonable one, and should commend itself to
the House. The hon. member for Maranoa
was rather fearful of what the electors outside
might say if a time limitation were placed
upon speeches. The electors outside are ex-
pressing their disgust at the waste of time
which takes place in this Chamber.

Mr, FerrIoKS: What about the recess of six
months?

Mr. BOUCHARD: The electors want hon.
members to get on with the business of the
country; they do not want the time of Parlia-
ment wasted as it has been ever since Parlia-
ment met.

Mr. Ferricks: They do not want six
months’ recesses, either.

Mr. BOUCHARD: Under the proposal, as
has been pointed out very clearly by the Pre-
mier, members have an ample opportunity of
expressing their views upon any subject which
comes before the House. Not ounly have they
the opportunity of speaking on the original
question, but amendments may be moved, and
they can speak three times on each amend-
ment, Can members honestly say that they
are going to have their privileges unreason-
ably curtailed? I am surprised at hon. mem-
bers on the other side attempting to deceive
the people outside by such arguments as they
have used. I intend to oppose the amend-
ment, ahd. I do hope that hon. members
opposite will give up this useless talk, and
let us get on with the business-paper, in order
that we may transact the business for which
we have been called together.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I was in error
when I said that the hon. member for Car-
pentaria’ had lost his ‘chance to address the
Chamber.: I call upon the hon.' member now.

OppPOSITION MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

* Mr. NEVITT (Carpentaria):. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.. I should not have wished to
speak only I, with the rest of the members
on this side,
Standing Orders as the most important of the
whole group. In my estimation, responsible
government is practically on its trial here to-
night, as far as Queensland is concerned. If

[24 Aveusrt.]

view this amendment of our

New Sessional Orders. 585

this proposal is carried, it will mean that there
is no Parliament in the British Empire that
has cut down the rights and privileges of
members to such an extent as they are being
cut down under this Sessional Order. New
Zealand is the only Parliament that I am
aware of in which members have a limited
number of times to speak in Committee, and
a limit specified as to the time which can be
occupied in speaking. We find they are
allowed double the time that is allowed in the
amendment before us. But we find that the
Standing Orders Committee, led by the Pre-
mier, want to cut that down by 50 per cent.,
and for the hon.” member for South Brisbhane
to say that they want to get on with business
—I quite understand why they want to get on
to business when gquestions of this sort are
before us. Why is the hon. member not pre-
pared to defend the rights and privileges which
he is sent into this House to maintain?

Mr. Bouorarp: It is abuse.

Mr. NEVITT: I maintain that there has
been no abuse by members this session. What-
ever the hon. member may think, I am of a
contrary opinion. I have just opened the
Estimates, and I find that there are forty-four
items under the Civil Engineering Branch,
and on those items any member would only be
allowed to speak three times. It contains forty-
four different items, and the amount involved
is £602,957. I maintain that it is absolutely
impossible for any man to discuss that item as
it should be discussed, and to have placed be-
fore the Chamber the innovations that some:
members on this side have frequently done
in items on the Estimates.

Mr. Bowman: They don’t want to discuss

' them.

Mr. NEVITT: No, they don’t want to dis-
cuss them. We are all aware that out of eight
Under Secretaries there are six down for an
increase of £100 each, and in the same Hsti-
mates they tell you they have been giving 6d.
a day to the lower-paid public servants. They
don’t tell you that they gave some of these
Under Secretaries a £100 increase last year,
and we want an opportunity of discussing this
matter in the way we are entitled to discuss
it.

Mr. BowMAN: In the manner that we are
expected to discuss them.

Mr. NEVITT: Yes. The members on the
other side are not expected to discuss any-
thing. They simply have their programme-
placed in the Governor’s Speech, and they are
like recording angels. When the division
bell rings they flock in and look where their
leader is, and go on the same side. They
have not the remotest idea of what has heen
said on the motion before the House.

OrposiTIoN MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. NEVITT: I feel very strongly on this
matter, and I do not think we should allow
this question to go through. It was suggested
to the Premier, “Why don’t you let it go
through, and there would have been no dis-
cussion;”” but he feels strong enough to clear
out of the Chamber, and not to listen to any
argument we may bring forward to continue-
the Standing Orders as they are, or to get a
little extension on what he has proposed. Dur-
ing the debate attention was called from this
side to the thin benches on the other side. At
that time there were ten members on the
other side, and the Minister for Education
interjected, ¢ There are not too many on your
side.”” There were nineteen out of twenty-

My, Nevitt.)
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seven on this side, and ten out of forty-one on
the other side—that is, 25 per cent. as against
‘66 per cent. That shows that members on this
side are trying to do their duty, and to insist
on the rights and privileges of this Chamber
being protected. The only way in which a
just criticism can take place is by giving us
a further number of times, and an extended
time on each item. I ask whether it is right
for a gentleman who is in charge of these re-
solutions to be out of the Chamber for over
an hour? You cannot find another case in
history where a Parliament was $reated with
greater contempt than the leader of the House
is treating us at this time. He is simply de-
pending on his brute force behind him.

Mr. Warrg: That is what the Federal
Parliament is depending on too.

‘Mr. NEVITT: It does aot matter about
the Federal Parliament, I am defending our
richts here, and it is the duty of hon. mem-
bers on the other side to do it, but we do not
find one of them getting up in their place to
defend the rights of members in this Chamber.
It has been sald that the Standing Orders
Commitiee were unanimous on this question,
but I am led to believe to the confrary by
members of that committee. Two gentlemen
took exception to ib.

Mr. Harpacrn: They were got through by
‘a trick by the Premier. I will explain that
when 1 get up.

Mr, NEVITT: By whatever method the
Premier managed to get them through the
Standing Orders Committee, it is certainly the
duty of the House to prevent them passing in
the form they are placed before us. That is
& point I want to emphasise, and I consider
that if the Premier had got up when it was
moved by the hon. member for Kennedy, we
wonld have been through the rest of the
Orders before now. .

Mr. Harpacre: I protested against it in
the Standing Orders Committee.

Mr. LesiNa: Why did you not have your
protest entered on the records? .

Mr. NEVITT: I will conclude by saying
that I intend to support the amendment.

Mr, LESINA: A statement has been made
with regard to the lack of unanimity in the
Standing Orders Commitiee in connection
with the proposed new Sessional Orders. It
is one of those statementy repeatedly made
and as repeatedly denied. It is in connection
with this particular paragraph allowing a
member to speak three times on any question
during the consideration of the Estimates, the
first time for ten minutes, the second time five
minutes, and the third time five minutes—
twenty minutes in all. So far as the records
show, and so far as my memory serves me,
‘there was no objection taken of a definite
character by any member of the Standing
Orders Committee to the adoption of this
suggestion. I am a member of the com-
mittee, and I looked up the matter carefully,
and I find that there is a saving of ten minutes
as compared with New Zealand, which is not
‘such a great alteration.

Mr. HaARDACRE: It was carried by four
against three.

Mr, LESINA : That is a matter which mem-.
bers can find out for themselves on reference
to the Clerk, or to yourself, Mr. Speaker, as
you were in the chair. We made the recom-
mendations to the Chamber, and if the House
desires to make them Sessional Orders it is
entirely in the hands of the House. All our
Pessional Orders and Standing Orders are the

[Mr. Nevitt.
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result of the ripe opinion of the majority of
the Chamber; and th%s principle fhat the
majority rules has been accepted so long that
it 1s rather late in the day to question the
virtue of majority rule. Though I have often
been in the minority and grumbled at the
fact, I nevertheless recognise the fact that
ultimately it is the majority that must deter-
mine matters. Now, let us recognise the
basic principle and make the pathway clear.
Let each step be made solid under our feet:
The first step is that these proposals were
recommended by the Standing Orders Com-
mittee, and they were proposed for adoption
by the Premier as head of the Government.
It has been suggested that there might be
some better method of putting them before
the House whereby the bitterness and rancour
of party spirit might be avoided, It hasbeen
suggested that you, Mr. Speaker, should lay
the recommendations of the committee on the
table and members should adopt them; but
that would be legislatively impossible. They
must be taken charge of by some member,
and that member must he a responsible per-
son. As the leader of the Opposition could
not take charge of them in the absence of a
sufficiently strong party to put them through,
it naturally follows that the leader of the
Government is the only one who could take
the matter in hand.

Mr. BowmaN: He made it a party question.

Mr. LESINA: I am not certain about that;
but I know that we have been considering
them three days and have made such progress
that we are now at the third or fourth para-
graph of the first recommendation providing
for the time limit of speeches; and it is now
proposed to deal with the time limit of
speeches in Committee. In New Zealand, the
home of democracy, where more democratic
legislation has been placed on the statute-
bock than has been the case in any other
country, they have already adopted as one of
their Standing Orders the proposition that
four speeches should be allowed in committee
of supnply.

OpposiTION MEMBERS: That iz what we are
asking. "

Mr. LESINA: We suggested an improve-
ment on that; and we made our recommenda-
tion for this reason: We found that in New
Zealand, under the operation of this drastic
Standing Order, they had a stonewall which
lasted sixty-two hours; and we thought that
if we adopted an amended Sessional Order, as
recommended to the House, we would not be
going far astray. We, therefore, recom-
mended that a member should be allowed to
speak only on three occasions on any ques-
tion in Committee—on the first occasion for
ten minutes, on the second occasion for five

minutes, and on the third occasion five
minutes. Now, let us see how that will ope-
rate. Members pretend to see in that an

attack on the basic principle of responsible
government, an insidious attempt to subvert
the privileges of members, to wreck civilisa-
tion, to undermine the Constitution, and to
break up the hearth and the home. I do not
see in this simple proposal anything like the
troubles which members contend will be
brought about. Let us take an illustration
and see how it will operate. I open the Esti-~
mates at page 9, and I find that one of the
first votes is for the Legislative Assembly.
The Chairman puts the question that £3,389
be granted for the Legislative Assembly, and
I get up and speak for ten minutes, and I
have said all I want o say in those ten
minutes. It may be said that you cannot say

%
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-all you want $o say in ten minutes; but lek
me tell you what can be done in ten minutes.
A column of the Telegraph newspaper con-
tains aboub ten ““sticks.”” ~An ordinary
speaker speaks at the rate of 140 words a
- minute; I speak at the rate of 200 words a
minute. Taking ten * sticks” of brevier %o
the column, and allowing twenty lines to the
“stick,” and seven words to the line, that
would give me one and a-quarter ‘‘sticks” per
“minute, three-quarters of a column in five
minutes, and one and a-half columns in ten
minutes.. If I speak an hour on any of the
matters teferred to in the first paragraph of
this Sessional Order, or on the Financial State-
ment, I can speak nine columns of the Zele-
graph:in that time.
columns. of the Telegraph I can ventilate all
“the grievances I like to bring forward. Now,
we have got to figures which demonstrate the
-possibility of a member ventilating any matter
he likes to bring forward and dealing with
anything incidental to the case 'in the time
permitted;
Mr, LeNvox: You have not proved it.

. Mr. LESINA: I have proved it by statis-
tics,  and I think that should convince any
ordinary man.

Mr. LenwoN: Figures can be made to prove
anything. '

Mr. LESINA: Let us go further. If the
editor of the Zelegraph desires to deal with
some’ big topic, he can put into one column
all he wants to say in favour of the attitude
he takes up. The London T'émes, in dealing
with the biggest crisis in Buropean affairs, can
do it in three-quarters of a column; and I can
speak a column in ten minutes. I think that
proves that fair opportunity is given of speak.
ing on the subjects embraced in the Estimates,
most of which are nothing like equal in im-
portance to many of the matters dealt with
in the leading columns of newspapers. Now,
-does that not demonstrate the need not only

for curtailing debate but of in-

[9 pm] ducing members to concentrate
A ‘thelr thoughts 4dnd arguments
into the briefest possible compass? I admit
‘that I have spoken three hours about the
grievances of one policeman—(laughter)—and
-on another occasion I spoke for some time
about a policeman’s wife—(renewed laughter)
—and I deserved six weeks for doing it.
There is one other point' I would like to
notice. - As soon as the Minister in charge
of these Eistimates moves the vote for £3,389
for the Legislative Assembly, and I have
finished my ten minutes’ speech, some mem-

ber on this side gets up and speaks for ten.

minukes, and he concludes by moving a reduc-
tion of the vote by £1. I can get up and
-speak on that for ten minutes. I have also
“four ‘other occasions on which I can speak if
-amendments are moved.

Mr, BowmaN:' It may not be necessary to
‘move amendments.

- Mr. LESINA: It may be unnecessary, but
I am proving that there are heaps of oppor-
tunities provided under this proposition, for
“which I am responsible as one member of the
Standing - Orders - Committee, and which I
‘am. also courageous enough to vote for here.
The proposition will not curtail debate in
the slightest’ degree. - If it did, I should be
opposed to-it: am just as anxious as any
-other member to preserve my rights. It may
be: said that on the' Lands Department Hsti-
mates and the Mines' Department Estimates
hon.: 'members will not: have time- to discuss
-all their grievances. - Well, in that case hon:
members should take advantage of the debate

[24 Avavusr.]
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on the Financial Statement. Instead of dis-
cussing high finance, which nobody ever reads
and which nobody ever listens to, they can
take up their hour in dealing with grievances
affecting their constituencies, and then they
will still have the opportunity afforded by the
Estimates for further dealing with the matter.
I think hon. members will be well advised
if they accept this proposition. If they
do not make progress, they may find the
Premier getting up later in the session,
when they want more time to discuss
grievances, and saying, ‘ Well, you took up
so much bime in dealing with the proposal to
limit speeches that you find yourselves with-
out sufficient time to ventilate grievances. My
party did not speak. I kept them well in
in hand’’—and there is no doubt that they are
being kept well in hand. They are evidently
determined not to speak on this question if
they can avoid doing so. I do not object to
that, because, if we sat over there, we would
very likely do the same. It is incidental to
party politics that the Government party
must be képt well in hand in a discussion of
this kind. Very likely the Government, mn
their caucus, agreed that members of their
party were not o discuss this matter at undue
longth. I think the figures I have given,
showing that a member, if reported fully, can
g1l & column of the Telegraph in ten minutes,
is a sufficient justification for this recommen-
dation of the Standing Orders Committee. I
agreed with the hon. member for Toowoomba
and other members of the Committee as to the
necessity for limiting speeches being urgent,
and our recommendation has met with the
almost unanimous approval of the House.
There are only one or two dissidents, who
think that any limitation of speech 1s an in-
vasion of the rights of members, AsT pointed
out the other night, we are living in new
times. The times to-dav are not out of joint,
but they are not what they used to be. An
entirely new political scheme of things has
been originated by recent developments of
triumphant democracy.
Mr. NuviTr: Autocracy, you mean.

Mr. LESINA: Whether you call it demooc-
racy or autocracy, in the end it amounts to
the same thing. If the party in power
attempts to getb its business done in a business-
like way, it is considered autocratic. I we
sab on the other side of the Chamber, we
would be accused likewise of being auto-
cratic, of suppressing the liberty of speech,
and all that sort of thing. As a matter of
fact, the Government have merely demon-
strated, as pointed out by the Telegraph
yesterday, that they are just as determined to
support the recommendations of the Standing
Orders Committee as if it were made a party
question. It has been repeatedly stated by -~
hon. members on this side that it is regrettable
that the consideration of the Standing Orders,
by which the conduct of our business is
governed, should be made the occasion for a
display of party warfare and bitterness. You
do not find a chamber of commerce quarelling
over the rules which govern its procedure.
The chairman of a chamber of commerce, or
the president of a big co-operative company,
does not find the members or directors divided
amongst themselves as to the conduct of busi-
ness. Their ohject is to get their business
done as speedily and sensibly as possible; and
the extraordinary thing is that all down the
ages, every kind of business shows a distinch
improvement in the direction of saving time,
with the single exception of Parliament.

M. Lesina.]
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Parliament is the only institution which
apparently does not care about conserving
time. .

Mr. ManN: What about the Supreme Court?

Mr, LESINA: The Supreme Court saves
time. How many judges talk for an hour
when summing up in the most important
case, involving, it may be, £100,000, or the
life and liberty of some man? Yet a member
of Parliament wants an hour to discuss the
construction of a bridge over Dead Dog
Gully. If he does not get an hour for that
purpose, he talks as if the whole superstruc-
ture of his political liberty was about to be
torn down about his ears. I simply indicate
this as worthy of some consideration, before
we finally determine to reject or adopt this
recommendation of the Standing Orders Com-
mittee, that all business institutions to-day
have recognised the need for something like
concentration and time-saving and business-
like methods in connection with debate, except
Parliament. Washington Irving, in one of
his earlier works, speaks of America as a
logocracy—the Greek word  Logos,” meaning
a word. He points out that in a country like
America, where Logos rules—where talking is
everything and doing is little or nothing—at
least in his time—if some dire calamity took
place, the city fathers would meet and make
a speech. If war should break out within their
borders, they would meet and make a speech,
and so on ad infinitum. Apparently, some-
thing of that same spirit animates Australian
peoples and Australian legislatures. I hope
that in the near future we shall act in a wiser
manner, and as we grow older we will see
more and more advantage from that—-

Mr. TeNwoxn: Wait till the Licensing Bill
comes on, and you will be tied up then.

 Mr. LESINA: I am quite prepared to be
tied up. We will be able to concentrate our
attention on the business of the House much
better than we have done. Finally, I may
say that if this Sessional Order is adopted,
and is made to apply to this session, then by
the time we reach the end of Parliament
members will be able to go back to their
constituencies, and we will succeed in turning
out a body of men who will claim adm’ration
for the concentrated methods—(Opposition
laughter)—yes, the concentrated methods for
addressing public meetings, which will char-
acterise their utterances. They will find that
in addressing meetings they will be able to
shear off a lot of superfluous verbiage and
high-faluting phrases——

Mr. Bowman: Which you yourself are a
champion at. (Laughter.)

Mr. LESINA: Which in the past might
have been considered necessary for a proper
exposition of democratic opinion. (Laughter.)
I think that that will be one of the imme-
diate results of the passage of this Sessional
Order. It will train members to debate in
a more concentrated form. It will mean
that if any member wishes to talk about any
matters pertaining to the Legislative As-
sembly, or aboub the refreshment-room, he
will have to say all he has got to say in ten
minutes. If he has not made himself quite
clear, he can have another five minutes,
which means akout half a column of a news-
paper, and then again, he has another five
minutes if he wishes to speak on the same
subject. 8o that a member has plenty of
chances of saying all he has got to say. If
he is not satisfied with that, he can get some
member of his party to move an amendment;
he can then speak again, and, if necessary,

[Mr, Lesina,
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a further amendment can be moved, and all
members can speak again on that amend-
ment——

Mr. Bowwan: You are offering suggestions
for obstruction?

Mr. LESINA: No; I am not offering sug-
gestions for obstruction. But I am pointing
out that members might find it desirable to-
adopt these methods if they do not get in
what they want.

Mr. HARDACRE: You are showing how we
can break the rule.

Mr. LESINA: Did I not say before that
this Sessional Order will not tie you up inm
any way? It simply indicates the temper of
the House, If the House adopts these rules,
it simply indicates to members who are aph
to break the rules that this restvidts long
speeches. If you wish to break the rules, you
can do it in a roundabout way, as the old
parliamentarians know quite well. The hon.
member for Leichhardt, the oldest parliamen-
tary hand on this side, knows quite well that
the Standing Orders will not prevent him
from breaking the rules if he wishes to do so.

Mr. HARDACRE: What is the good of mak-
ing rules to break?

Mr. LESINA: We have always done that.
If any Government wishes to thrust legisla-
tion down our throats which is obnoxious to
us, and which the people outside have not
expressed an opinion on, then we will have a
chance of blocking it, and I am prepared to
fight this Government as strenuously as ever
I did if they attempt anything of that kind.
As a member of the Standing Orders Com-
mittee, I think we have adopted a Sessional
Order which will make the passage of busi-
ness so much easier through this House, and
which will tend to improve the speeches of
hon. members.

Mr. Bowmax: Hear, hear! and laughter.
It just suits you. (Laughter.)

Mr. GRANT (Rockhampton): The matter
under discussion is the Sessional Orders
which we recommended for adoption by the
House, and I may say that this was an
unanimous recommendation from the mem-
bers of that committee.

Mr. Harpacre: That is not true.
Mr. GRANT': Tt is quite true.

Mr. MANN: I rise to a po'nt of order.
The hon. member for Leichhardt said that a
statement which the hon. member for Rock-
hampton made was not true, and the hon.
ﬁentleman should accept his word. I ask the

on. memker for Rockhampton to accept the
assurance of the hon. member for Leichhardt.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: What is the
point of order?

Mr. MANN: That the hon. member for
Rockhampton is out of order in not accepting .
the statement of the hon. member for Leich-
hards.

The DEPUTY SPEAKXKER: That is not a
point of order. It is unparliamentary for
the hon. member for Rockhampton to say
that it is true, but it is also unparliamentary
for the hon. member for Leichhardt to say
that anything said by an hon. member is not
true.

Mr. GRANT: The other members of the
Standing Orders Committee and the Clerk of
the House know quite well that the Standing-
Orders Committee passed a Sessional Order,
and they decided unanimously that the Ses:
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sional Order as passed by the committee be
recommended for the approval of the House
for this session.

Mr. LesiNa: Hear; hear!
mous. . .

Mr. GRANT: And we now have the hon.
member for Leichhardt coming here and
trying to  obstruct these resolutions—trying
to delay the passage of the very resolutions
passed by the committee of which he was a
member,
mittee?

Mr. Harpacre: You know that I did so.

Mr. GRANT: Not the rules we are now
«discussing.

Mr. HaArDAORE: Yes; the very rules we
are now dealing with.

Mr. GRANT: This is news to me, because
T fail to remember that the hon. member for
Leichhardt ever fought these rules in the com-
mittee.” He objected to the suggestions so
far as the rules relating to the business in
the House was conderned, but not to any-
thing else, and we met his objection so far
as the House was concerned by passing a pro-
vision that a member could continue his
speech with the leave of the House. The
hon. member for Leichhardt was sitting next
to me, and I said, “ Will that satisfy you?”
and he said ¢ Yes.”

Mr. HARDACRE: Don’t misrepresent me.

Mr. GRANT: I am detailing facts, and
for verification I appeal to the other mem-
bers of the Standing Orders Committee. In
this the hon. member for Leichhardt stands
alone.

Mr. Harpacre: I don’t.

Mr. GRANT: I ask other members of the
Standing Orders Committee if my state-
ment is not correct?

Mr. MaNN: You are entirely out of order.

Mr. GRANT: I think the hon. member
for Cairns is entirely out of order in making
interjections. One good feature of this Ses-
sional Order will be that members making
speeches, knowing that they have a limited
time, will take less notice of frivolous inter-
jections such as the hon. member for Cairns
is now. making.

Mr. ManN: You are the most frivolous
‘man in the House.

Mr. GRANT: The Sessional Order will do
good in regard to that. As regards the
limiting of speeches, the Labour party put
this forward at their Labour conferences, at
which  they decided not mere matters like
this,” but matters affecting the whole uni-
verss, and they limited their members to five
minutes each.. (Government laughter.)

Mr. AriEN: Théy are only delegates.

Mr. GRANT: At the convention in Rock-
hampton, at which the resolution was carried
which [caused several members to leave the
Labour: party, including my colleague Mr.
Kidston, . myself;” and “several others, five
minutes each was the time permitted for the
discussion of ‘all’ the questions; so that if five
cminutes is sufficient fo discuss questions like
that; which are not only for to-day, but for
the whole future of the universe, then ten
minutes is: sufficient: for members to discuss
‘any: grievance they may have to discuss about
the policeman or the policeman’s wife, as the
hon. member : for Clermont -says. . (Govern-
ment - laughter.).  In. Committee a member
can: speak three. times, five minutes on each
of the second and third occasions, and in the
House' he may continue his speech: with the

It was unani-

[24 Avevst.]
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leave of the House. This will not stop dis-
cussion at all, as the Opposition will have
plenty of opportunities for making their pro-
test and for stonewalling. This will not stop
stonewalling. In New Zealand it has not
stopped discussion, and on one occasion they
stonewalled for sixty-two hours. So we need
not be afraid of it.

Mr. Ryraxp: Then what is the good of it?

Mr. GRANT: It is good in this respect.
One or two members cannot take wup the
whole time of the House at one sitting.
(Hear, hear!) It will break monopoly in
speech. Of course, a number of us are so
overshadowed by the hon. member for Gym-
pie, who can speak for time and eternity on
every subject, that we get no opportunity of
speaking at all. "Now, the ordinary member
will have an opportunity of discussing mat-
ters, and will no doubt take advantage of
that opportunity. I remember sitting here
night alter night when the Hstimates were
being discussed, waiting for an opportunity
to deal with a matter in which I was par-
ticularly interested, and some member got
up and spoke for four or five hours, finishing
about 11 o’clock, when there was no chance
of my getting publicity for my views.

Mr. Arpex: You had a chance to speak
then.

Mr. GRANT: If every member who speaks
spoke as long as the hon. member for Bulloo,
there would not be much chance for some
members.

Mr, ArreN: I never spoke for three hours
in my life.

Mr. GRANT: The hon. member for Cler-
mont has told us that he speaks at the rate of
200 words per minute. We know the hon.
member for Bulloo does not speak at that
rate, but he sometimes makes long speeches,
and when a few members make two and a-half
hour speeches, there is no chance for other
members to get their speeches reported, as
Hansard does not give full reports after 11
o’clock. I would point out that every vote
so far given on this proposed Sessional Order
has been a party vote. There was no party
bias in the Standing Orders Committee. Kvery
member of that committée will tell the House
that there was absolutely no party bias
shown in discussing the matters before them.
On that committee we had the experience
of the hon. member for Ipswich, who had
occupied the position of Chairman of Com-
mittees for some years, the experience of the
Deputy Speaker, and the experience of several
other members, and we came to a unanimous
decision as to what we should recommend for
the approval of the House.

Mr. Harpacre: We deny that.

Mr. GRANT: I am stating what actually
took place in the committee. Yet we find
that the strongest and most persistent opposi-
tion to this proposal is from a member of the
Standing Orders Committee. We have been
three days discussing this proposed new rule,
and we have a fairly good grasp of it. Why
then are members stonewalling it?

Mr. RYLAND: Are you stonewalling it?
Mr. GRANT: No; I am simply putting the
House in possession of the facts of the case.

Mr. ArreN: You have been over ten minutes R
now. E

Mr. GRANT: I may have been over ten
minutes, but this is the first time I have

Yr. Qrans.]
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spoken on the subject, and I thought that the
matters that I have mentioned would be of
some interest to the House.

Mr. HARDACRE: It is not fair for a mem.
ber of the Standing Orders Committee to repeat
a statement which has been repeatedly denied
by other members of that committee. I de-
plore the necessity of having to keep on relat-
ing what took place at the meetings of the
Standing Orders Committee, but I am bound
to do it. The hon. member for Rockhampton
must remember that I was strongly opposed to
one of the proposals made in the Sessional
Order, and that in consequence of the attitude
taken up by some of us the committee agreed
%0 a provision extending ‘the time during
which a member might speak, with the con-
sent of the House. With regard to the pro-
posal for limiting speeches in Committee, I
went so far as to ask that a record of the
votes should be made. I said I did not want
the names taken down, but that I wished to
have the votes recorded. The voting was four
against three on this time limit in Committee.
I am just as strongly opposed to the proposed
limitation as I was at that time; in fact, I
am even more strongly opposed to it. I should
like to say a word or two in reply to the hon.
member for Clermont. I could not help
thinking of Bret Harte’s line, ‘ The heathen
Chinee is peculiar,”” when I heard the hon.
member speaking, as it seemed to have an
application to the hon. member. There is no
doubt that with regard to this matter he is
extremely peculiar. When I hear him advo-
cating the limitation of speeches my mind
goes back to his old fighting days, on both
sides of the House, when he gave us speeches
of four and five hours long, some of them very
able and brilliant speeches indeed. The hon.
member was never in better form than when
he was delivering a speech for three hours or
longer.

Mr. WarTE: Don’t you think that should be
stopped?

Mr. HARDACRE: I do. I do not think a

- member should speak for three hours. The
hon. member for Clermont has spoken more
and longer than any man in this House, and
now he is fighting most strongly for the limi-
tation of speeches to five minutes. That is a
very peculiar thing. It is one of those things
that, as Lord Dundreary would say, ‘ no fellah
can understand.” The hon. member for Cler-
mont gave us scme figures as to how much a
man can say in ten minutes, with the view of
showing that ten minutes is ample to discuss
even a Huropean complication. I should like
to draw attention to the length of time that
he occupied on this very question, which is
not nearly so important as many questions
that will come up on the Estimates. The hon.
member spoke for twenty-five minutes by the
clock on what, according to him, is a little tin-
pot amendment, and yet when we come to
discuss a big department, or some glaring case
of maladministration like the Seaforth Hstate
business, or the Port Alma Railway—on each
of which a member could speak pertinently for
twenty minutes or half an hour—he would
confine us to ten minutes, Look at the im-
portant questions that come up for considera-
tion on the Estimates! In the Chief Secre-
tary’s Department there is the big question of
immigration, and on that big question of
policy the leader of the Opposition will, under

. this ‘proposed “new: rule, be limited to ten
minutes.. I say that is altogether too drastic.
It is more drastic than the New Zealand

[Mr. Qrant.

New Sessivnal Orders. [ASSEMBLY.] New Sessional Orders.

Standing Order, and all that is asked by the-
amendment is that we should adopt the New
Zealand limitation. The Government are
fighting for something worse than the New
Zealand Standing Order.

The Przvier: This is a recommendation
from the Standing Orders Committee.

Mr. HARDACRE: It is quite true that the
Standing Orders Committee.made this recom-
mendation, but when the leader of the-
Government moves that the Sessional Order

- should. be adopted he is making it a Govern-

ment matter, He is taking upon himself the
responsibility of asking the House to adopt
something that the committee have recom-
mended.

The PreEmier: No; merely submitting it for
the consideration of the House.

Mr. HARDACRE: No; the motion is that
the Bessional Order be adopted. The hon.
gentleman had the alternatives of rejecting or
accepting the recommendation of the com-
mittee. .

The PrEMIER: So have you.

Mr. HARDACRE: That is so, and if I
moved the adoption of the rule, I should be
taking the responsibility of submitting it to
the House. As it is, the hon. gentleman has
decided to ask the House to adopt the rule
and to put it in force this session. In that case

he is making it a Government

[9.30 p.m.] matter, and not only that, but a

party matter, and a caucus matter,
I am so sick of being on the Standing Orders

* Committee that I do not care a snap of the

fingers whéther I am put there again or not.

The TREASURER: I expect you have had a
wvery - bad time,

 Mr. HARDACRE: And I am seriously con-
sidering whether I will send in my resignation:
or not. The leader of the Government knows
when he was getting this clause through he
was the leading influence there. He knows
1 had to get up and make a protest at the
way in which he got them through. I actually
had to say that the leader of the Government
had acted most unfairly to the Standing
Orders Committee in getting them through.
First of all, when we discussed the time limita-
tion, the senior member for Rockhampton,
Mr. Grant, made a proposal, which, modified,
proved much more acceptable to members
than a time limit. He did not actually make
a formal resolution, but he suggested, sup-
ported, and urged that we should adopt the
principle in practice in America of borrowing
another member’s time, and the Premier af
ONCE——

The PreMizr: Was quite attracted by the
proposal. .

Mr. HARDACRE: Yes; he was quite
attracted by the proposal.

The PreMIER: Is he not just as honest in
this matter as you are?

Mr. HARDACRE: That is a question for
himself. I am only saying what appeared to
be the case, and I am not too sure of it after
his actions on this debate. At any rate, what
happened is this: He appeared to be attracted
by the proposal.

The PreMIER: He did not go to that com-
mittee and then go to a caucus meeting and
advocate something else.

Mr. BowmMaN: You went to your' caucus
to-day.

The Premier: And advocated the same
thing as I advocated in the committee.
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Mr. HARDACRE: I advocated to my
party here exactly the same thing that I
advocated in the committee. The Premier
appeared attracted by the proposal, and in-
stead of dealing with the matter then he
suggested that we postpone it until we had
discussed the whole resolutions. Then we
put the other matters through on the under-
standing that something of that kind would
be proposed with the Premier’s support, but
he said afterwards, ‘“I have thought better of
it, and I do not think I will propose anything
at all”’ That is how these time limit pro-
posals were got through the Standing Orders
Committee, and I had occasion to get up and
say I did not think he had acted fairly to the
committee in getting them through. And
then we are told here that the committee was
unanimous. As a matter of fact, all through
T opposed long speeches such as delivered by
the hon. member for Clermont and other hon.
members, myself included, but not to bring
down a drastic time limit proposal like this.
One of the things I am most opposed to in
the proposal is this: It is going to deal most
unequally with the two sides of the House.
It is going to give the Minister in charge of
the Estimates, or the Minister in charge of a
Bill, unlimited time to talk, and he can talk
as often as he likes, and members on this side
of the House, the leader of the Opposition
included, are to be cut down to three times on
the whole—the first time for ten minutes,
and on the second and third times, five
minutes. I say that is not fair to members
on this side of the House. Af all events, the
limitations should be equal to both sides.

The PrEMIER: Where does it say the Minis-
ter can speak as often as he likes?

Mr. HARDACRE: The proposal reads—

In Committee of the House, except as hereinafter
provided, no member, other than the member in
charge of a Bill, or Minister in charge of an Hsti-
mate, shall speak for more than three times on
any one guestion, nor more than ten minutes on
the first occasion, and five minutes on the second
and third occasions.

}‘;Vhich means that the Minister can get up
T Qoo

The PreMIER: And answer questions.

Mr. Bowman: And make speeches.

Mr. HARDACRE: And make speeches.
He can come into the House and defend his
position as Minister in charge of the depart-
ment.. The leader of the Opposition may geb
up- and make a serious charge, and he is
limited to ten minutes; then the Minister can
get up-and give an hour’s or two hours’
speech in reply. That is not a fair thing, and
if we are to adopt a time limit at all, there
should be some extension with regard to the
leader of the Opposition, or some other mem-
ber deputed- by him to speak on his behalf,
Also,: the same thing should apply in regard
to: members in. charge of amendments to
Bills. . Take, for instance, the Land Bill, or
some: other big- Bill;' We know it has been
the custom. in:the ‘past for some member on
this side of the House to practically take charge
of the passage of that Bill, ag far as this side
of the. House is eoncerned,. just.as & member
of the Goovernment does, and there is no pro-
posal here to. give that member any. extension
of time. The Minister can. bring in, perhaps,
an important amendment..  Then the member
on the Opposition. side of the House can get
up. and criticise. that amendment, and move a
further -amendment. Then some. new. aspech
will come 1p, and he has only five minutes to
deal with that new aspect, and probably later
on. & new. aspech. ari
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criticism is gone; he has no power of moving
any other amendment on that particular
clause.

Mr. LesiNa: You know we have a worse
Standing Order at the present time. At any
moment the Premier can get up and move
that a member be no longer heard.

Mr. HARDACRE: That may be so, buf
when the Government does that, the Govern-
ment takes the responsibility of their action,
but in this case we are going to have an auto-
matic gag. My opinion is this: That this
time limit proposal is so bad that it is going
to absolutely break down in working. It
means that the very useful rule that has been
adopted in this House, in order to save time,.
by discussing the whole administration of a.
department on the first vote of an Estimate
is going to be abandoned—absolutely must be
abandoned—because, if members cannot get
time to discuss the general administration of
a department on the first vote sufficiently,.
they are going to take the opportunity under
the new Standing Orders of discussing it
seriatim over the whole of the Estimates.
That will not conduce to a saving of time, and
it will go further than that. As an absolute
necessity, we shall have to put up some mem-
ber to move an amendment in order to give
members an opportunity of speaking over
again in order to conform to the Standing
Orders; and it has been proved, as the hon.
member for Clermont pointed out, that in
New Zealand it has not led to a saving of
time. If any party desires to obstruct, they
can do 50 in a fragmentary way, an ineffective
way, and a useless way, by adopting other-
forms of the House. If we are going to adopt
new Standing Orders, we should adopt Stand-
ing Orders that do not need to be broken
after we have made them. We ought to-
adopt Standing Orders that will be workable,
and not Standing Orders that we have practi-
cally to break every five minutes of the day.
In order to give members an opportunity of
discussing any question all sorts of tricks will
be adopted. A time limit of this kind is not
going to save time; it is going to stop fruitful
and useful discussion by hon. members on any-
particular thing they desire to talk about.
Personally, I am strongly opposed to a time-
limit proposal; and, if carrie(f, I am strongly-
of opinion that it will have to be amended.

Mr. MAUGHAN (Ipswick): Immediately-
the hon. member for Kennedy resumed his
seat, having moved the amendment, the hon.
gentleman at the head of the Government rose-
in his place, and amongst other things said
he was not particularly strong regarding the
amendment. I must say quite candidly that-
after the hon. gentleman made that statement
I was prepared to hear him follow it up with
another statement that he would accept it.
The hon. gentleman said that he was not-
altogether strong about it.

The PreMIER: I was not prepared to accept
it; I have nothing to do with it; the House-
may accept ib. (Opposition laughter.)

Mr. MAUGHAN: Are we to understand
that this particular portion of the Standing
Orders is a non-party matter >~because if 1t
comes within that category, the sooner we
know it the better. If the hon. gentleman
had said so, we would have saved a lot of”
valuable time and got on with business.

The Premier: You said I said so.

Mr. MAUGHAN: T have got a note that.
the hon, gentleman said that he was not par--
tigularly. strong about the matter.

Mr. Maughan.]
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The PreMiEr: That is so. The House can
settle it themselves.

Mr. MATUGHAN: Am I to understand that
the hon. gentleman does not care two straws
whether it is carried or not

The PrEMIER: Not the slightest; I have my
own opinion about the matter.

Mr. MAUGHAN: The hon. gentleman has
simply to make it quite plain to his followers
that he has no particular objection to it. Are
we to understand from that interjection that
the amendment will be carried on the voices?

The PreMiEr: We can find it out in a
minute if you sit down.

Mr. MAUGHAN: Before I sit down, I
would just like to say that I am quite sabis-
fied that it will not be profitable to discuss
here a number of details which took place in
the Standing Orders Committee; at the same
time, I can assure you that it will be an
experience to me, and I am sure to my friend
the hon, member for Leichhardt. The next
+time that the Standing Orders Committee does
meet, we shall suggest that the record of the
voting be taken down.

OprosiTioN MemBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. MAUGHAN: The hon, member for
Musgrave implied by interjection that the hon.
member for Leichhardt and myself suffered
indignity at the hands of our party. 1 can
assure the hon. member that nothing of the
sort happened. The hon. member for Leich-
hardt and myself felt it our duty to report to
our party precisely the result of our delibera-
tions in that committee, and I presume a
similar report was made, if not by the hon.
gentleman at the head of the Government, by
somebody authorised by him, to their par-
ticular caucus.

The PreMIER: Not at all.

Mr. MAUGHAN : With regard to one or two
matters mentioned by the hon. senior member
for Rockhampton, I would like to remind that
hon. member that there is absolutely no
analogy between the deliberations of a
Labour convention and the deliberations of
this House.

Mr. J. M. Huxter: No one knows thabt
better than he does; he has been in a good
many meetings.

Mr., MAUGHAN: It is quite true that the
various Labour Conventions debate with a
time limit, but for a very good reason, that
those conventions only sit for a few days, but
the deliberations of our Assembly last for
several months. It must be remembered also
that at a Labour Convention we are not deal-
ing with something like £3,000,000 or
£4,000,000 of money. I am surprised at an
ex-member of the Labour party suggesting
for a moment that there is any analogy
between the time limit as carried out by the
Labour Convention and the time limit pro-
posal now before this Chamber.

The PreMizr: Did the Labour Convention
adopt a time limit? .

Mr. MAUGHAN: The hon. gentleman
knows very well that at all Labour Conven-
tions a time limit has been in force. . The
hon, member for Clermont is quite right when
he says that the Standing Orders Committee
were unanimous with regard to the principle
of a limitation of speeches.

Mr. HarpACRE: Hear, hear!

Myr. MAUGHAN: We never professed we

were” not unanimous on that, This is the
only time I shall refer to what took place in

TMr. Mavwghan.
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the committee. What I do protest against
in the hon. member’s utterance is that he said
we were unanimous in the conditions laid
down in this particular clause before us at the
present time. As a matter of fact, I tell the
hon. gentleman at the head of the Govern-
ment that some of us were far from inclined
to adopt the New Zealand proposals in globo
than the proposals we are now considering.

Mr. J. M. Huvter: I rather think you
would.

The Premier: I think there was a division
on this very matter.

Mr. MAUGHAN: Unfortunately, we have
no record of the divisions, so it is unprofit-
able to waste time talking about it. I think
that nothing is to be lost by adopting the
New Zealand provisions. It is merely a
matter of increasing the time hon. members
desire to get, only on the Hstimates, and not
on every Bill before the House. It is only
occasionally that more time is required in re-
gard to a gﬂl containing, perhaps, 100 clauses,
around one of which will be centred the whole
of the debate. I think that the modest
proposals contained in the New Zealand
provisions should appeal to every hon.
member. I trust that having regard to
the importance of the KEstimates, and the
hundred and one important matters con-
tained in them-—which one hon. member
on this side considered as of more im-
portance than the Bills—it is imperative
that we should give hon. members every
possible opportunity to discuss them as fully
and freely as possiblee. We have the Chief
Secretary’s Department-a growing vote—
this year it is £141,000; the Home Secretary’s
Department, £563,000; the Department of
Public Works, £124,000; the Department of
Justice, £78,000; the Treasurer, £168,000;
the Department of Public Lands, £209,000;
the Department of Agriculture and Stock,
£58,000: the Department of Public Instruc-
tion, £399,000; the Department of Mines,
£51,000, and the Railways, £1,479,000; and
then we have our own Estimates on the top
of that.. There is another thing—it may not
be introduced this year—but there is just the
danger that by adopting the proposal before
the House, we shall probably find, as years go
on, that a lot of these items which are now
specified in particular sets of Estimates will be
lumved together. . We will probably find the
whole of the Estimates put in one item, and
our rights and privileges will be curtailed in
that way. I trust that the amendment of the
hon. member for Kennedy will be accepted.

Mr. PAYNE (Miichell): The hon. member
for Brisbane South, Mr. Bouchard, this after-
noon pointed out that it was the long debates
of last session and this session that caused the
introduction of thesé Sessional Orders; but I
think that statement cannot be borne out by
facts. At the conclusion of last session the
Premier congratulated the leader of the
Opposition on the reasonable assistance given
in getting through the heavy work of the
session. There weré no prolonged debates last
session, and there have been none this session.
I think the main cause of introducing these
Sessional Orders at this particular juncture is
the desire of the Government to get through
certain legislation they have forecast without
the use of the gag. I am compelled to say it
has been planned out that the best way to get
through certain measures this session is: to
mtroduce these Sessional Orders.. The hon:
member for Clermont pointed out that in New
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Zealand, where they have a time limit, with
the opportunity of speaking four times in
Committee, they had a debate which lasted
sixty-two hours.” But they have not the power
of the gag in New Zealand, though they may
have the power of the guillotine. When we
consider that New Zealand is the only Legisla-
tive Assembly that has the fime hmit, and
‘that there is no power of the gag in that
Assembly, I think the least the Government
can do 1s to adopt the time limit existing 1n
that country. I agree with the remarks of
‘members on this side that if the Government
are not prepared to give a fair field to the
Opposition in this particular matter, it is not
going to facilitate the business of the House.
There is a good deal in the argument that in
New Zealand a member is allowed to speak
four times in Committee; and, if the Govern-
ment would accept that, it would assist them
in getting their business through much better
than if they adopt the particular paragraph
‘now - before the Chamber. 1 remember the
Premier speaking on one occasion about the
liberties for which our forefathers died; and
1 say that if these Sessional Orders are carried
‘as introduced, the liberties of the representa-
tives of the people are going to be curtailed
too much: I feel that very much; and I feel
sure, as I stand on my feet, that if the Govern-
ment are going to put up their backs and insist
-on this time limit, which is mofe drastic than
what exists in any part of the world under the
British flag, it is not going to.assist them.
And I may add, as an individual member,
though not in the habit of taking up time by
‘making speeches,; seeing that the Government
mean to insist on curtailing the privileges of
‘members, it would make me more anxious to
take up time than I would be at present. It is
only human nature. And that would apply to
a big majority of members on this side.

. The PrEMiER: Then this is increasing our
Pprivileges?

Mr, PAYNE: The hon. member is misre-
presenting me. I say that if you insist on
-carrying this drastic paragraph it will have a
tendency to make me take up more time than
I do at present. I say it is not a wise thing or
a good thing to try to gag members who want
o express their opinions. When it was pro-
posed to introduce the gag in New Zealand it
was rejected by forty-one to twelve; and
amongst the majority -was that great old
democrat, Richard Seddon. It has been said
that the members opposite may not always be
on that side; and I honestly think that if they
exercise reasonableness ‘and fair-mindedness
they will give the matter honest consideration
and agree to the amendment. I agree with a
time limit to speeches; but I object to the
curtailment of the rights and privileges of the
representatives of the people in such a way
that it will be an utter impossibility for them
+to properly express themselves on many of the
questions that may come before this Chamber:
I trust that, even at this late stage, the
‘Government will see their way to adopt the
New Zealand principle. -

Mr. COLLINS: I intend to support this
amendment, I have been consistently opposed
to the limitation -of speeches in this

[10 p.m.] House. I regard this as an attack
upon the rights and privileges of
Parliament. L do not think that the electors of
Burke sent me here to speak on Bills in Com-
mittee for ten minutes on the first occasion, and
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then for five minutes on each of two subsequent
occasions, Neither do I think T have been sent
here to try to deprive other hon. members of the
opportunity of exercising their privileges. Tamnot
one of those who can speak at the rate of 200
words per minute, like the hon. member for Cler-
mont., That is a gift with which Nature has en-
dowed the hon, member, and it is one of which
he ought to be proud. There are many members
in this House who cannot speak, perhaps, more
than 100 words a minute, but they have been
sent here to express the opinions of their electors.
‘Why should we attempt to limit speech here?
‘Why did not the Premier propose that we should
meet at half-past 2 o’clock instead of at half-past
37 I suppose it would not suit the commercial
men on the other side. Then, again, we are nob
tied down by what this country does or what that
country does. I am one of those who believe that
every nation has a right to make its own
laws, and I am not going to be tied down by
what New Zealand does or by what any
other country does. I believe there are a lot
of spurious democrats even in New Zealand, and
I am not going to be tied down by the fact thag
in the past members have quoted New Zealand
as a splendid example of democratic rule.
believe that in Queensland we shall before long
be able to show the world what democracy
really means. It is not & question of how fast a
man can talk. It is a question of how he repre-
sents his electors. You cannot deal with a Bill
in Committee properly in ten minutes. Some
men may be able to compress all they have
to say into ten minutes. Since I entered the
House I have not occupied more than three-quar-
ters of an hourin any speech, but that does not
say that Ishould try to stop, say, thehon. member
‘for Bulloo expressing the opinions of his electors.
This attermpt to limit speeches to a few minutes
is an attack upon the rights and privileges of the
people of Queensland.. The senior member for
Rockhampton argued very strongly that a man
could say all he had to say in ten minutes.
Before I came to this House I was a close
student of Hansard, and, if I remember rightly,
all the hon. member used tosay for a pumber
of years was ** Hear, hear |” to his colleague, the
Premier. It was no troubls to the hon. member
to say ‘“ Hear, hear!” The bon. member for
Clermont said that ten minutes was quite suffi-
cient for him to express his opinions in Com-
mittee, but we had to listen to him for twenty-
five minutes while he was speaking on this little
question of deleting the word *‘three ” and
inserting the word “ four”; and just before
he sat down he said that he intended
to vote for the Standing Order as it was
introduced. I cannot understand the hon. mem-
ber at all. T know that he made his reputation
in Queensland-—he had a reputation at one time—
T am not too sure that he has one at the present
time—but he made his reputation by long
speeches. Not only that, but I remember read-
ing some years ago, when I used to be an admirer
of the present Premier when he was deputy
leader of the Labour party, that he made his
reputation to a large extent by long speeches. I
am inclined to think he would not be Premier
at the present time but for the long speeches
he made in opposition to the Callide, Glassford
Creelk, and other syndicate railway proposals at
the time of which I speak. Other hon. members
have made long speeches, too. I do not know
whether this is aimed at the newer members—
whether it is intended that they shall not make
reputations. (Laughter.) I am one of those
who are not altogether in favour of giving the
Premier, the leader of the Labour party, or the
deputy lsader of the party greater privileges than
I possess.

. OpPosSITION MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. C’olh}ns.}
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Mr. COLLINS: It does not follow because a
man is either leader or deputy leader of the
party that he possesses all the intelligence of the
party. We want some opportunity to develop
our intelligence. - We havea number of young
men in this party, and the aim and object of the
party is to give those young rien an opportunity
to develop themselves. :

The Premier : It is much needed.

Mr. COLLINS‘: T quite agree that it is much

needed that there should be more young men in
this Chamber, especially -on the other side—
natives of the soil.  They generally seem to sit
on this side. I strongly object to our rights
being frittered away little by little. Since I
have come into this House I am getting very
suspicious of the Premier. (Laughter.) I do
not know what he may not propose todo.. Ido
not know that he may not proposs to take away
all our rights, and therefore I regard him with a
great amount of suspicion when he attempts to
curtail the privileges of Parliament. I donotwant
to see the privileges people bave been in posses-
sionof fora number of yearstakenaway fromthem;
especially, as I said before, we want to develop
the talent -which-we have got on this side of the
House. Thereis 1o doubt that before many
years have passed by we will be sitting over
there on the Treaswy benches. (Hear, hear!)
It may be after the next election. As the hon.
member for Maranca says, we have been sent
here to put up a fight for the people. I have
been sent here to fight for my electors, and to
fight for the rights of the people. My electorate
is 900 miles fromi here—in faet, I have to travel
1,100 miiles: to get here—and when I come here
T'am to be limited to ten'minutes in my speeches,
How can I exprens the views of the electors of
Burke in ten minutes? Just fancy an elec-
torate with an area like that of the Burke, and I
am to be limitéd to ten minutes ! - I am not like
the hon. member for Musgrave, who can get a
deputation to the Premier in a few minutes at
any day in the week, bubt I have to voice the
opinions of my electors to the best of my ability
in this House, : B
Mr. Bownax : ‘And you do it well,

Mr. COTLLINS : T will do mothing that will
curtail the rights and privileges of members o
this House. -~

Mr, WINSTANLEY (Charters Towers): -1
would like to make one or two remarks on this
question before it goes to & division, I am ohe
who thinks that the former part of this resolu-
tion is a step'in the right direction. While I am
a lover of liberty, and believe in giving liberty
O every possible occasion, still I think there
has been & tendeney in the past to abuse that
liberty by some members on some occasions. I
think it is'a wise provision to limis the speeches
to some extent, and membeérs should not be
allowed to speak for five o1 six’hours unless there
is something of an extradrdinary charaetdr that
demands it. From thg’ Very dommencement
of the discussion of “thiz’ Ses:donal Order- iy
appeared to me that the- claise™ We are
now discussing was one of the most important
of the whole 1ot. The amendment of the:hon.
member for Kennedy proposes to strike out
the word ‘‘three” and insert “‘four.” 'Thatis
the vital point of the whole of the Sessional
Order. ~Something has been said about .the
amount of words that can be condensed into ten
minutes, but when ‘members come to a place
like this, of all plages, they: would like to have
every opportunity. While they are anxious.to be
concise and clear, they do not want to be rushed
in any shape or form in stating their opinions,
‘We are not anxious to throw off a whirlwind of
words. While it may be- possible for the hon.

[Mr. Collins.
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member for Clermont and one or two others to-
talk columns in the conrse of ten minutes, still
as regards-.a number of members--in this
Chamber, it.is not: possible for them to state
their proposition in. ten minutes, much less to
develop it .and - set, forth their arguments
and draw their conclusions. I am sure that if
the Premier was confined to ten minutes, he.
would have to sit down before he said one-half
of what he had to say. We are told a lot
about the average time the speeches take, but
we are not here to deal with averages. We are
here to provide for the exceptional cases that
arise from thme to time, and men with some
specific knowledge and with some specific state-
ment to make should not be denied the opportu--
nity of making that statement, I am sure that
in speaking on the Estimates cases may arise
where it will not be possible for a member
speaking for the first time to deal effec-

tively and efficiently in ten minutes with
the =~ matters . affecting his electorate. I
think,  therefore, that the New Zealand:

proposal, which allows four speeches each in
Committee, shonld be inserted here in place of
the three speeches provided. The Premier, in
replying to the amendment, said that in Com-
mittee the speeches were really of a conversa--
tional character and not set speeches at all. For
that reason I consider a member should be
allowed to speak more than three times. There
may be occasions when a member can say all he
wants to say in one ‘speech, but there are other
occasions where a member may want to get up:
three or four times in Committee, and perhaps-
the whole of his remarks will not total five
minutes altogether. Still, by this Sessional
Order-he is to be denied the privilegs of speaking
more than three times. In cases where the dis--
cussion is of a conversational character it would
have been well if the Premier had allowed
the New Zealand Standing Order to apply—
namely, four speeches of tem minutes each,
instead of three times as proposed here. I do-
not think that the time taken up in discussing-
thase Standing Orders has been wasted. A lot
of light has been thrown on the Standing Orders,
and members not familiar with them have learned
something from the discussion which has taken
place. It cannot be said that the time is wasted,
and, if it is said, then the responsibility cannot
be charged to this side at all. The Premier
himgelf is responsible if there has been any waste
of time, because, if he had left the business as it
was, more other useful business would have been
taken, and our time would not have been occu~
pied in discussing these Sessional Orders. The
Premier said he was not keemsabout them, and
wanted to evade thesrespousibility for intro-
ducing them, but there  is no doubt that he
is responsible for their introduction. I failed to
see any sovnd reason’ why .the Sessional Orders
were Introduced at the present - time  under
present circumstances; and the Premier cer~
tainly offered no sound reason why they should
have been introduced? A ‘great deal more
depends on the temper of the House as to
what business goes through. than depends
on the Standing Orders.  No matter how
stringent the Standing Orders might be, ways
will be found to get round them, and if members
are determined to have their say and waste the:
time of the House, a way will be found of doing
50. The hon. member for Clermont pointed out
that in New Zealand there was a stonewall of
sixty-two hours, and T have no doubt if members
of this House desired it they could find methods.
for putting up a stonewall under the Sessional
Orders now before us, | Iv is not the desire of
any member of the House to do anything of the
kind, and members on thisside cahnot be accused
of doing anything in the shapeofiia stonewall or

- ~



New Sessional Orders.

anything tending to waste the time of the House.
The business this session, and in other sessions
that I have been in the House, has been put
through with reasonable despatch, and as far as
I can see there does not appear to be any reason
for making this change and curtailing the privi-
leges of hon, members. It is a well-known fact
that groiips of members in this Chamber are
keenly interested in some particular part of the
Estimates, Some members take a particular
interest in the Mines Department, others in the
Lands Department, and others, again, in the
Railway Department, and those members want
to express their opinions on the administration of
those several departments. It is only a fair thing
that they should have an opportunity of giving
expression to their views, and they will not be
able to do so if they are limited to three speeches
each and are not allowed a longer, time than is
proposed in thig Sessional Order. Whatever may
have been the motive or desire of the Premier in
introducing these proposals, I do not think he
has acted wisely in upsetting the House at the
present time by such propositions. By intro-
ducing such restrictions on the speech of members
he is interfering with the good humour of the
House and setting members by the ears, and

am very much inclined to think that he
will lose the time he expects to gain under
this new Sessional Order. If hon members are dc-
prived of their rights under this Sessional Order,
they will probably take other means to assert
themselves and obtain what they think really
belongs to them. The hon, gentleman would
have been wise had he left things as they
were; and if he found that the Standing Orders
are not up to date, he could have had them con-
sidered and revised during the session and during
the recess, and then have submitted them next
session, calling Parliament  together a month
earlier than usual to comsider them. For the
reasons I have given, amoug others, I think the
Premier should have accepted the amendment.
The hon. gentleman =aid he was not keen about
retaining this particular clause; he did not
speak strongly against the amendment, but was
practically neutral. If he had said he would

accept i, he would have saved a good deal of .

discussion, but he shirked that rvesponsibility,
and left the matter to the House to decide.

Mr. Bowman: He evaded the responsibility,
‘as he usually does.

Mr, WINSTANLEY : Yes; and threw the
responsibility on the Chamber. The conse-
quence has been that the discussion has gone for
three or four hours. I think that even now, in
view of the arguments that have been advanced
in favour of the amendment, he might very well
accept it, and also substitute the whole of the
New Zealand Standing Order for this clause.
‘While that might not give all that members con-
sider they are entitled to, it would certainly bhea
good deal better than this proposal.

Mr, THEODORE (Woothakata): I was sur-
prised and indeed amused at the attitude taken
up by the hon. member for Clermont on this pro-
posed alteration in the rules of debate. Ample
arguments have been adduced in favour of the
amendment, and those arguments have not been
combated by members ; so the hon. member for
Clermont took up the position of apologist for
the Government on this matter. His attitude
is most amusing. If that hon. member ever had
any character for political consistency, he has
now surely forfeited all claim to that particular
virtue. I remember that when we were dis-
cussing the Estimates for the Home Depart-
ment last session, that hon. member occu-
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pied several hours in dealing with a matter
which he no- doubt cousidered was of great
importance. 1 do not now recollect what the
question was that the member discussed, but T
know that he threw out his chest and delivered
his address with much sloquence. If it took him
four hours to air his particular grievance at that
time, could he now present it within five or ten
minutes, even with the greatest condensation
possible ? -

The Smcrerary ror RaiLwavs: He had
an important matter to deal with then, probably.

Mre, THEODORE : And there will be impor-
tant matters to deal with again. I have often
heard of the interesting speeches the Min s#ir
for Railways was wout to deliver on the sugar in-
dustry when the Estimates for the Agricultural
Department were before the Committee. I ask
the hon. gentleman, Does he think he could have
condensed those utterances to such an extent
that he could deliver them within twenty
minutes ? I am inclined to think that the hon.
gentleman could not. There are some of the Esti-
mates that require a very considerable amount
of consideration and discussion, and there is no
hon. member in this House who can thoroughly
discuss them in the space of twenty minutes.
Anyhow, the whole system is a bad one.
A member may speak for ten minutes, and
then sit down and wait for another opportunity
to speak, when he will be allowed five minutes
to continue his disconnected spsech. That is a
humbugging way of dealing with business, The
hon. member for Clermont has stated that mem-
bers can find means of ventilating their griev-
ances by moving amendments or reductions to
votes. But why should there be any necessity
for resorting to those humbugging dsvices
‘Why not maintain the privileges of members
as they are to-day? I remember the hon. mem-
ber for Clermont last session discussing one
question in a most eloquent and interesting
speech, which lasted for a couple of hours, and it is
quite probable that the same question will come
up for discussion this session. The question I
refer to is the Mapoon Mission inquiry. Tshould
like to know if the hon. member for Clermont
will be able to give us his late opinions, and all the
information he may have gathered in the mean-
time on thab subject, in ten minutes or twenty
minutes. Since then there have been other sensa-
tional allegations in regard to Yarabah Mission,
and the hon. member for Clermont may have
something to say on that particular matter.
I myself am interested in one department, the
Estimates of which will shortly come up for dis-

cussion, and I am perfectly sure I
[10.30 p.m.] cannot compress my remarks into

five minutes. Ireferto mining, and
the unfortunate position is that on the Mining
Estimates a member must confine his remarks to
practically the first vote. The vote is divided in
such a manner that there isone important division
under the heading of ““ Goldfields, ” which prac-
tically embraces all the subject-matter we wanb
to discuss. First of all it refers to wardens,
then inspection of mines, geological surveys, and
contingencies. Those four imporsant things are
all within one vote, and praciically embrace
the whole administration of the Department of
Mines, and all the grievances we may have to
discuss in connection with the department. If
there was a serious mining disaster, every
mining member in the House would be in-
terested. It might be the result of some okmo-
lete method of mines inspection, or brought
about by some maladministration of the depart-
ment, then the whole discussion would have to
take place under this particular vote, and I
maintain that no hon, member could give -

My. Theodore.]
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all the evidence he might gather in connec-
tion with that matter in ten minutes. Of
course he might always accept the opportunity
allowed of speaking another five minutes, but
his remarks would be disconnected, and
am inclined to think that the hon. member for
Clermont was nob serious in his assurance that
he was heartily in favour of the proposal. I
think he is in one of his facetious moods—in fact,
his usually facetious mood—and he thinks he'is
having a good rich joke at the expense of the
Opposition, or heis “playing to the gallery,” and
generally getting a bit of fun out of the matter.
At any rate, when the thing begins to pinch him,
he will be one of the most effective critics against
the altered Standing Orders. I do not know
that the hon. member when speaking has been
an infliction on the House, but at times his long
speeches have been an annoyance to some hon.
members who wanted to catch the last train,
and there will be some satisfaction in knowing
that even he will be effectively gagged under
the proposal.

Question—That the word proposed to be
omitted (Mr. O'Sullivan’s amendment) stand

part of the Sessional Order—put; and the -

House divided :—

Ayzms, 32,

Mzx, Appel Mr. Hodge
,» Barnes, G. P. ,» Hunter, D,
,» Barnes, W, H. 5 Keogh
» Booker ,, Kidston
5, Bouchard sy Lesina
,» Brennan . Paget
» Bridges ,, Petrie
,y Corser ;s Philp
,, Cottell ,» Rankin
,, Oribb ;» Roberts
,» Denham »y Somerset
,; Forsyth ;s Swayne
,» Grant ,» Thorn
,» Grayson ,, Tolmie
5y Gunn s, Walker

Hawthorn y» White

23

Tellers : Mr. Bouchard and Mr, Bridges.

Nows, 24.

Mr. Barber Mr, Mann

,» Bowman ,» Maughan
5, Breslin s ay

, Collins z, Mulcahy
., Crawford s, Mullan

,, Ferricks 5 Nevitt

" %oleylt N g’Sullivan

amilton ayne

ii Hardacre :j RByan

,y Hunter, J. M. » Ryland

,» Land »» Theodore
,» Lennon ,;  Winstanley

Tellers: Mr, Ryan and Mr, Ryland.

PaiBs.

Ayes—Mr. Wienholt, Mr. Morgan, Mr, Macartney,
Mr. Fox, Mr. Forrest, and Mr. Stodart.

Noes—Mr. Murphy, Mr. McLachlan, Mr. Blai}, Mr.
Coyne, Mr. B. F. 8, Allen, and Mr, Douglas.

Resolved in the affirmative.

Mr. FERRICKS (Bowen) : I beg to move the
adjournment of the debate.

Question put and passed.

The resumption of the debate was made an
Order of the Day for to-morrow,

The House adjourned at twenty minutes to
11 o’clock.

[Mr. Theodore.

Questions.





