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Meatworks Bill.

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL.

WEDNESDAY, 3 NOVEMBER, 1915.

The Presioext (Hon, Sir Arthur Morgan)
took the chair at half-past 3 o’clock.

MEATWORKS BILL.
ABSENCE FROM BUSINESS-PAPER.

Hon. P. J. LEAHY: I do not know
whether the Minister intends to give notice of
motion with regard to the consideration in
Committee of the Assembly’s message with
respect to the Meatworks Bill. If he does
not, I intend to move that the consideration
of the message be made an Order of the
Day for Tucsday next. I do not wish the
hon. gentleman to think that I am inter-
fering with his business, and I will at once
sit down_ if he intimates that he intends to
give notice of motion for the consideration
of the message. If the hon. gentleman does
not take that course, then I shall do so to
protect the interests of the Council, and to
prevent something that I do .not like to
describe by the name which ought to be
applied to it. (After a pause.) As the
Minister does not seem inclined to take
action, I now give notice that the Assembly’s
message regarding the Meatworks Bill {)e
taken into consideration in Committee on
Tuesday next.

HonNoUrABLE MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon.
W. Hamilton): The hon. member and his
colleagues are responsible for the present
position. If he likes to give notice of such
a motion, he can do so. The Government
are finished with the Bill. The hon. gentle-
man and those who helped him to cripple
the Bill can take all the onus on them-
selves.

Hon. W. STEPHENS : What do you mean by
saying ‘ The Government are finished with
the Bill”? Do you mean that you are not
going to proceed any further with it?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: Hon.
members can take the onus of proceeding
with the Bill. The Assembly have refused
to accept the Council’s amendments, and
this Chamber insists on its amendments.

Hon. P. J. Leauy: And you are trying to
steal a march on us.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES:
nob.
bility.

The PRESIDENT: The Minister has said
that he does not propose to take any fur-
ther action in the matter., It is quite com-
petent for any other member of the (louncil
to give notice of a motion in respect to
the Meatworks Bill; and if any other mem-
ber of the Council desires that further action
should be taken, he should give notice of
motion in the ordinary way and hand the
motion to the Clerk, and it will appear on
the business paper. (Hear, hear!) But only
with the concurrence of the Minister can the
motion appear at the top of the business
paper on Tuesday next. Wednesday is pri-
vate memberd day, and to ensure the motion
being placed on the top of the business paper
without the consent of the Minister, it would
be necessary to give notice of motion for
private membery day.

I am
Hon. members must take the responsi-
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Hon. A. G. C. HAWTHORN: With the
permission of the Couneil, I would like to
say a word to see if we can evolve a posl-
tion satisfactory to ourselves. Are we to
understand from the Minister that the Go-
vernment have dropped the Bill, and that
they are not going to present it to the Gover-
nor for his assent? If that is so, it seems
to me we have nothing further to do. But
if the Bill ie going on for the Governor’s
signature, we ought to have something fur-
ther to say on the matter before that is .
done. I would like the Minister to say
definitely that the Government are not going
to proceed in any way at present with the
Bill.

Hon. F. T. BrentNaLL: He has said that.
Hon. W. StepHiNs: Not quite.

The SeCRETARY For Mixzs: I say hon.
members are responsible for the position that.
has been created.

Hon. W. StepHENS: You said you were
finished with the Bill. Does that mean that
you are not going to send it to the Governor
for his assent?

How. P. J. LEAHY: I take it, from what
the Minister has said, that he intends to
drop the Bill. If that is his intention, and
we are to hear no more about it, I cer-
tainly do not want to force it on to the
business paper. If the intention is to try by
a subterfuge—if I may use the word—to get
the Royal assent to the Bill, then I shall
endeavour to get it on the business paper for
Wednesday next. Possibly, the better way
will be for me to give notice of motion, and
T need not go on with it on Wednesday
unless I like. :

Hon. W. SrepHENS : Give notice, and make
certain.

How. P. J. LEAHY : T beg to give notice—

That the Meatworks Bill be restored
to the business-paper, and that the con-

sideration in Committee of the Legis-
lative Assembly’s message, of date 2Tth
October, relative thereto, be made an
Order of the Day for to-morrow.”

Hox. F. T. BRENTNALL: Are we to
understand that this is a notice of motion
for Wednesday mext?

The PRESIDENT: Yes.

Hon. F. T. BRENTNALL: So that we
cannot say anything more about it now?

The PRESIDENT: That is the position.

Hon. F. T. BRENTNALL: Well, T am
sorry that that notice has been given. I
think the Bill is dead, and we should leave
it dead.

BRANDS BILL.

Tuep READING.

On the motion of the SECRETARY FOR
MINES, the Bill was read a third time,
passed, and ordered to be returned to the
Assembly by message in the usual form.

BUILDING SOCIETIES ACT AMEND-
MENT BILIL.
THIRD READING.

On the motion of the-SECRETARY FOR
MINES, this Bill was read a third time,
passed, and ordered to be returned to the
Legislative Assembly by message in the
usual form.

Hon. W. Hamilton.)
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MINING ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
SecoNp READING.

13

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: This is
a short Bill of four clauses dealing with the
forfeiture of mineral leases. At the present
" time, no matter how long a lease may have
been abandoned, no matter how long it may
have been lying idle contrary to the pro-
visions of ithe law, the Minister has no power
to forfeit until he has twice imposed a fine.
- At the present time a mine may be lying
idle for years, and if somebody makes appli-
cation for forfeiture, the Minister has to
impose a fine. Many people have been mak-
ing application for forfeiture of leases so that
they could take them up and work them—
leases which have been left idle for long
periods, and which are under no exemption
of any sort, and it is impossible for me to
allow them to come in because the Act dis-
tinctly states that on the first two occasions a
fine must be imposed. The Minister may im.
pose a fine if he thinks fit, and, of course, the
Act gives him power to fine up to £100, but I
do not think that has ever been done. The
azsual thing is to fine up to £10. Then the
lease has to remain until another applicatior
comes in for forfeiture, and the Minister
then has to impose a fine a second time be-
fore he can declare the lease forfeited. I
am doing all I possibly can to stimulate the
production of our minerals, and hon. mem-
bers will see that the production of minerals
for the last quarter has increased nearly 50
per cent. above what it was for the corre-
sponding quarter last year, and I am in
hopes that for the coming quarter there will
be just as big an increased production as
compared with the corresponding quarter of
last year. I do not want people to hold
large areas of mineral leases idle if there are
other people willing to come in and work
them. In many instances that is the case.
‘Of course, the unsuccessful applicant is
generally paid his expenses for coming intc
the warden’s court and giving evidence
out of the fine imposed. But I find that is
retarding production. Under the section of
the Act which is repealed by this Bill, when
a place is declared forfeited the warden has
t0 go out and declare the lease forfeited.
In many places the lessees have not been
on the lease for years, and the warden has
t0 address a gum-tree declaring the place
forfeited or post up a notice that possession
i taken by the Crown. Take the Clon-
curry field and some of the large mineral
fields in North Queensland: it is a long
distance for the warden to go out just for the
formality of declaring that a lease is for-
feited or to post up a notice of resumption
by the Crown. TUnder the repealed section,
possession of a forfeited lease had to be
taken by the warden orally declaring on the
ground that he had taken possession, or by
posting thereon a notification that possession
had been taken on behalf of the Crown, and
as at certain periods a large number of
leases at various parts of the field become
forfeited, a considerable time elapses before
the lease becomes open to fresh application.
‘Clause 4 of the Bill provides that the posting
of notices of forfeiture outside the warden’s
or mining registrar’s office is the only action
necessary _to complete forfeiture. No
Minister, I do not care who he is, will for-
feit without cause. When an application
for forfeiture comes before the local warden
he takes all the evidence and forwards it to
the Minister with a recommendation as to
what action should be taken.

[Hon. W. Hamslton.

[COUNCIL.]

Amendment Bill.

Hon. A. G. C. Hawrnoorn: Should nob
that notice be posted outside the office for
some days—say, a week or a month?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: You
could post it up for any length of time.
There is no term here, but we can
indicate the term; but we do not want
to make the period too long. It should nof
be necessary for the warden to make a
journey out to some of these large fields
just for the sake of declaring that a mine has
been forfeited, when it has been abandoned
for some years. In many instances it 1s
hard to find out where the late lessees were
living. In many cases they make no
application for exemption. Sections 28 and
34 of the Mining Act of 1898 provides that
for a first and second breach of any of the
covenants of the lease the lessee should pay
such fine or penalty not exceeding £100 as
the Minister may have seen fit to impose,
and for the forfeiture of the lease on non-
payment of any such penalty or on the
commission of any further breach of any
of the covenants. The proposed amendment
provides that leases of the nature abeve-
mentioned shall contain a condition that for
any breach of any of the covenants the
Minister may either forfeit the lease, or, in
his discretion, impose upon the lessee a fine
not exceeding £100, and on non-payment
of any such fine may forfeit the lease. The
sum of £100 in the present Bill has been
there for some years, and if any individual
or company is not in a position fo go on
with the work on the lease or wants time to
put up machinery, if they can show good
cause, the Minister will always grant
exemption for the period required for those
services. We know that in many instances
it is necessary to grant exemption to allow
time for the reconstruction of a company or
for the erection of machinery; or some indi-
vidual may want exemption for a time to
try and raise capital to do the work, and
any Minister who has the industry at heart
would try to help those people all he could.

* This Bill is not to deal with those people.

It is to.deal with those who are holding
large areas without working them, and in
many cases they have mnever intended
to work them. Hon. gentlemen will recog-
nise that there is nothing unfair im the Bill,
because the Minister will use his judgment.
If the warden makes a recommendation, the
Minister will use his discretion as to whether
he accepts the warden’s recommendation in
full or partially. Speaking for myself,
before I forfeit a lease, application for
exemption or anything else will always be
considered. If anybody wants to hold on
to a lease, and something occurs over which
they have noc control, and they want a little
breathing time, all they have to do is to
apply for exemption, and if they can show
gond cause, their case will be met. That is the
gist of the short measure we have before us.

Hon. T. M. HawL: What would happen
to the machinery that may be on a lease of
that description? Would the owners have
a right to remove it?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: That
is always the property of the leasehold. I
beg to move that the Bill be now read a
second time.

Howx. E. H. T. PLANT: 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.



Workers’ Accommeodation Bill.

TRADE UNION BILL.

First READING.

On the motion of the SECRETARY FOR

MINES, this Bill, received by message from

the Assembly, was read a first

[4 p.m.] time. The second reading was

made an Order of the Day for
to-morrow.

METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE
WORKERS AWARD BILL.

MESSAGE FROM ASSEMBLY.

The PRESIDENT announced the receipt
from the Assembly of the following message
with regard to this Bill: —

“Mr. President,—

“ The Legislative Assembly having had
under , consideration the Legislative
Council’s amendment in the Metro-
politan Sewerage Workers’ Award Bill,
beg now to intimate that they—

“ Disagree to the amendment—

‘“ Because it would have the effect of
nullifying the intention of the Bill, and
relieving the contractors of a liability
which they should bear.

“W. MoCoRrMACK,
¢ Speaker.

“ Legislative Assembly Chamber,
‘“ Brisbane, 2nd November, 1915.”

On the motion of the SECRETARY FOR
MINES, the consideration in Committee of
the message was made an Order of the Day
for to-morrow.

WORKERS ACCOMMODATION BILL.
MESSAGE FROM ASSEMBLY.

The PRESIDENT announced the receipt
from the Assembly of the following message
with regard to this Bill :—

“Mr. President,—

 The Legislative Assembly having had
under consideration the Legislative
Council’s amendments in the Workers’
Accommodasation Bill, beg now to intimate
that they—

¢ Disagree to the amendment in clause
5, lines 45 to 51 (now 45 to 50)—

“ Because it would destroy the com-
plete effectiveness of the administration
of the Bill—honorary inspectors being
necessary, especially in far out sheds,
where it may not be possible to have
paid inspectors at one and the same
time. Moreover, such honorary in-
spectors will be enabled to keep in touch
with the departmental inspectors.

““ Disagree to the amendment in clause
6, page 4, lines 5 and 6— .

““ Because it would destroy the principle
of the Bill—the employer has to provide
accommodation. If this were agreed to,
power would be given whereby the
worker might have deductions made from
his wages for such accommodation.

‘“ Disagree to the amendment in clause
6, page 4, lines 8 to 12—

‘“ Because if these lines were omitted
there would be nothing in the Bill to
prevent contracting out—an objectionable
practice and antagonistic to the present
Government’s principle. If this pro-
vision were omitted an employer could
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1741

easily obviate the necessity for providing
the accommodation required by entering
into an agreement whereby the worker
might be compelled to reside, say, in a
tent or, at any rate, outside the shed;
and

‘““ Agree to all the other amendments

in the Bill.
“W. McCorMACk,
B “ Speaker.
¢ Legislative Assembly Chamber,
‘“ Brisbane, 2nd November, 1915.”
On the motion of the SECRETARY FOR
MINES, the consideration in Committee of
the message was made an Order of the Day
for to-morrow.

INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION BILL.
COMMITTEE.
(Hon. W. F. Taylor in the chair.)
On clause 1—“ Short title and commence-
ment of Act”—

The SECRETARY FOR MINES said that
last week he moved the second reading of
the Bill, which was a fairly big measure,
and gave ample time for the preparation
of the amendments before the Bill was con-
sidered in Committee, so that he and other
hon. members would have time to consider
those amendments. Owing to the funeral of
the late Mr. Connah that morning, he had
not been at his office and did not know
whether a copy of the amendments had
been sent there or not. There was a very
large sheaf of amendments circulated that
morning, and it was only within the last
half hour that he had seen them. That was
not fair either to the Minister or to other
hon. mewmbers, as they had no time to see
the effect of the amendments and to compare
them with the original Act. In justice to
himself and to other hon. members, he hoped
that hon. members would have their amend-
ments circulated earlier. It made it rather
hard for him or for anyone else to deal
intelligently with such 4 large number of
amendments.

Hon.- T. M. HaiL: Postpone the Bill.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: There
is no other business to go on with.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed.

On clause 4— Interpretation ”’—

Hox. E. W, H., FOWLES said that on
page 4, line 16, in the definition of
“industrial matters,” the following words
occurred : —

“or of persons who have been or intend
or propose to be or may become em-
ployers or employees.”
That included the whole population of
Queensland, past, present, and future. He
did not know whether it was the intention
of the Minister to have such a sweeping
provision in the Bill,

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: It was
better to have a definition too wide rather
than too narrow. At times, on account of
provisions being too narrow, injustice was
done and litigation took place, but he did
not see that any harm could arise from the
retention of those words.

Hon. E. W. H. FOWLES: Could the
Minister tell them why he wished to include
people who had been employers or
employees ?

The SecreTaRY FOR MiNes: They may
become employers or employees again.

Hon. E.W. H. Fowles.]
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Hon. E. W. H. FOWLES: Then they
would come under the second category. Not
only did those words include the whole
population of Queensland, but they included
a large population elsewhere. He thought
probably the Minister had some very good
reason for including a certain class of
employees.

Hon. C. F. Nrmsoy: This Minister did
not include them.

Hox. E. W. H. FOWLES: There was
another dragnet clause that the judge could
do anything and carry it back to the first
employer in the Garden of Eden. He moved
the omission, on lines 16 to 18, of the words
“or of persons who have been or intend or
propose to be or may become employers or
employees.”

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: The
thing was not as involved as the hon. gentle-
man would make out, but if the hon. gentle-
man had ecirculated the amendment and
given him time to have gone into the matter
he could have made himself au fait with
what the amendments proposed to bring
about. If the words ‘‘ employers or ”’ were
struck out, it would meet all the objections
the hon. member had made. It was neces-
sary to leave the words * employees’” in,
because a man who was idle to-day might
become an employee to-morrow. )

Hox. C. F. NIELSON said he had listened
with interest to the remarks of the Hon.
Mr. Fowles, but he really could not see that
the inclusion of the words could affect detri-
mentally or prejudicially any person in the
past or in the future any more than it could
affect a person at the present time engaged
in any industry to which the Bill could
apply. The Hon. Mr. Fowles pointed out
that it affected all persons who had been
employed. It might.” They had an example
with which the Council did not agree, where
an Act of Parliament affected all persons
who had been employers and employees. He
referred to the Bill, which was amended by
the Council, whereby the Supreme Court
verdict in connection with the award of the
Sewerage Workers’ Board was to be upset.
That affected all persons who were now
employed and who had been employed in
that industry. Their money was to be paid
to them, and they would be a class of
persons under_ the clause who had been
employed, and in that sense he counld
mmagine that an award of an industrial
court might affect persons who had been
employed. Very often when a dispute
occurred it was arranged that the employers
and employees should continue as at present
on the understanding that the decision of
the Industrial Court would have a retro-
spective effect.  The person who left the
employment before the decision of the cours
was given would be a person or one of the
persons who had been employed, and in
that way he was entitled to come under the
Bill. Tt was perfectly clear that the Rill
could not affect any person who was mnot
engaged in any industrial occupation to
which the Bill did not apply.

bolci?.n‘ A. A. Davev: It applies to every-

Hox C. F. NIELSON:
everybody whose occupation was omne of the
kind to which the Bill applied.

};[,on. A. A, Davey: ‘““Has been or may
e.

[Hon. E. W. H. Fowles.

b
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Hox. C. F. NIELSON said it was quite
right that it should be so, because it might
take four or five months for the court to
give a decision in a dispute wherein persons
had acquired rights. If they went out of
the employment in the meantime they would
forfeit those rights unless the judgment of
the court also applied to them, and in that
way only could the Bill be said to apply to
persons who had been employed in an
industry. It could not apply to a person
who had been able to retire out of his
savings and who was no longer employed.
Naturally, a decision of the court laying
down certain conditions must affect persons
who might become employed because they
came in under the existing award. He could
not see any harm in leaving the words in
the clause.

Hon. A. A. DAVEY: The hon. member
who had just sat down said he could not
see any objection to the words remaining
in the Bill, but the hon. member was not
omniscient and could not see everything. It
appeared to him (Hon. Mr. Davey) that they
only wanted to deal with things which they
could see. The Bill was introduced for the
purpose of granting industrial arbitration,
and industrial arbitration could only apply
to the people who were intercsted in indus-
trial affairs, either employers or employees.
The hon. member had quoted an instance
where the words in the clause would be of
some advantage. That was a matter of
opinion; but that argument did not hold
good in regard to the persons who might
become employers or employees. As scon
as ther became employers or employees they
came under the Bill; but why did they
want those surplus words in the clause?
It appeared to him that in the legislation
they were getting there was an attempt on
the part of Governments generally to abso-
lutely enslave the people; chain up every-
body. Every link of legislation that had
been placed on the statute-book in recent
years in this so-called progressive country
had been, as a matter of fact, an enslave-
ment of the people; forging another link in
the chain. Tt seemed to him that the Legis-
lature had the idea that rationalism did
not exist in the people; that it only existed
in the Governments, and Governments were
accidental. Everybody in the Council was
just as anxious as the Government to see
that a fair and honest thing was done to
the employee, but why should they, at the
bidding of this or any other Government, use
language in the clauses of a Bill which
really had no sense at all? Were those
words put in for the benefit of lawyers later
on when the occasion arose? If that were
so, then he could understand why the Hon.
Mr. Nielson supported it.

Hon. C. F. NieLsoN: We do not appear
in the court.

Hown. A. A. DAVEY said the amendment
was a very reasonable one. It was not the
people who had been in the business but
those who might be in the business who were
concerned in the Bill.

Hon. C. F. NigLsox : The people who had
been may be concerned.

Hox. A. A. DAVEY : As a matter of fact,
they were not concerned in the affair, and
there was no necessity for the words in the
clause, because when the occasion arose, as
they had seen, a Bill could be passed that
had a retrospective effect. That had been
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done in the past and could be done again.
It was an utter absurdity to put in the
words referred to, and the only ground for
the words was that it was an attempt on the
part of alleged democracy to chain up a
man body and soul. He was as sympathetic
with the Government as anybody, but he
recognised the individuality of men, and
the man who was willing to sacrifice the
whole of his liberties was not a man at all;
he certainly was not a democrat, because
the idea of democracy involved that they
were going to have intelligent individuals in
the community, and if they were going to
shut him up, they were not going to have
democracy—they were going to have an
autocracy.

Hox. P. MURPHY : As a matter of fact,
the clause was a definition in a few words—
a true definition of industrial matters. It
was not a question of including anyone or
excluding anyone: it was a definition of
““ industrial matters.”

Hon. A. A. Davey: You will have diffi-
culty in finding it in any dictionary.

Hon. P. J. LEAHY: This was a very
comprehensive clause, which might almost
be said to include everything in the
beavens above and in the carth beneath.
It certainly included everything on the

earth in the way of human beings. He
thought it unnecessarily wide. There was
no doubt the definition in the

[4.30 p.m.] Industrial Peace Act was pretty

wide, but this was much wider.
Evidently the Hon. Mr. Murphy thought
that ‘‘industrial matters” would have the
ordinary meaning of those words; but
ir that Bill they must mean exactly what
they made them mean in the interpretation
clause. There were certain parts of the
definition which certainly were mnot neces-
sary. There was no necessity to take a peep
into the future and permit something that
might be done nine or ten years from the
passing of the Bill. It should be quite
sufficient to declare that ' industrial mat-
ters” should include any dispute affecting
men working in the industry at the time
the dispute occurred, or who might have
left the industry since the dispute occurred,
but were interested retrospectively in any
award that might be made. He did not
object to that; but the interpretation was
very much wider than that. He sympathised
with any person who had to attempt to
make sense of the clause. The Hon. Mr.
Towles was entitled to great credit for his
attempt to make it much more intelligible
and workable than it was. He intended to
support the amendmernt.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: The
intention of the framers of the Bill was to
make it wide enough to embrace all dis-
rutes that were likely to arise. When the
carriers applied for an award in the Com-
monwealtl: Arbitration Court, the judges
decided that they were not employees of the
pastoralists because they owned their own
teams.

Hon. A. H. WHITTINGHAM :
employees themselves.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: They
wanted to come under the Arbitration Court
to have the rates of carriage fixed. There
had been many disputes in the Waestern
country between carriers and pastoralists
over -the rates of carriage, and it was

They were
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intended to make the Bill wide enough to
embrace even such disputes as those. He
could not see that the danger was going to
scerue that was foreshadowed by the mover
of the amendment. It was quite evident
that the framers of the Bill had taken into
consideration all the disputes that had
occurred in the past and wished to enable
the Industrial Court to take cognisance of
them. )

THon. T. J. O’Supa: The Bill is to be

rctrospective in its operation?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: Of
course, the court would not be able to deal
with a dispute that took place ten years
ago, but it was desired to make it com-
petent to deal with any dispute that took
place after the passing of the Act.

Hon. T. J. O’SuEa: It does not say that.

How, A. . C. HAWTHORN thought the
definition was altogether too wide. He
could quite understand including persons
who had been employers or cmployees,
because on page 12 provision was made for
making any award retrospective; but the
definition would include every person who
was capable of being either an employer
or an employee. Secing there would be no
appeal from any decision of the court, he
suggested that the Minister might agree to
the omission of the words after “ have been
or’”’ to the end of the amendment suggested.

Hox. A. HINCHCLIFFE: It must not be
forgotten that there was a large number of
workers engaged in seasonal operations,
such as the sugar industry. They might be
employers to-day but they might be cuttine
cane to-morrow. The same thing appliea
tu the pastoral industry. It was necessary,
therefore, that the definition should be wide
enough to cover those who might become
employers in such industries, and that an
award of the court should apply to all such
persons. He took it that was really the
intention of the subsection.

Hon. E. W. H. Fowres: Would not an
award apply to them immediately they
became employees?

Hon. C. F. NisLsow: Yes.

Hon. E. W. H. Fowres: Then this should
be unnecessary.

Hox. ¥. T. BRENTNALL: They seemed
to be in danger of spending a considerable
amount of time over the amendment. If
the words referred to were taken out, they
would not affect the clause much; if they
were left in, they were capable of doing a
great deal of 1njury at some time or
another. Who was going to try to ascertain
who had been either employers or em-
pioyees or who intended to belong to either
class? They were practically asked to take
cognisance of the intention of somebody
who had never declared himself to be this,
that, or the other, or of anybody who pro-
posed to be something in the future. Then
came the absurdity of the clause—‘or may
become employers or employees.” Was there
a school boy who did not expect some day
t: be one or the other? The definition
covered the whole ground, retrospective and
prospective, even going into the intentions
of individuals, and the possibilities of the
future. There was no reason for such a far-
reaching definition, and the best thing they
could do was to carry the amendment. °

Hon. G. W. GRAY: Seeing there was
to be no appeal from the judgment of the

Hon. G. W. Gray.)
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Industrial Court, they should be very
careful in the verbiage of every clause. The
clause under discussion was certainly going
too far, and he intended to support the
amendment.

Hon. B. FAHEY : He was in a quandary
as to where in Queensland he could find an
employer. The only person he could see
who would come under that designation was
the squatter. Supposing a carrier owned
half a dozen teams. and employed ten or
fifteen hands. Surely he was an employer.
He went to the station of the Hon. Mr,
Whittingham, for instance, and took a load
of wool on board. As an employer one would
imagine that he was paid so much by con-
tract to take that wool to the nearest railway
station. Ie was not paid by the day. He
migat take a week or a month, according to
the condition of the weather and the roads.
Before he delivered the wool an accident
occurred to one of his hands, or to two or
three of them. He was liable to those men for
their awards, and one with any sense of jus-
tice would imagine that the liability would
end there; but, according to this clause, the
carrier was not an employer but an employee,
and he would be able to mmdemnify himself at
the expense of the Hon. Mr. Whittingham.
That was exactly in keeping with the
character of the legislation they had been
roceiving from the other Chamber during
the whole of the present session. Either that,
or it had a sinister object. It was a
clumsy attempt to rope every employer in
Queensland into a union. That was the
intention evidently, and at the next election
they would very likely vote for the leader
of the House and his party. There were
people in this town who owned twenty or
thirty wagons—for Iinstance, there was
Bryce and Co.. who were employers.
Under the Bill they would be employees.
They might employ twenty drays any
morning, delivering goods in Brisbane out
as far as Yeerongpilly on the one side and
Indooroopilly on the other side, and also to
Roma Street Station. They might receive
those goods from fifty different people and
there might be fifty different classes of goods.
Very well, they werc employees. While
delivering those goods there might be an
accident to one or more of their employees,
and who would be responsible? Bryce and
Company, of course. [How would they in-
demnify themselves? Would they look to
the storekeepers from whom they received
the goods, and who may not be the owners
of the goods? The clause was the most
fertile source of making fees for lawyers
that had ever come into the Council, and he
would vote for the amendment.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES moved
that the consideration of the amendment
be postponed until the end of the clause.

Hon. P. J. LEAHY asked what would
be the effect of postponing the amendment.
He could understand postponing the whole
clause.

The SECRETARY FOR MiNEs: I wish to sub-
mit it to the Parliamentary Draftsman.

Hox. BE. W. H. FOWLES said there were
three very contentious amendments in the
ciause, and it might be as well to postpone
the whole clause until to-morrow. He
weould suggest that it would be a graceful
act on the part of the Minister if he were
to allow members to go home at 6 o’clock,
particularly as it was a very trying day.

[iTon. G. W. Gray.
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The SECRETARY FOR MINES said it
would be a graceful thing if members did
what the Minister asked them to do, and
gave timely notice of their amendments, and
not bring in a list of amendments without
giving the Minister or other members an
opportunity of going into them.

Hon. E. W. H. Fowiks: This is a Bill
of ninety-five clauses, and it takes a lot of
thought. I only got the Minister’s amend-
ments this morning.

Hon. E. H. T. PLANT said he would
like the Bill to be postponed for some days,
because he had had no opportunity of con-
sidering the amendments. He would like
to study them, and he thought the Com-
mittee ought to have time to consider the
amendments.

Question put and passed.
Hon. E. W. H. FOWLES moved the

insertion, on line 19, after the word ‘‘ are,”
of the words “or may be.”” That was a
small amendment which the Minister could
accept.

The SEcrETARY For Mines: I will accept
that.

Amendment agreed to.
*Hox. F. T. BRENTNALL moved the

omission, on page 6, of subclauses.(?) and
(7). Those two subclauses opened up for
debate the whole question of preference to
unionists. If the Council passed them they
committed themselves to the doctrine of pre-
ference to wunionists, and he hoped hon.
gentlemen would very carefully read the
subclauses, which read as follows:—

“(¢) The giving of notice to the secre-
tary of an industrial union or to the
Director of Xabour of any vacancy
among employees, in order that the
same may be filled by a member of the
said or any other industrial union, and
the making of any direction as to the

.~ method of employment or otherwise, in
order to secure that full effect be given
to the right to preference of employ-
ment, and to any decision of the court
granting preference ;

“(j) Any claim that the employees
in an industry be engaged through an
industrial union or through the Director
of Labour.”

Hon. members had been reminded very tre-
quently since the commencoment of the
session that, practically, they had no righs
to go against the voice of the people in the
measures which came before them, and when
certain innovations were propcesed in prin-
ciples—not in mere details but in principles—
it was a question for the Council to consider
how far they could go in assenting to the
demands. That was one of the early de-
mands made upon them—to yield to what to
some of them was a very important point
and an important principle, and it meant, on
the other hand, a demand made on behalf of
the Government as to what they regarded
as an important principle. That principle
had been for a considerable time a promi-
nent plank in what was called their plat-
form, but it was a system which had been
sprung upon the world by whom, and from
where? As he had intimated to the Minis-
ter previously, he should postpone the con-
sideration of those subclauses, as they would
have the question coming before them again
in another form, and they would have to
consider it time after time. The questior.
was: Were they going to subvert their own

-
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views and their own principles to a demand
made upon them by a body that they knew
nothing whatever about, because he took it
that every plank in that so-called platform
had been shaved and planed, polished and
fitted into its proper place by somebody—
by a convocation that none of them ever
saw, except 1t might be one or two members
supporting the Minister. They might safely
say that nine out of ten members of the
Council had never seen the convocation or
delegation or conference, or whatever it
might be called.

The SecRETARY FOR Minns: Didn’t you have
a convocation this week over the Meat Bill
and the Compensation Bill? Didn’t you
have a convocation sccretly away down in
the cellars?

Hox. F. T. BRENTNALL: So far as he
was concerned, he did not mind men holding
different views from himself mecting $o
gether and considering matters. They had
a perfect right to do so, but what he did
take a stand on was the hbelty of the sub-
ject in regard to the formation of public
opinion. He had just as much right to form
his own opinions and give his vote when it
was needed in the way he thoughs correct
as any member of any caucus in Australia.
They should remind themselves somefimes as
to how those platforms were prepared.
Somebody interjected just now: “In secret
places.” He took it that the Chamber would
be a secret place if they did not let the
public outside know what they were doing,
and did not want anybody outside to know
what their opinfons wsre, and if they took
divisions with closed doors and took very
good care that nobody could see what they
were doing. He took it tnat that was what
a secret caucus meeting was. Were they,
on the autherity of the Government which
represented the very principle and the very
people who held these private caucuses and
formulated these doctrines on platforms, to ac-
cept their dictation and say they would sur-
render their principles to the Government
platfcrm ? Were they to say to the Govern-
ment, “ You have your platform, and you say

you are sent here by an over-

5 p.m.] whelmmg majority of the people

in order to enforce this plat-
form and it is traitorous to the will of
the people for you to exercise your inde-
pendent ]udrrment and say you object to
certain planks in this platform 7" That
was the position they were put in this
afternoon. Had they any independence left
at all? He was not going outside that Cham-
ber for his argument. Time and again, ever
since the session commenced, it had been
insisted that they had no right to oppose the
w111 of the people. That meant that those
who voted against the majority who put
the present Government in power had no
right to protest, and they had no right to
say that they dliapplmcd of the Govern-
ment platform, or of its theories and doc-
trines. That was where they were with re-
gard to the amendment he had submitted.
Were they prepared in the very beginning
of the Bill to vote for preference to union-
ists all round? If they were, then they
would yield their own convietions to what
they were told was the demand of the
people. It was quite fime that the people
knew what the actual figures were with re-
gard to the number of votes given for the
respective parties at the general election. A
return had been tabled in another place on
the motion of one of the ardent supporters of
the present Government. According to that

1915—5» -
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return, the number of persons qualified to
vote on the datc of the election was 335,195,
The voting was: Labour, 136,419; Liberals,
109,985; Farmers’ Union candldates 13,233 ;
and Independunt 2,415, They were entitled
to add the votes of the Farmers’ Union can-
didates and of the Independents to the
leelals If that were done, what became
of the overwhelming ma3011ty of which so
much was said? The majority then was
only 10,786. The number of non-voters was
about 36,000, and the number of informal
votes was over 4,000.° They would be
divided about equallv, so it would not make
any difference to the relative strength of
parties,

Hon. T. C. BrIrNE:
those 10 786 represent?

Hon. E. W. H. FowLEs : About 3 per cent.

The SecReTARY FOrR MINEs: We are here,
anyhow.

Hox.

What percentage do

F. T. BRENTNALL: They had
heard so much about the overwhelming
majority by which the Government came
into power that he felt as if he ought almost
to go down on his knees and do obeisance to
the representative of that overwhelming
majorltv in that Chamber. Altogether, out-
side of the Farmers’ Union and independent
candidates, the Labour majority over the
Liberal vote was only 26,434. That was not
such an overwhelming ma]orlty as had been
represented. All hon. members knew what
the particular factors were which contri-
buted to that majority. On the amendment
they came face to face with one of the
essential principles of the party now in
power. And they had to make up their
minds whether they had faith enough in
thelr own prmcxples and courage.to main-
tain them to the very last by beginning their
opposition now to the platform that was
being thrust upon them. He could give
other reasons of a different kind why he
was sticking to the right of every man
possessed of reason and who was of adult
age to say for himself who his employer
should be and what the character of his
work should be. He had held that opinion for
threescore years at least, and he was going
to hold it to the end, became, if he believed
in anything, he believed in the essential
liberty of the British-born subject. (Hear,
hear !} ITe held that a British-born subject
should never be asked to submit himself to
slavery of any kind. The moment a slave
from any part of the world set foot in
Britain, that moment he became free; but
thousands of people in the Australian States
dared not say, in an industrial sense, that
their minds were their own, because there
were penalties attached to saying it, and
they probably would lose a chance of earn-
ing a livelihood if they dared to assert their
freedom and say they were not going to be
tied down to any union. Only a week or
two ago two Commonwealth Ministers, be-
cause they happened to have a little inde-
pendence of mind and had said or done
something that the caucus disapproved of—
the court that sat with closed doors—those
two men were thrown out of the Ministry.

Hon. A. HixcuciLiFFE: Do you say they
were thrown out for that reason?

Hox. F. T. BRENTNALL: He did not
know the reasons. The reasons were not
made public. The proceedings took place
behind closed doors, and probably there
was a sentry outside to see that no one got
to know what transpired except themselves.
Again he reminded hon. members that on

Hon. F. T. Brentnall.]
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that amendment they were face to face with
one of the main planks of the Labour plat-
form—that of preference to unionists.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES said he
certainly could not wzccept the amendment.
There was nothing ambiguous about the
intention of the Bill or the intention of the
amendment. One of the chief principles of
the Bill was preference to unionists, because,
unless there was power to enforce an award,
the Bill would be uscless. They all remem-
bered the time of the tramway strike, when
ir. Justice Higgins, the President of the
Commonwealth Arbitration Court, granted
preference to unionists. Xe believed that
was the only case in which he had granted
preference to unionists. He came to the
conclusion that the circumstances warranted
him in granting preference to unionists on
that occasion, and what was the result?
Mr. Badger defled it and defeated the
award given by Mr. Justice Higgins. He
did not give preference to unionists, because
he absolutely refused to employ a unionist
or to allow a unionist on his trams and he
refused to allow any of his employees to
join a union.

Hon. F. T. BRENTNALL: Did not they have
a. union of their own?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: VYes,
Badger’s union. He would allow them to
join his own union, which he spread out like
a spider’s web. He (Mr. Hamilton) could
remember instances in the Western districts
where preference was given to non-unionists
who had rendered certain services during the
strike. For many years a man could not
get shearing in any shearing-shed or at shed
labour unless he could show a reference
from his former ecmployer, which stated,

by secret signs which were well known,
that he was a non-unionist, or whether
2

he was a good Labour man or not.

He had a few friends even amongst some
of the managers on the stations, and sixteen
years ago he was shown a list sent out from
the then secretary of the pastoralists’ associa-
tion. who at that time was in Rockhampton.
That list was sent round to all the stations,
and the managers had to send in the names
of the employees on the station with certain
particulars, and he was shown the certain
partictlars marked on that list. It was
marked ‘ Good Labour man,” * Socialist,”
¢ Extremist,” ““ Doubtful,””  Good Liberal.”’
All those things were markced on the list,
which had to be returned to the secretary
of the pastoralists’ association, and he saw
certain directions which were given by a
vartain public officer at that time, that when
compiling the electoral roll the local regis-
trar had to take notice of the recommenda-
tion of the gentleman who was then the
sucretary of the Pastoralists’ Association. He
could not give the names, because he would
have to give away the gentleman who showed
him those things for several years. Men in
Quecensland, if they wanted a stand in a
shesring-shed in Queensland, had to go to
Svdnev and engage through Sydney offices.
Thev had to show that they were members of
a certain organisation, the Machine Shearers’
Union. as it was called at that time, which
was snbsidised and kept up by the pastoral-
ists. hefore they could get a stand in a shed.
All that was done by a bogus union, the
same as Mr. Badger’s union was a bogus
nnion. Mr. Badger allowed them to join
that union, where The was secretary,
president, compiler of rules, and every-
thirg else. He was a sole dictator. As

{Hon. F. 7. Brentnall.
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far s preference to unionists went, 1%
was recognised in the shipping trade. They
gave preference to members of the Wharf
Labourers’ Union. There was an agreement
between the shipping companies and the
Wharf Labourers’ Union, that union labour
should be supplied, and preference was given
tn unionists, He thought there was a clause
in the agreement that if the unions failed to
supply men, then the companies could go
outside and engage other men, but while
the union could supply union labour, they
were employed by the shipping companies.
That agreement had worked amicably.

Hon. A. G. C. Hawrmorn: Can any
labourer join that union?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES thought
so. e was not aware of any rule that
would prevent any decent man from joining
that union.

Hon. T. C. Berxe: Do you want to compel
all employers to do what the shipping com-
panies were obliged to do?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: The
employers have their associations to look
after their own interests, and he did
not blame them. It was a good thing for
the employers to be organised, and it was
a good thing for all workers to be organised,
as they could confer mutually if a disagree-
ment arose. He could remember what used
to happen in the shearing-sheds years before
there was a union. When any grievancn
oceurred, all hands knocked off, and rolled
up to the boss. Everyone was talking at
the same time, and confusion arose in that
way. Now it was recognised by the bosses
themselves that when there was any griev-
ance the representative of the men, whoever
he might be, should interview the boss. Then
there was only two of them, and mnearly
every time an amicable settlement came
about, whereas in the olden days the spokes-
man was a marked man. In many instances
the boss had told the men to elect a chairman
or representative to interview him un behalt
of the men. He had been a unionist all his
life, and it was only through combination
that they had got the conditions that ob-
tained now. In nearly every industry it was
the same. The employees were enjoying bet-
ter conditions since they organised than what
they were bkefore. It was well recognised
that when they were banded together they
had more power than when they were on
their own. The improved conditions amongst

the workers all over the world was
wholly due $o their organisations, and
the man who would not join a unioa
and who was willing to take all the

benefits brought about by the efforts of his
fellow workmen—there was no name too low
for such a man. They had been called
*seabs,”” which was not a very nice name,
but still everyone knew that that was the
common term applied to a man who was
willing to take all the benefits brought about
by a combination of his fellow employees,
many of whom had had to make great sacri-
fices, pecuniary and otherwise, in order to

bring about the improved conditions,
but who would not sssist personally by
joining the union. He did not say
that applied alone to Australia, but all

over the world. The improved conditions
the world over were due to the combination
of the workers, and they had a right to
say that, all things being equal, preference
to unionists should be given. e knew a
big employer in Brisbane, in the building
trade, who employed nearly all the secretaries
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of the different organisations, and he said
it was the best labour he could get. He
would not have anything else. A person
was not bound to keep employed a bad
worlkman. The unionist was the best man
in every way. A man who would join with
‘his fellows, and do his share to bring about
beiter conditions, was worth one hundred
individuals who were willing to take all
the unionists were willing to get for them
-while refusing to do their share to bring
-about better conditions. Their condition was
something like that of the shirker to-day,
who was willing to let the men in Gallipoli
do 11 the fighting. They knew very well
that the cream of the nation’s manhood were
‘those who volunteered, were offering up their
lives in defence of our and their liberties,
and he compared those men to the unionists,
who were willing to do their little bit in
bringing about freer and better conditions
industrially; and he compared the non-
unionist to the shirker who was willing to
let somebody else do all the fighting while
‘he stayed at home taking all the benefits.

Hon. F. T. Brent¥ain: You are wrong.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES said
‘that was the way he looked at it. The
whole crux of the Bill was preference to
urionists, and he could not accept the
amendment.

~ Hox. G. 8. CURTIS: He was thoroughly
m accord with the opinions expressed by the
Hon. Mr. Brentnall, and he would vote for
‘the omisrion of the two subclauses. Ile had
‘given great consideration to the question
of preference to unionists, and it appeared
to him, in the first place, to be absolutely
undemocratic. Yt was opposed to the
democratic prineiple of liberty and equality ;
‘hostile to the very root principle of
democracy, which was liberty and equality,
and he did nof think all the arguments in
the world would justify preference to any-
bady in a demoeratic country. He claimed
that this was a democratic country, but the
rroposal was certainly not a democratic one.
The measures that were being brought
before them were not democratic mea-
sures, but socialistic measures, and were
m harmony not with the principles of
-democracy, but with the principles of
socialism.  Of course, they need not be sur-
prised at that, because socialism was the
objective of the Government party. They
acknowledged that they were not only trade
unionists but_that they were a political
association; that they had politinal objects
in view, and they, at the present time, were
dominating the affairc of this State. The
‘trade wunjonists in Australia had become
most powerful. They were endeavouring
to increase their strength, and the Bill was
one of the means by which they expected
‘to increase it. They refused to allow any
non-unionist to work alongside any member
of a trade uuion, and by means of their
political power they tried to prevent any-
Lody from living unless he was prepared
to join the ranks of unionism. He quoted
recently from that great philosopher,
Herbert Spencer who pointed out. in an
introduction tn essays on the subject, what
might naturally be expected to result if the
-enormous = strength already acquired by
trade unionists went on increasing from
time to time. ard he said at last it would
become a powerful oligarchy of desnotism,
which would be more terrible than any-
thing the world had ever seen. Preference
o unionists was one of the means by which
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they proposed to strengthen their power,
which was prejudicial to the best interests
of the country and cventually would be pre-
judicial to themselves. There should be no
such thing as preference for anybody in a
democratic country. The late Marquis of

Salisbury, who was one of Eng-
[5.30 p.m.] land’s greatest statesmen, on

one occasion laid down the ele.
mentary rule that the right to combine car-
ried with it as a corollary the right not to
combine. That was in harmony with the
principle of democracy, and he hoped the
Parliament of Queensland would not recog-
nise the principle of preference to unionists
by placing it on the statute-bock.

* Hon, P. J. LEAHY: He listened with
great interest to the very able and iunterest-
ing speech delivered by the Hon. Mr. Brent-
nall against the principle of preference to
unionists, That speech might. be said to
contain the concentrated wisdom of a long
and honourable life. He had very seldom
listened to any speech more powerful and
more convincing, If he (Mr. Leahy) had
required any convincing on the question,
that speech would have supplied the convine-
ing power. Next to the speech of the Hon.
Mr. Brentnall, the most convincing utterance
against the principle of preference to union-
ists was that of the Minister. The hon.
gentleman painted the unionist in roseate
colours. Not only was he the most efficient
worker, but he was the best man, morally,
intellectually, physically, and in every other
way. He was not quite angelic, but, accord-
ing to the hon. gentleman, he might be
described as a “ Superman.” If the unionist
did not quite fit in with the glowing descrip-
tion given by the hon. gentleman, and sup-
posing he was possessed of only half the
virtues claimed for him by the hon. gentle-
man, he would still be much superior to the
non-unionist in every way. If that state-
ment was correct, the employers of Queens-
land must be fools and must be working
against their own interests if they employed
the inferior non-unionist in preference to
the superior unionist, especially when they
could get them for the same rate of pay.
Employers did not care what the politics of
men applying for work were, nor did they
care whether they belonged to a union or
not. If they had to pay a certain wage,
they wanted men who would earn their pay.
What kind of a poor creature must a union-
ist be if he could not live without getting,
not only the protection of the law, but
denying the protection of the law to the
non-unionist? He must be something quite
different from what the Minister declared
him to be. He (Mr. Leahy) was against
preference to unionists and against prefer-

. ence to anybody, whether unionist or non-

unionist. He stood for in the

broadest sense.

Hon. P. MurpayY: Would you not give
preference to returned soldiers?

Hown. P. J. LEAHY : If the hon. member
was prepared to support an amendment
giving preference to returned soldiers who
came back with a clean record, he (Mr.
Leahy) was prepared to propose such an
amendment. The man who fought for his
conntry .and came back seeking work, but
did not ask for preference, ought to have
preference, if there was to be preference at
all. Certainly, preference should not be
given to the man who remained here and
asked for preference, and practically said

Hon. P. J. Leahy.]

liberty
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he was not able to hold his own without it.
There had been absolutely no argument
advanced in favour of preference to unionists.
The Secrctary for Mines referred to some-
thing that he said happened in connection
with the pastoral industry about twenty
years ago. He did not know the source of
the hon. gentleman’s information, but they
were not concerned about what took place
about twenty years ago, even supposing the
hon. gentleman’s statements weare correct. It
was quite absurd for the hon. gentleman to
ask them to pass a Bill based upon con-
ditions that existed twenty years ago, but
which did not exist now. Instead of legis
lating for the past, their duty was to legis-
late for the present and the future, and in
doing that they should ascertain the present
conditions. Did the conditions that the hon.
gentleman said existed twenty years ago
exist to-day?

The SecreTaRY For MiNes: They would
exist if some people had their way.

Hox. P. J. LEAHY : He would be one of the
first to say that no unionist must be boycotted.
He must be given as good a show as anybody
else. He employed a fair number of men,
and he could honestly say that for the
twenty years or more that he had been an
employer he had never asked a man seeking
work whether he was a unionist or a non-
unionist. An cmployer had no more right
to ask for information on that point than
he had to ask a man what his religion was.
The Hon. Mr. Brentnall quoted figures giv-
ing the number of votes cast for the Labour
party as compared with the number cast for
the Liberal party. He (Mr. Leahy) quoted
substantially the same figures when speaking
on the Address in Reply. With his usual

fairness, he pointed out that there were
eight electorates in which there was no
contest. Oix returned Labour men and two

returned Liberals. Assuming that, if there
had been contests, the respective candidates
would have received the same proportion of
votes as when contests had taken place in
those electorates, and assuming that 88 per
cent. of the voters on the roll would have
voted, as in other cases, then the Labour
party swould have gained something like
4,000 additional votes. He therefore added
that number to the majoritv mentioned by
the Hon. Mr. Brentnall. If the system of
proportional representation had been in
operation, the strength of parties in the
Assembly  would have besn—TLabour 39,
Liberal 33, or 28 Labour to 34 Liberal.

Hoy. A. HINCHCLIFFE rose to a point
of order. Was the hon. member in order in
what he was now saying?

The CHAIRMAN: I would ask the hon.
member to confine himself to the question
before the Committee, which is the omission
of subclauses (¢) and (j). )

Hon. P. J. LEAHY : He was coming to
the question of the mandate which was given
as a_ reason why they should pass all this
legislation, and he took it he was just as
much in order, or out of order, as the Hon.
Mr. Brentnall was in his endeavour to show
what the mandate amounted to. Under a
system of proportional representation, if any
mandate existed at all, it was a very-slender
one. It wus notorious, too, that thousands of
non-Labour electors threw in their lot with
the Labour Party-—mot to help the Labour
Party to carry their programme into effect,

[Hon. P. J. Leahy.
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but for other reasons; and, but for those-
electors, the Labour Party would have been
in a minority, and would have had no
mandate at all. It might be a proper thing
to ask, “ How many unionists are there in
Queensland ?”  They had a population of
something like 650,000, and he was convinced
that there could not be more than b per cent.
or 10 per cent. of that population who were
unionists. Who were that small percentage
of people to say that they and nobody else
should get employment? What justification
was there? If there was a majority of the
population who were trade unionists, there
might be some justification for it, bub
they had evidence that the majority of
electors were in favour of it and, even if
they had no evidence that the majority of
clectors were in favour of it, that would
not make him vote for something which he
thought was wrong in principle. Suppose
a judge exercised the powers they were
giving him under the clause in regard to:
newspapers. It was known that there was
a Journalists’ Association, and he (Mr.
Leahy) was running Liberal papers—
naturally. he would not run anything else—
and if he wanted a man to write for a
Liberal paper, he would have to write to the
Director of Labour, and, if he was bound
to take a unionist into his employ, one of
two things must happen. Either that man
would do as he liked or he would have to.
gink his individuality and his conscience,
and write things that he (Mr. Leahy) liked.
Could hon. members justify that? What
would happen in that somewhat extreme
case might happen in a number of cases.
Then again, it was a question whether, if
a man belonged to one union, he could take
some other occupation without becoming a
member of the union which controlled that
other work. Whenever a man wanted a job,
was he to pay a further £1 into the union
to get a job? They had heard a great deal
about unionism, and he had not one word to
say about industrial unionism. The men had
just as much right to combine as the em-
ployers, and, if it were only industrial
unionism that was concerned in the prefer-
ence to unionists, then, while still objection-
able, it would not be so objectionable as
1t was when it included political unionism.
When a union had power to employ its
funds in political propaganda, in running
newspapers, and doing anything it liked,
what right had they to say that a man who
did not care for those things at all should
be compelled to join a union? He might be
a Liberal worker. There were plenty of
Liberal workers, and that man would be
compelled to join a union with political
objects, and put his money into a political
fund to assist in political objects in which
he did not believe. Was that a right thing?
1t was only right that the Committee should
fight the principle of preference to unionists.
He was convinced that no case had been
made out for preference to unionists, while a
strong case had been made out against the
principle of preference to unionists.

Hox.- A. H. PARNELL: He would like
to say, in the first place. that he had always
had great sympathies for unionists, and he
had been connected with them in regard to
wages boards in recent years, but preference
to unionists was one of the greatest mistakes
that could be made. He had seen it worked,
and in his experience the men who asked
for preference to wunionists were the very
worst men. They were the worst workers,
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they were the least capable, and they seldom
got employment. What did it mean to the
employer 1n the country? He took it that,
if the claunse was passed, the agencies would
be done away with, and the men put on a
rotation list, and if an employer sent for
one or two men, he would have to take those
men on the top of that list, whether they
were good, bad, or indifferent. Those men
might be sent miles up the country. There
was a big difference between employers out
West employing men and a wharfinger in
Brisbane employing men, as the latter could
put them off at a momcnf s notice. In the
former case the men might have to go
miles, and their expenses would have to be
paid, and when they landed at their employ-
ment they might be found to be practically
useless. He should be very sorry to see the
Chamber grant preference to unionists in any
shape or form, because it would not benefit
the good worker. It would benefit the bad,
and also the lazy and indifferent worker.

Hox. G. W. GRAY said he had been a
large employer of labour for very many years,
and, when engaging a man, he never aslxed
whether he was a unionist or a non-unionist;
he always made his appointments on the
merits of the worker. He was sorry that the
Bill should give preference to unionists. He
intended to support the amendment, and
had no intention whatever of dopaltmﬂ {rom
the course that he had followed for the last
forty years. He did not know how many
unionists or how many non-unionists were
in his employ; all he locoked for was that
a man should do his work satisfactorily.

Hox. T. M. HALL: The Minister, during
the course of his speech, made reference to

what he considered ore advantage of
umonhm—to which he (Mr. Hall) agreed,
in so far as it applied to industrial unionism
-and not political unionism—that was, that
members took their grievances to one man,
who could interview the employer.

The SrcrReTARY rorR MiNes: That
<custom now.

Hox. T- M. HALL: To be a unionist now
implied other responsibilitics which a man
had to incur in connection with the union.
It meant that calls could he made upon him
for the sustenance of men ocut on strike,
with whom be might not be in sympathy,
for the supporting of party newspapers, and
payments to organisers for political pur-
poses, and probably to some of the hono-
rary inspectors it was proposed to appomt
In ‘addition to that, the Minister also said
that the Government were giving preference
to unionists, everything clre being equal.
e had no hesitation in pointing ‘out that
there would be nothing equal under those
circumstances, because, if a non-unionist
applied for an apr)ointmont where a unionist

was cmployed, the unionist would go out on
strike, and the emplovm would be compelled
to omplov a unionist. In that respect* they
wore placing a large number of men at a
rdlwdvamage If unionism was confined to
the proper conditions in regard to which it
‘was originally founded, there might be some-
thing in it, but if they were gomg to intro-
duce the pernicious system and compel every
man to contribute to a union before he was
allowed to work for a livipg, he would not
agree with it. Then, again, if a man be-
longed to one union, and wanted to get work
in another capacity, he would have to join
the union dealing with that employment.

is the
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He knew a case in his own experience where
& man had to leave the land cu account of
drought conditions and gt temporary em-
ployment in the post office in Brishane,
When he presented himwlf for the tem-
porary employment, ho was informed that
ho had to kave a unioun ticket. He heard
of another case of a man who applied for
work in another direction, and he produced
a union tickee; but the union ricket did not
happen_to apply to the work in regard to
which he was making application, and he
was told that the ticket was no f'ood, and
that he must have a ticket from the Aus-
tralian Workers' TUnion. He said, “1 am
a poor man. I am out of employment; ard
you can take it out of my first week’s wages.”
He was told that that was not good enough,
that he would have to produce a ticket be-
fore he could get omplovmem If they were
going to have that sort of thing in Quwns-
Iand the sooner ther faced the position the
better. As the ilon. Mr. Brentnall had
stated during the afternoon. the position was
this: Were they going to allow the citizens
t7 be made slaves, or were they going to
allow them to remain free as Britishers?
He should vote for the amendment.

Tha SECRETARY FOR QMINES: There
seemed to be an idea in the minds of some
hon. members that, if the Bill were passed
as it was, the emplover would not be able
to employ anyone direct himself, but that
he would have te send to the se“xetarv of the
union or Director of Labour or someone else
when he wanted a man. That was not so.
That would only be in a case where the
judge made that direction. If an employer
wanted to employ somebody who he knew
was a good workman, there was nothing
to stop him from doing so.

Hon. T. C. BEIRNE:

He would know he
was not a unionist.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: If he
was not a unionist, then he (Hon. Mr.
Hamilton) had no time for him. The hon.

gentleman understood his
that class of individual. The man who was
willing to take advantage of better condi-
tions without -helping to bring them about
was not a man at all, The Hon. Mr Whit-
tingham made some reference to unionists.
He (Hon. Mr. Hamilton) remembered that
at the time of the shearers’ strike a certain
station-holder took no notice of the strike
snd went on shearing, and he was called a
“scab’ bv  other station-owners. They
always veferred to him as a “scab.” e
broke away from the association, put on men,
and did his shearing. In fact. he was the
only one who was shearing at the time.

feelings towards

* Hox., F. McDONNELL: The question of
rreference to unionists was ore of the most
1mportant subjects to be dealt with under
the Bill.. I wa= quite natural that hon.
gentlemen on the other side who were
cpposcd to the partv in power, and some of
whom were strongly opposed to unionists,
should take up the position they had in
respect to this amendment, Of course, they
had a_right to voice their opinions; they

all had their opinions and claimed the right
te voice them. As far as preference to
unionists was concerned, they should be very
clear that under this clause the power was
given to the court or the board to provide
for preference to unionists, Some of the
speakers would give one the. impression

Hon. F. McDonnell.}
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from their remarks that there was no
option in this matter, and that it was
simply preference to unionists without any
reservation; but there was a very large
reservation under the clause. In the first
place, the board met and drew up their
award. They might provide for preference
10 unijonists, but there was an appeal
allowed from the board to the court on
both sides. If they did not give preference
to unionists, therc was an appeal on the
part of the employees for such preference
te be given; but the court was not com-
pelled to do it, and he took it that the
court would take into consideration the
whole of the circumstances, and only give
preference where they were entitled to do
s0. The Minister mentioned that, as a rule,
unionists were more skilful than other
workers, but he was not preparcd to go
all the way with the Minister in that state-
ment. Taking his own trade, in the bulk
of the ostablishments the employees had
absolute freedom, and could become mem-
bers of the union if they wished, or they
need not do so. Personally, he thought very
little of a man who did not become a mem-
ber of his union, particularly in the shop
trades, because the conditions of business
had been revolutionised to such an extent
within the last tweniy years by unionism
that a man was a very poor man who did
nol give his union the support which it was
justly entitled to. Twenty-eight years ago,
when the old early-closing movement com-
tenced in Brisbane, the hours were very
long, the surroundings bad, and the wages
low, and the work behind the counters was
not the same as it was to-day. His friend,
the Hon. Mr. Beirne, could bear him out
in that statement. In the big agitation
which they carried on for years to secure
better condition: there was a handful of
men fighting and struggling for improved
conditions, while the bulk of the men who
were getting regular pay and who were
very largely benefited by the agitation stood
idly by. They never raised a finger to
support their union or gave any encourage-
ment, but were always anxious to share
1 the benefits conferred upon them. If
anything would induce him to vote for
preference to unionists, it was that state
of affairs, which had continued for years
and which continued to-day. There were
hundreds of young men and women behind
the counters enjoying conditions which were
as good as in any other part of the British
dominions.

The BSECRETARY FOR DMINES:

. ICRE They
thank unionism.

can

Hox. F. McDONNELL: They could
thank unionism very largely, but they had
not joined the union or given any assistance
to 1t, and in hundreds of cascs they were

:paid good salaries and were in constant
p
employment. HEven amongst emplovers the

same state of things to a certain extent
prevailed. 'The master drapers had done
a lot to improve the condition of .the trade,
buat there were employers who, while they
were anxious to take full advantage of
those benefits, did not give a shilling to
Lelp the union. There were men who were
enjoying the bencfits that the few employers
banded together te win.

An HONOURABLE MENBER :
you do to them?

[Hon. F. McDonneli.

What would
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ox. F. McDONNELL: He would like, as:
he had said in reference to the shop assistants,
to put many of them back to the old con-
ditions which prevailed in Brisbane twenty
or twenty-five years ago—to put the iron
into their souls until they recognised the
value of combination. He could speak per-
sonally both as an employer and as an
employee. The bulk of the employers in the
drapery trade to-day were not opposed to
preference to unionists. They had discussed
this Bill at a recent meeting, and while they
were not opposed to preference to unionists,.
what they tried to have altered was the form
under which unionists should be engaged—
that was, applying through the secretary of
the union or the Minister or Director of
Labour—when a vacancy occurred. That had
been satisfactorily explained to him, as the:
Minister had given the assurance that there
would be no hard-and-fast line in that
respect. That was simply placed there in
order that emiployers who evaded preference
to unionists should be compelled to adhere:
to it, and that was the only way in which
they could be forced to do so. They pointed
out, at a deputation to the Minister some-
time ago, their objections in this respect.
He felt that from an employer’s point of’
view the finest thing that could happen was
preference to unionists. 1t might be a far-
fotched idea, but he thought that, when all’
workers in a given trade were compelled to
join a union, 1t would be a very good thing,
as they would not have only extreme people .
the union, which some employers contended
unions were run Dby, but the moderate and
sensible men and women who would have a
voice in determining what a union should
do. They would have a voice in the selection of”
their representatives on the wages board. If
employees studied their own interests, instead
of having a union with about one-tenth of
the employees members, it would be far
better if every employee bhecame a member,
even in the interests of the employers them-
selves. There would be more reasonable de-
mands, and things would be discussed from
a more reasonable standpoint. He thought
it was a very poor compliment, and very
little credit to the men and women in a given:
ovcupation, whether behind a counter or
working on the construction of a building or-
sewer, who had secured through their union
good wages and hours, that they did not
recognise it by becoming members of that
union. They stood in exactly the same posi-
tion as the employer who was prepared to
take the advantages which were won by his
fellows but never gave the slightest assis-
tance.

Hon. P. J. Leamy: But you do not
compel employers to join a union, do you?

Hex. F. McDONNELL : It would be a very
good thing for an industry if both the em-
ployer and employee were compelled to join
a union.

Hon, P. J. Lesny: Why docs not this
Bill do it then?

Hon. E. W. H. Fowres: Are you in favour
of conscription for shirkers?

Hox. F. McDONNELL: That was a big
question, which he was not prepared to deal
with just now, but he bad his own opinions.
He wanted to emphasise the fact that, while
the Bill provided for preference to unionists,
they must not forget that it conferred that:
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power on the court only. If the court so

desired, it need mnot give preference to
unionists. If it was detrimental to the
interests of an industry, the court had

the right to refuse preference. The meat
industry in Queensland employed
[7.30 p.m.] between 6,000 and 7,000 men,
and, under a voluntary agree-
ment, the employers were satisfied to give
preference to unionists, and there was no
industry working more harmoniously, so far
as the relations of employers and employees
.were concerned, than the meat industry.
Large meatworks were being started in
Western Australia, and he had been given to
understand that the new people over there
were in communication with the Queensland
union for the purpose of ascertaining the con-
ditions under which the union and the em-
ployers co-operated. The fact that there was
so little trouble with the Meat Employees’
Union was because in that industry the
system of preference to unionists had ob-
tained for some years.

Hon. A. H. WarrnineHAM: You know it
is compulsory preference in the meatworks.
The unionists will not work with non-
unionists.

Hox., F. McDONNELL: There was a
mutual agreement between employers and
employees which had been in operation for
the last two or three years without any
trouble at all. The painters had a similar
agreement with the master painters, and at
a meeting of master painters held some time
ago it was stated that the relations between
them and the men were of the best possible
nature. If that state of affairs could obtain
without any compulsion, it was the best pos-
sible argument in favour of the adoption of
the principle of preference to unionists in
that Bill. Not only would it be a good
thing for the employees, but it would be a
fine thing for the employers if everyone was
in a union. In New Zealand, if a man

sought work in a trade, and he was not a °

member of a union, they only required him
to give ap assurance that in a certain time
he would become a member of a union, and
then he had to join the union, and
in that countrr industrial arbitration had
been in force for a number of years under
the principle of preference to unionists.
According to the reports of the Labour
Department in New Zealand, the principle
had worked very successfully,. He was a
poor, ungrateful man who accepted the
benefits of unionism and then declined to
join a union. It was in the interests of the
whole community, as well as of the men
themselves, that they should be compelled
to join their fellow-workers.

Hox. A. G. C. HAWTHORN: He was
with the Hon. Mr. Brentnall in thinking
that it was not a good thing to make prefer-
ence to unionists compulsory under the Bill.

The SecrETARY FOR MiNes: We are not
proposing to make it compulsory under the
Bill. We are only giving power to make it
compulsory.

Hox. A. G. C. HAWTHORN: What
position would the court be in if the Council
were abolished? The judge of the Industrial
Court would have far greater responsibility
under the Bill than any judge was asked to
accept under the present law. If the Upper
House were wiped out, there would be no
check on a single Chamber. Would any
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judge dare to act in opposition to the ex-
pressed wish of the single Chamber? e
said “ No.” -

Hon. E. W. H. Fowres: We would have

American judges.

Hon. A. G. C. HAWTHORN: It would
be impossible for him to do his duty.

Hon. P. J. Leagy: That is why they want
to wipe this House out.

Hon. A. G. C. HAWTHORN : Evidently
the hon. member saw further than he did.
It would be very wrong to place men in
the position of having fo join a union if
they were to make a living. The Minister
had said that he had no time for non-
unionists.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES:
your association?

Hox. A. G. C. HAWTHORN: Any man
who proved himself qualified to dispense law
by passing the prescribed examination could
join his union, and no one could keep him
out.

The SEcrETARY FOR MINEes: One barrister
in Queensland was dubbed a ‘scab” by
another because he took work below the
price at which other barristers did it.

Hon. A. G. C. HAWTHORN : There was
no compulsion for any man to join any legal
association. He could not be kept out if he .
had passed the necessary examination. No
fees were asked for except those which he
had to pay to entitle him to the use of the
splendid library in the Supreme Court.

Hon. A. FiINcHOLIFFE: Supposing he does
1ot join the association?

Hon. A. G. C. HAWTHORN: There was
no association which he was compelled to
join. The legal profession was as free a
body of men as existed in Queensland to-day.

The SecreTary For Mixes: Can a New
South Wales man practise here?

Hox. A. G. C. HAWTHORN: Any man
admitted in any country with which there
was reciprocity was qualified to practise
«c soon as he was admitted by the Supreme
Court here. The Hon. Mr. McDonnell and
the Minister both said that any man who
accepted the benefits brought about by
unionism withous becoming a unionist was
practically a  “scab.”  If people were
required to join unions simply to enjoy the
industrial benefits resulbing from unionism,
it would be all right; but why should any
man or woman be compelled to pay into a
union to carry out political objects that
they did not believe in, to secure the return
of political candidates whose politics they
were opposed to, and to give legislative
offect to theoric: that they okjected to? If
& man liked to stand outside of a wunion,
lie should have the right to do so, and his
refusal to do so should not stand in the
way of his right to earn a living. A man
should have the right to sell his services as
he liked, to work where he liked, to think
as he liked, to vote as he liked, and to do
as he liked generally, so long as he obeyed
the laws of the country. They had seen &
great dcal of the tyranny of unionism. If
was as great a tyranny as existed on earth
at the present time. Let them consider the
treatment extended by wunionism to Mr.
Spence, the late Postmaster-General—the
author of “The Great Combine”’—the man
who was practically the father of unionism
in Australia. Simply becauss his position

Hon 4. G. C. Hawther

What about
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became intolerable by reason of the dicta-
tion of some of the unions, and he said that
they were ‘“‘red hot,”” he was put ocut “on
his ear.”” They had no time for him. That
was what they would do with every man
who dared to express an opinion of his
own.

Hon. F. McDoxxeLL: Did not the Govern-
aient that you belonged to put you out of
office as Treasurer?

Hox. A, G. C. HAWTHORN:
resigned.
Hon. F. McDoxxELL: You had to.

Hox. A. G. C. HAWTHORN: He
resigned when Mr. Kidston left office. He
was pressed by Mr. Denham and the other
members of the Government to continue in
office as Treasurer, but he could not do it.
He resigned entirely of his own volition.
{Hear, hear!) He certainly was against
preference to unionists, He believed in
overy man having the right to enjoy the
freedom that was the birthright of a citizen
of the British Empire.

HoxouraBLE MEMBERS: IHear, hear!

Hon. A. BINCHCLI¥FFE: He would do
tne Hon. Mr. Brentnall the justice of say-
ing that he had never heard him say one
word in favour of unionism. He had been
cne of the most consistent opponents of
anionism during all the long years that he
had known him, and it was his strong
antagonism to unionism that helped very
inaterially to build up the Labour party in
fQueensland. The hon. member talked about
the liberty of the subject. The attitude
ucopted by the hon. member and many of
his associates was to refuse liberty to a
man to obtain work because he belonged to
a union.

Hon. F. T. BeeNt~xaLL: Do you accuse me
of doing that?

Hox. A, HINCHCLIFFE: That was the
attitude of the hon. member and his
nssociates.

Hon. I. T. BrextyauL: Do you accuse me
cf doing that? VYou dare not answer the
question, “Yes” or ‘“No.”

Hox. A. HINCHCLIFFE: That was the
hon. member’s general attitude towards
unionism. He could enumeraté a score of
men in Brisbane who, hecause they belonged
{o a trade union, could not get employment
and had to leave the country. He stated
the other night that he could produce the
names of 800 men who were black-listed by
the Pastoralists’ Association of the Warrego
simply because they belonged to a union.
That was the kind of thing which provoked
the agitation for prefercnce to unionists.
He did not want to traverse the hon. mem-
ber’s speech at length, but he could give
numerous instances in justification of what
he was saying.

No, 1

Hen. F. T. BrextxaLi: I could say some-
thing about your unions, too, if I took the
opportunity. The personal equation ought
nol to come into this debate.

Hon. A. HINCHCLIFFE: There was
another contention which had been urged
as an argumen$ against the passage of the
clause under consideration—that was, that
the unions were all right until they intro-
duced the political element into their efforts.
He remembered that in 1891, in the midst
of the Industrial difficulties, the party

(Hon. 4. G. C. Hawthorn.
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with which the Hon. Mr. Brentnall and
many of his friends were then associated
told the unionists that, if they wished to
redress their grievances, they should adopt
constitutional methods—let them go to Par-
liament. What happened? In 1892, acting
cre the good advice given, they returned to
the Queensland Legislative Assembly the
Lrst pledged Labour man; and ever since
the movement had grown. Not only was
the political phase of trade unionism an
essential part of it in Australia, but it was
recognised throughout the ecivilised world
as an essential part of the trade union
movement. There was no justification for
the arguments which had been urged against
the provision for preference to unionists.
Some hon. members who were supporting the
amendment were the men who tried to
deprive the unionists of their rights and of
their freedom in connection with the union
movement., Reference was made to the
tramway incident and to the action of Mr.

Badger. Mr. Badger carpeted every man
whom he discovered attending a mnion
meeting, and, without any explanation

whatever, numbers of men were dismissed
and deprived of their means of earning a
livelihood because they exercised the right
which they possessed under the laws of their
country.

Hon. F. '[. BReNTNALL: Why did they not
prosecute him, then?

Hox. A. HINCHCLIFFE: Because there
was no law which enabled them to prosecute.
Trade unionism was recognised by the
statutes of the country, and, while Mr.
Badger did not commit an illegal act, his
action in dismissing those men certainly was
not just and was not in accordance with the
laws of the country. He hoped the amend-
ment would be rejected.

Hown. A. Hl. WHITTINGHAM . Ie was
against preference to unionism entirely, and
would certainly vote against it on
division. He had listened very attentively to
the speeches of the Hon. Mr. McDonnell
and others—unfortunately he was absent
when the Minister spoke—and he had heard
no argument at all so far in favour of pre-
farence to unionismm. The Hon. Mr.
2cDonnell stated that it was a disgraceful
thing that men who did not belong to a
union should benefit by the unions. There
might be something in that. If a man
thought fit to join a union, let him do so;
but why make it compulsory for him to
join? He knew that in the Central district
and in other parts many:' men belonged to
unions. He had bheen eight to ten ycars
out there, and he had employed up to 200
ruen, and he had never asked a man, when
prutting him on, whether he bélonged to a
union or not.

The SrcreTaRY ¥OR Minks: He
kave to belong to a union.

Hox. A. H. WHITTINGHAM: He was
soecaking of five or six years ago. At the
present time men took a ticket for peace
sake, and it seemed to him the whole object
of the Bill was to increase the contents of
the Australian Workers’ Union coffers. A
man was to be compelled to join a union,
and the union did not care whether he
took advantage of the union or not, so
long as he was improving the financial
standing of the Australian Workers’ Union.
He could not sce how any right or clean-
thinking person could give preference to
unionists, to mnon-unionists, or any other

would
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spersons.  Why should & man, because he
‘belonged to. a union, have preference over
.another man who, for certain reasons, did
not care to belong to a union? It seemed
to him quite unfeasible, A comparison had
. been drawn between unionsg and associations.
He happened to. be president of the Pas-
torzlists’” Association of Queensland, but the
two things were quite different. . One was
political and the other was  non-political;
one was compultory and the other not com-
pulsory.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES:
‘political ?

Hon. A, H. WHITTINGHAM: The Pas-
toralists’ Association.  (Laughter.)

" Hon, A, HiNcHCLIFFE: Are there any ment
bers of the Pastoralists’ Association  who
belong to the Labour party?

How., A, H. WHITTINGHAM: Yes.
They did not compel the pastoralists to join
‘the ~association, bub, of course, they liked
‘them to come in:

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: It shows theére
are fair employers as well as fair employees.

How: A, H. WHITTINGHAM : The point
was raised a little  while ago whether, if
preference were given to unionists, a man
who "was" a member of the Bakers’ Union
was sent to him (Hon. A, H. Whittingham)
as a rouseabout in the shed, he would be
compelled to take him. That was a point
he would like to be cléar on. He was not
sure whether it was preference o unionists
-or preference to- the members of the Aus-
tralitan Workers” Union or branches of the
Australian’ Workers” Union.

_ The Secrrriry ror Mines: If a man was
in your shed working he would not be bak-
ing, would he?

How: A, H: WHITTINGHAM : That was
‘the  point he wanted to be satisfied on:
Supposing he wanted a rouseabout, and a
young- man in the shed, and he applied to
‘the - Director: of Labour, and he had two
men on his list whom he sent out, and they
were not fitted for the work at all, was
he  compelled to take them?  He would be
-compelled to pay their expenses, and then
be left with men who were not even compe-
“tent.

The SrcreraryY FOR Mines: How long is if
-since you paid their expenses?

Hon. A, H. WHITTINGHAM: Probably
a month ago. He was not talking about
shearing time, Of course; the shearers were
contractors. He should certainly support the
amendment to the very end.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: There
‘seemed to be a feeling abroad even yet
:amongst some hon. members that the minute
-the Bill was passed that they would not have
power to employ men unless they sent to
the secrefary of the trade union or to the
Director of Labour. Preference o unionists
was only  given under the Bill in cases
‘where the court directed that such a thing
should be done. :

Hon., P. J. Leany: We all know that.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: They
-did not all krow it. They seemed to think
that, if they wanted a man to-morrow, they
would have to send to the secretary of the
union. There was nothing in the Bill to
force an emwloyer to keep an incompetent
cemployee. The reason for safeguards of that
sort was that there were employers in the
<ountry who. penalised members of unions.

Which is not
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They knew very well that Mr. Badger pona-
lised. his' men.: When the men took him to
court. and . got “their award from Mr. Jus:
tice Higgins—the only time Mr. Justice Hig-
gins gave preference to unionists—what did
Mr. Badger do? He sacked the unionists,
and appealed to the High Court, and they
ruled that there was no industrial dispute

because ’ there  'were no members of the
union  engaged - on the Brisbane trams
at. that time, and Mr. Badger defeated
the ‘award. on - that ground. They knew

very  well that My, Badger would mnot
allow a man who was a unionist to be in
his employ.  That was what the Government
weare seeking: to get  over.. They did mnot
want an -emgployer to be’ able to victimise
a man because he vds a unionist, and, if
the - Arbitration Court said that preference
should: be given, they. did not want em-
ployers to be able to defy:the law the same
as My Badger did.

Hon, P. J. Lesny: He did not defy the
law ; the law was on his side.

The SECRETARY. FOR MINES: He
made it' on his side by sacking all the
unionists:  He would have been under the
Commonwealth law if he had allowed even
one unionist to remain in his employ. There
were a lot of Mr. ‘Badgers in the com-
munity, and they would do' the same thing
to-morrow - if. they ' got- the chance. ' Mz,
Badger bad such a hatred of unionists that
he would do all he possibly could to down
unionism; it didn’t trouble him.” What hap-
pened to those men whom he turned adrift,
many of - them with wives and  little  chil-
dren? - They could starve as far as he was
concerned.  He refused to. allow them to
wear a little: medal on Right Hour Day.
and then: turned them adrift because they
persisted. .

Hon. P. J. Leary: Only when they wers
on duty.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: Whether
a. man was on: duty or off, he should have
a dertain amount of liberty. There were a
lot of Mr. Badgers in the community, and
the Government. wanted to guard. against
them. . Preference to unionists was regarded
as one of the vital principles of the Bill,
and he must insist on. the clause as it was.

‘He could not accept the amendment. but,

as he said in regard to the other Bill, the
Council’ had power' to ‘‘chuck’ it out if
they liked.

* Hox. A. A. DAVEY : It had been pointed
out over and over again that preference to
unionists ‘would not be insisted upon, except
under an order of the court. i

The SgcreTARY FoR MiInes: It cannot be.

How. A. A DAVEY: Why was it neces-
saty, ~unless” there was scmething . very
dangerous in the principle, to restrict it in
such & way? “This proposal said the Govern-

ment of the country was not to

8 p.m.] be trusted. The Government

would put in preference to union-
ists without an appeal of any sort, if it
dared: but it safeguarded itself by saying
that this preference was only attainable by
the order of the court.. The fact of making
it dependent upen the order of the court was
3 distinet admission that it was dangerous.
The judge of a court was not perfect.
The SECRETARY FOR MINES: Who is perfect?

Hon. Av A. DAVEY': None of them were
perfect, and the sconer they realised it the
better; bub cerfain parties seemed o be

Hon. 4. 4. Javey. |
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travelling on the lines that they were perfect;
and were forcing upon the people their con-
ception of what was right. It had been said
that one wouald think very little of 'a man if
he idid not become & unionist, They might
have. joined organisations and societies with
the fullest enthusiasm- for the uplifting of
their: fellow-creatures;  and: after: years of
experience have. been forced  to the: con-
clision that the objects of such organisations
were " not  in: dccordance with  truth and
justice; and- the only sensible thing to do,
when” they arrived at e conclusion like that,
was to withdraw from it. Were they going
to demand that every person who ¢ould nos
see eve to eye with the unionists was to be
deprived. . of =~ sympathy - and . treated . as
bemg of little account? ' He thought  that
should.: not" be.. The assumption was that
unionism  was perfect, ‘and  its: methods of
achieving - its ' ideals ‘were perfect, but why
should they say that no one should differ in
opinion? - Were people who stood out to be
regarded = as. unworthy men? = He main-
taimed - that  such ' men' had  given . the
greatest - possible ‘evidence  that they were
yaen..  Of course, it was quite possible that
there were some rmean people who were pre-
paved” to take advantage of ihe privileges
which  had been secured by others.. They
had bheard regrets expressed to-night that a
number of people employed in certain walks
of life, such as in a draper’s shop, were. not
unionists,. but he supposed. they were com-
petent salesmen, ‘or  they would not suit.
He thought it would be a pitiful thing if
they were to be  engaged - as members of
unions in" place of being engaged as com-
petent salesmen. . He was certain that the
average employer was in favour of unionism,
provided it was on reasonable lines;. but no
man . of = independent  “spirit would = stand
quietly by and  have thése things forced
upon - him - without = vaising - his ' voice,
otherwise- he would not be worthy of the
name of a mean,  The unionism of to-day was
not the unionism of the past. . At its incep-
ticn the Labour party had a platform which,
‘when it was pub forth, was the only sericus
attempt on paper to deal with the: evils which
surrounded industrialism. . The unionists for
years and years confined themselves to the
legitimate work of bringing about fair wages
and conditions for labour, and the only way
that' those reforms could be brought about
was. by returning to the Legislature those
who advocated sach ideas.. They had seen
the steady growth of unionism based upon an
intelligent propaganda ‘of - those ' doctrines
until 1t was openly taughi by representa-
tive people that they were ina battle in
which they were fighting for class-conscicus-
ness. . That  was the  most  terrible thing
about the whele affair.  He did not believe
there was one hon.' gentleman present who
would not like to see the conditions of every
working man improved.

Hon. P. MurrHY : Unionism has improved
the condition of the worker.

Howx. A A, DAVEY: He was prepared
t¢ grant that.  If he was a working man he
would: be 'a unionist straight away,-but he
objected to being told that he had to he a
unionish, because his liberty was as dear to
him as his life; and when they deprived a
man ~of his - liberty they might as well
destroy his life.

The SpcreTARY For Mines: Every Act of
Parliamoent . that is passed seems to curtail
individual liberty.

[Hon. A. 4. Davey.
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Hon. A. A. DAVEY : That was the curse
of the legislationn that was coming in.

The SechETéRy ror Minss: Bub all” our:
laws do that; you cannot do as you like.

How. A A, DAVEY: He did not wani:
to do as he liked, but, as o member of a
demoeratic community, he was justified ims
doing what he liked if it did not interfere
with the freedom of somebody else, and, if
he did interfere with other people, the law
punished him, = He could mnot understand
why people were not unionists; but he had

. had occasion during his experience to change:

his ‘opinions many times in life. He wanted:
to-'see: men in possession of liberty, to. de-
velop their characters, and, if they compelled!
a man to join & union against hig will, they
were robbing him of that which distinguished
him from the ordinary animal. = God had:
placed: them in’ the world: in equilibrinm.
and with rationality.  They had all got the:
tendency for good and: evil, but they had
the rationality to judge between those things:.
No . organisation - or. government had the
right to' dictate to him as to what he was
to do ‘about these things. - Granting that the
people outside the unions were intelligent
people, if it was such a good thing for them
to. join-'a union- and it had none of the
disadvantages which he had just hinted at,
why did they not join?

The - SECRETARY. FOR- MiNgs:  You  know
there are ereatures mean enough in order to
get something for themselves who would be
working under- others all the time:

How. A A, DAVEY : If the union could
guarantee efficiency. there “might be' some
justification. for compelling a man to join it

. The SzcreTsry For MINES: There is noth-
ing in the Bill compelling & man to employ
an inefficient worker because he is a unionist.

Hown. A,  A. DAVEY: He knew that, but
there was no efficiency guaranteed by the
union. - If every wage-earner was a unionist
when it came to the: selection of the parii-
cular individual for work, the man who-
rendered the best service. would have the
preference.. When' it was boiled down, that
was: what it would amount to.. There had
been - a reference to the black-listing under
the old organisations; but two wrongs did-
not make a right. To attempt to deprive
o man of his ecpportunity of earning a living:
because he did not see his way clear to join
a union was & manifest injustice. They had
to-day an educated democracy;. they had
competent  workmen ~ and,  proportionately,
only a small number ¢f unfit and undesirable-
workers,  and. conditions. which - were = not
equalled in any other country in the world.
It would be better to leave things to adjust:
themselves, . and it was  a mistake to fry
and drive all the people like a !ot of sheep.
He was afraid they were drifting on m
Australia to something which was going io
be very bad. He knew the Government did
not think so, but they were going to Lring
about a condition of things whereby it would’
be imposgsible eventually for -any man to:
live unless he subscribed to this high theo-
logy—to the doctrine of this, that, and the
other. Let them be men and seek for them-
selves and grant to others full liberty, but at
the same time use every effort they possibly
could to better the conditions of the people.
They were not going to improve men by
driving them.  There was only one way to
save men politically, morally, and spiritually,
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and that was by leaving them their freedom
and allowing them to make a choice regard-
ing what they were going to do. He would
conclude by reading a short passage written
by a professor—

“ Human nature is not a machine to

be built after a model and set to do
exactly the work prescribed for it; but
a tree which requires to grow and de-
velop itself on all sides according to the
tendency of the inward forces which
make it a living thing.”
. That was the only thing that distinguished
human beings from the animals. It would be
a mistake to introduce preference 1o
unionists. He had nothing against unionism,
but, in the interests of unionism itself, it
would be a great mistake to give it pre-
ference.

Hox, 2. MURPHY did not suppose there
was any assemblage of gentlemen in the
world where there was a larger majority
opposed to unionism than in that Chamber.
The condemnation of unionism by hon. mem-
bers was mnot based on the harm that
unionism had done. Speech after speech had
been made against preference to unionists,
but not one single sentence had been uttered
against the admitted good that had been
done by unionism., The whole of the argu-
ments had been based on the supposition
that, if wunionists were given preference,
something evil would happen. When
unionists had very little power, the same
thing was said. Now they had a majority
in Parliament, and all the time they had
been gaining in strength they had continued
to improve the conditions of the whole com-
munity, and especially of the worker and
the poor. Unionism could not be an evil
thing when it had done ihat. They had
heard a great deal about interference with
the liberty of the subject, but, as had been
pointed out, nearly every Act of Parliameni
curtailed the liberty of the subject to some
cxtent. Were it not so, they would pro-
bably revert to a state of savagery. People
were not allowed to walk about mnaked.
Was not that an interference with the liberts
of the subject? But, if they were allowed
to do that, would it not be a reversion to
savagery? He was satisfied that unionism
had improved the condition of even the em-
ployer. The employer of to-day was better
off than the employer of twenty or thirty
years ago; he had less trouble with his em-
ployees, because he had legal methods of
settling difficulties with them. Because he
firmly believed that unionism was a good
thing for humanity generally, he intended
to support the Government,

Hox. B. FAHEY wondered during the
recriminations that had taken place two or
three times during the debate whether
human nature had improved in the last
century and a quarter, when religionists were
at one another’s throats more vehemently

and with more sevious consequences than
hon. members had been that evening.
History said that when the Catholics

were in the ascendant they wused to burn
their Protestant fellow-countrymen; when
the Protestants gained the ascendencr they
returned the compliment with interest; and
he was just wondering whether since those
days human nature had made much improve-
ment. The Minister had delivered a very
eloquent speech in favour of unionism. He
(Mr. Fahey) believed in a good decal of what
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the hon, gentleman said, because he be-
lieved in unionism, and before he sat down:
he would say why he believed in it. But
the hon. gentleman also told them yester-
day, in an equally fervent and enthusiastic -
speech, that he was a Britisher to the spinal
marrow.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES :
war is concerned.

Hox. B. FAHEY: How did the hon.
gentleman reconcile that splendid sentiment
with his desire on the present occasion to
coerce his fellow-countrymen? There was no
coercion in England, the home of freedom.

The SrECRETARY TOR Mines: You try to-
earn your living as a ‘‘scab” in England
and see how you will fare. The.{feeling there-
is stronger than it is here.

Hox. B. FAHEY : That was one direction
in which he found the hon. gentleman incon-
sistent, He could give utterance to those-
exalted sentiments, but somehow they did
not appeal to him wunder certain circum-
stances. He said that he had no time for-
those who would not join a union. The hon.
gentleman did not say why he had no time-
for those people. He simply gave utterance-
to his prejudice. Was the hon. gentleman
living 1 a free country? Did he prize-
freedom? He was a big, strong man; if
any man curtailed his liberty, he would
knock him down unhesitatingly,. Why did
he nct carry out his principles in the busi--
ness of life? Why did he not carry them
cut in another place with his colleagues?
Why did he not carry them out in the
Cabinet chamber? The hon. gentleman
said that there were great advantages in
unionism. That sentiment he (Mr. Fahey)
fully endorsed. But there were disadvan-
tages, too, connected with unionism. This Bill..
was the most drastic, the most revolutionary
measure that ever came from another place
to this Chamber. It was the most revolu-
tionary and most drastic measure that was:

""" conceived by any Cabinet in Australia.

As far as the

"The hon. gentleman told them that prefer-

ence to unionists was the centre of gravity-
of the Bill; that it was the motive power -
of the Bill. He told them that it was the-
Alpha and Omega of industrialism in-
Queensland. Preferonce to unionists had been
under discussion for ncarly a century. He
admitted that unionism was gaining ground'
every day on that question, and was becom-
g a more powerful weapon in the hands
ot the wunions. That was because unions
wore organised as no other associations on
carth were organised, and they deserved to-
te successful for that reason alone. Some of
the ablest men in England during the last 150
years were unionists, and there had been
more martyrs to unionism during that period’
than to religion. Without unionism the -
working man would be a slave and a tool in
the hands of his employer. But unionism
to-day was not what it was some rears ago
before the working man allowed politics to
dominate and absorb industrial unionism.
Since industrial unionism had been allowed -
by the working man to be dominated by
politics and made a footstool of, it had
coased to benefit working men. If the work-
ing man was wise, he would revert once -
more to the original aim of industrial
unionism—that was, to improve the status -
of the working man in the industrial life
of the country. If the working men kept
industrial wunionism and politics separate-
entities, they would not have to put their-

Hon. B. Faheu.3



e

1736 Industrial Arbitration Bill. [COUNCIL.]

hands as deep and as often into their
pockets as they had been obliged to do in
reeent years, because they had allowed indus-
trial upionism to be made a stepladder of by
politicians. Unionists had for years given
martyrs to their principles in trying to en-
large their rights, and get within the benefi-
cence of the British Constitution—the freest
Constitution ever known. At one time they

were not acknowledged by the
[8.30 p.m.] Constitution, and the law did

not protect them, and if a ser-
vant of the union embezzled its funds, he
could snap his fingers at them and the law
would not punish him. But the conscience
of Hngland ultimately was pricked and
aroused, and in 1871 many of the disabilities
of unionism in England were removed—not
all, but a great many of them—and from that
day to this unionism had been sailing along
and doing. famously, until the movement
became dominated by politics. When they
had found that there was no right within
the Constitution that they had not gained—
the right to organise, the right to register,
the right to sue, and the right to be recog-
nised by the law, the right of the franchise,
and the right of entering another place and
making laws, as they were doing now for
the finest country on earth, a country of
170,000 square miles—they wanted some-
thing more. With all those rights and privi-
leges, how were they using them? They
were using them to shackle their fellow-

countrymen; they were using them to
curtail the liberties of  their fellow-
workmen. He believed in unionism ; but

he had been brought up until he was
twenty years of age in a country where
there was an atmosphere of coercion,
so much so that his very system was impreg-
nated with it, and there was not a fibre in
his body that did not revolt against any-
thing in the shape of coercion. Although he
believed in unionism, he did not believe that
any power of unionism should be exercised
to deprive anvone of the liberty that God
had given him under the Constitution—the
liberty to earn a livelihood for himseif and
his wife and young children, without being
coerced to become a unionist. That was
the wrong factor in unionism. and what were
those men who had been fighting for liberty
for’ a century, and what were they doing
now that they had gained it? They
were not only compelling them to do it.
but when they failed to do it. the Hon.
Minister and his party, with the force
and power of the Government behind it.
were compelling Parliament to compel every
free man 1in the country to become a unionist,
whether he liked it or not: for he would be
told, “ You must starve, you and your wife
and your children, unless you become a
unionist.” In a free country, should that be
sot If they were to have a free country,
every man should be allowed to lead his own
life within the law as he thought fit and
proper, and if he was not inclined to join a
union, then he should be allowed to remain
outside the union. The Minister and the
Hon. Mr. McDonnell had said that the non-
unionists were mean enough to take advan-
taze of the rights and improvements and the
benefits that unionism had secured for them.
Unionism did all that, but not to oblige the
non-unionist, and if they could deprive the
non-unionist to-morrow of the advantage
gained and which, contrary to their desire
and wishes, the non-unionists participated
in, they would do it. It was entirely due

[Hon. B. Fahey.
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to the fabric of the industrial organisation
in this and every other country that indus-
trial unionism had improved its position so
much  that to-day the labouring inan in
Queensland was higher paid, more comfort-
able. and happier than in any other nation
in the world or in any of the Dominions
of the British Empire.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES:
brought that about.

Hox. B. FAHEY: Tt was not unionism
that brought all that about; it had helped
to do so. It was adult suffrage, which
he had fought for, that had brought about
improved conditions for the worker princi-
pally. Universal suffrage, which he
fought for and other hon. members fought
for manfully—that was what had improved
the position of the labouring man in Queens-
land; and now that the franchise was in the
Lands of every man, what cared they what
Government was in power? Did anyone mean
to tell him that whatever Government was in
power to-morrow, the labouring men in
Queensland, with the {ranchise in their
possession, would not use their power if the
Government did not listen to them and
attend to their legislative wants, or (if
they had any giievance) did not redress
it?  TIf the labouring men of Queensland
knew their interosts, tney would use their
power. That was their position now, and
when the labouring men of Queensland
realised the power that was in  them,
realising that they had been disappointed in
the action of the present Government, they
would very likely utilise that power to re-
strain them.

An HONOURABLE GENTLEMAN : And put them
oub.

Hox. B. FAHEY said he did not want the
Government to be put out. The Government
had a right to have a turn at the wheel. The
present Government was composed of sensible
men. No one could deny that the members
of the present Government had got common
sense, and_ if they were allowed to exercise
their  judgment and  their discretion,
they would know—and they knew it as
well as he did—that if reform was to do
good, the reform must be gradual and not
be forced upon the people too suddenly.
Let him tell the Government, as a man of
vears who had seen every (GGovernment that
had existed in Queensland come and go,
that 50 per cent. of their own supporters
would not approve of all the legislation in-
troduced this session or approve of every
line in this Bill. The Government must
realise that if there was to be reform they
must bring it about gradually, educate the
minds of the people to the change, and not
rush them, appal, and frighten them. But
instead of that, they wanted in one session
of Parliament what the Commons of England
would be glad to secure in two decades.
The Government were acting unwisely in
bringing a Bill like the one before the
Commitice before the Council, not a,]pne
in regard to nreferencc to  unionists.
Bvery other part of the Bill that was
beneficial to the unionists he should support,
but he would never support coercion. He
was opposed to anything that would prevent
a man in a free country from earning his
living as he liked. It was a_crucl thing to
deprive a free man who loved liberty of the
right to gain a livelihood for himself and
his family. .

The SeECRETARY FOR Mixes: Do you mean
to say the judge will do a wrong thing?

Tnionism has
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Hox. B. FAHEY said the judge should
not have the power to grant preference to

unionists. That was taking legislation out
of the hands of the Parliament of the
country.

The Secperary FoR Mixes: The Federal
Arbitration Judge had that power.

Hox. B. FAHEY : And he complained of
having that power imposed upon him on one
oceasion, and that it should not have bcen
imposed on him.

The SECRETARY
abused that power.

Hox. B. FAHEY: He did abuse it by
giving preference to unionists.

The Secrerary FOR Mings: He only used
that power on one occasion—that was in the
tramways case.

Hox. B. FAHEY : The judge had no right
to assume the province and functions of
Parliament. No man and no judge should
have the right to say that preference should
be given to unionists. That is the province
of Parliament only. He intended to vote
for the amendment, and would vote against
anything in the shape of coercion.

Hox. C. F. NIELSON: Hc intended, on
every feature of the Bill, as far as prefer-
ence to unionists was concerncd, to vote in
favour of that principle. He could not logi-
cally vote against it, as he claimed prefer-
ence for unlonists in his own profession.
There was unionism there, just in the same
sense as in connection with country news-
papers, with which the Hon. Mr. Leahy
was concerned. and also in connection with
the Grazing Farmers’ Association.

Hon. P. J. Leany: There is no compulsion
there, anyhow.

Hon. C. F. NIELSON: It all. amounted
to the same thing., They were bodies of men
who were banded together for their own
advantage. There was no compulsion under
this clause, and thev were not to imagine
that judges would do injustice.

Hon. E. W. H. FowLEs:
a political union?

Hox. C. F. NIELBON : No: and neither
were the barristers; but the fact remained
that the Hon. Mr. Fowles was a member ot
the union. Why should he or any other logi-
cal man deny to others that right which he
claimed for himself? All he asked was that
the judge who was appointed should have
the right to say whether, under a given set
of circumstances, it was fair that he should
order preference, and he was prepared to
trust the judge. In only one case, as far as
he knew, had judges ordered preference, and
it -was simply because the investigations
showed that the majority of men engaged
were not unionists that 1t -was not granted
in other cases; and that %ould be the reason
here. If in any given industry only a few
men belonged to the union, and the great
majority werc not unionists, he presumed the
judge would not give preference. Ie did not
suppose that there was a profession that had
not an association in connection with it.
The dental profession, the medical profes-
sion, the legal profession, and the architectural
profession kad associations. There was only
one difference—which he would admit was
a great differsiice—between these unions and
ordinary industrial unions, and that was that
in all the professions membership was a

ror Mines: He never

Are tho solicitors
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guarantee of cificiency. He thought the only
exception in the case of ordinary iadustrial
unions was the Socicty of Engineers, of
which, he believed, no one could become &«
member unless he was cfficient. He also be-
lieved that it would not be very long before
a2 man would not be able to join a black-
smiths" union or a carpenters’ union unless
he was efficient, which meant a reversal to
the old guild system, which was the finest
thing that cxisted in England and on the
Continent of Hurepe.

Hon. E W. H. Fowles: The guilds were
non-political.

Hox. C. F. NIELSON: That had nothing-
to do with the question. It was not political
ia the eclauss they wore discussing. The
eszenee of the guild system was qualifica-
tion in the particular trade in which a man
claimed membership, and it had nothing at
all to do with politics,

Hon. A. G. C. HawroorN : This has.

Hox. C. F. NIELSON: This particular
clause had nothing to do with politics, and
preference to unionism all through the Bill
had nothing to do with politics. He was
aware of the clause which the Hon, Mr.
Hawthorn referred to, but it had nothing to
do with the present amendment nor with
the gist of the subject of preference to
unionists, He voted for preference to
unionists becauze he wanted to grant that
right to othors which he claimed for him-
self. The Minister asked them to have con-
fidence in the, judge of the court, and in the
court as an institution which everyone under
the British flag was pleased to honour and
respect and repose confidence in. It did’
not matter what a man had been politically,
once he was elevated to a position on the
bench. thev were sure he would do the right
thing irrcspective of any political opinions
he might hold.

Hon. W. STEPHENS:
short-term judge.

Hon. K. W. H. FowLEs:
vears' judge.

I would not trust a

e is a seven

Hox. C. F. NIELSON : He had everv con-
fidence in trusting the judge. He was not
going to argue as to whether the fact that
a2 man was appointed for one year or seven
would influence him in his decisions, because-
it would be wrong to do so. Did the Hon.
Mr. Stephens think that some of the highest
and most respected judges under the English
Clonstitution would be affected in the judg-
ment which they gave by the fact that they
were there for onc year or fifteen years, or
for life? .

Hon. W. Srerurns: You read American
history. We are fast getting that way.

ifox. C. F. NIELSON: He had no desire
to take any other history as far as our
courts were concerned, than the history of
the English courts.

Hon. E. W. H. Fowwes: (‘ompare the
English with the American courts.

Hox. ¢, F. NIELSON: He did not need
to compare our courts with "the American
courts; he was quite satisfied to abide by
the history of our own courts, and even the
Hon. Mr. Fowles, or any other member of
his profession, whose lot it might be to be
clevated to the bench, would follow the
high traditions of the courts of the British
Empire.

Hon 0. F. Nieisen,]
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Question—That the words proposed to be
-omitted (Mr. Brentnall's amendment) stand

part of the clause—put; and the Committee
divided : —

CoNTENTS, 6.
T, Hon. F. McDonnell
.. W. Hamilton 5. P. Murphy
5, A, Hincheliffe 5 C. F. Nielson
Teller: Hon. T. C. Beirne.

C. Beirne

Hen, C.

Nor-ContenTs, 18.

Hen, F. T. Brentnali Hon. P. J. Leahy
. Ao J. Carter » O F. Marks

5, G, 8. Cartis s T. d. O’Shea

»» Ao A, Davey ., A, H, Parnell

»» B. Fahey ;o B. H. T. Plant

s»  B.W. H. Fowles . W. Stephens

5 G. W. Gray ,,  HE. J. Stevens

5 T. M, Hall s, H. Turner

5 A, @ C Hawthorn ,, A.H. Whittingbam
Teller: Hon. T, J. O’Shea.

Resolved in the negative, and amendment
agreed to. .

_Hox, E. W. H. FOWLES moved the omis-
:slona in the definition of “strike,” of the
Wends—

““the said discontinuance, cessation,
breach, refusal, or failure being due to
or in pursnance of any combination,
agreement, or understanding, whether
expressed or implied, entered into by
the said employces oi any of them.”

Put  briefly, the definition included two
factors—cessation of work and conspiracy.
Before uny act of workmen could be inter-
preted as constituting a strike,

{9 p.m.] there must not only be a cessa-
tion of work, but it must also be

proved that such cessation of work was due
to a sccret understanding amongst the em-
ployees.  That would necessitate probing
intc a man’s mind to ascertain whether
there was a seeret understanding, so that it
would he almost impossible to prove any
act to be a strike. The definition of
“strike” was similar to that in force in
New South Wales, where it had broken
«down completely. It would be much better
to say that the intention of a man must be
«evidenced by some overt act. It was no more
possible to prove conspiracy or an under-
standing than it was to prove that there
was an ‘* honourable understanding ” on the
othar side. Leaving out those words would
make the definition workable. If they were
retained it would be impossible to prove
that any act constituted a strike. He took
it the Government meant honest business in
the measure. That being so, it was no good
putting in a definition which would be
unworkable afterwards, hecause then the
Government would be held up to ridicule
for having an act on the statute-book that
they could not enforce. What was the use
of having a definition under which the law
courts mught spend three weeks in attempt-
ing to discover what was in a man’s mind?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: He was
certainly not going ‘o accept that mild-
looking little amendment. He would like
to ask any hon. member how any strike
could take place unless there was collusion
between individuals. If the sinendment was
carried, if one man knocked off work, he
could be prosecuted for striking. The
reason for the words being there was that
the Government did not want to give one
man power .to say that he did not agree

[Hon. B. W. H. Fowles.
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with what was done. [f there was no agree-
ment between two persons, how could there
be a strike?

Hon. ®B. W. H. Fowres: Under this Bill
you can have the American * walk-out,”
and it will not be a strike.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: The
American  “ walk-out” could not happen
under that definition. There was no use
beating about the bush. He was not going
to accept the amendinent, which was not as
simple as it looked.

How. C. F. NIELSON asked the Hon. Mr.
Fowles to reconsider the question. The hon.
member said it was impossible to probe into
a man’s mind,

Hon. E. W. H. TFowrLgs:
cvidence by some overt act.

Hoyx. €. F. NIELSOXN: It was for the
court to say whether the concerted act of a
number of mdividuals did or did not amount
to sn ‘intent.” Under the Criminal Code,
if a man was charged with having entered
certain premises ‘* with intent to commit a
fclony,”” they did not probe into that man’s
mind to find out what his intent was. The
jury, after being directed by the judge as to
what circumstances would justify them in
coining to the conclusion that the intent was
there, decided whether the circumstances
did or did not justify them in coming to
that conclusion. It was the same here. The
act of @ number of employees would lead the
judge to decide whether any intent existed
among such employees or any of them; and,
if he decided that, it would become a strike
within the meaning of the definition. If
they wined out those words, it simply meant
that, if one man knocked off work, it could
be regarded as a strike.

Hon. P..J. Leany: The clause is plural.
Hon. €. F. NIELSON: The expression

“any number” did not make it plural
One was a number.

Hon. 1. J. O’Suga: “ Who are or have”
is plural.

Hoxn. . F. NIELSON : The Acts Shorten-

Except as

" ing Act applied to the clause. If the Hom.
Mr. Leahy and the Hon. Mr. 0O’Shea

wanted to be so exact grammatically, then
they must decide that, if two men knocked
off work together, it constituted a strike.
It was purely a matter of interpretation for
the judge, who would decide according to
the circumstances. Seeing they left quite a
number of graver matters affecting men’s
liberties to the decision of judges and juries,
they could leave such a matter as this to the
decision of the judge, and allow him fo
decide whether any intent existed.

Hown. P. J. LEAHY : If those words were
retained, the provision would be inoperative.
They provided a penalty for striking, and
those words would render it impossible to
prove that there was a strike. IHe thought
1t was reasonable to omit the words.

Amendment (Mr. Fowles’s) put and passed.

* Hon. P. J. LEARY moved the omission
of the word * eighteen,” on line 17, page 8,
with the view of inserting the ward
“twenty-one.” There was no magic in
“eighteen,” and there was no magic in
“ twenty-one,” and some persons of twenty-
one years of age might not be. worth any more
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han persons who were nineteen years of
age. They had heard a great deal about
allowing discretion to the court, and that
was a matter that the Minister might well
leave to the discretion of the court. Seeing
the unbounded confidence the Minister had
i the court, the amendment should com-
mend itself to him.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES said he
was certainly not going to accept the
.amendment, because a person eighteen
years of age was just as good a man as
when he was twenty-one years of age so
far az a day’s work was concerned. He
knew he could do just as good a day’s
work when he was eighteen as he could
when he was twenty-one. Hon. members
would notice that he had an amendmen} to
raise the age as applied to females. It was
intended in the first place that twenty-one
snould apply as far as females were con-
cerned, but it was overlooked when the Bill
was going through.

Hox. E. W. H. FOWLES pointed out the
inconsistency of the Minister. Clause 8 pro-
vided that the same wage should be paid
to persons of either sex performing the
same work or producing the same return of
profit to their employer, and yet the Minis-
ter proposed to make & discrimination. The
Minister said a man of nineteen should not
be paid the zame rate of wage as a wowan
-of nineteen, and so on. If the Minister’s
amendment was carried, it would neces-
sitate altering what would be called a
fundamental principle of the Bill.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES said: In
the Industrial Peace Act *‘a young
worker” was any person under twenty-one
years of age other than apprentices or im-
provers who received a lower wage than
the rate fixed by the award. It had been
found that that age was too high, and that
youths eighteen vears of age were doing
men’s worl,, and could do men’s work just
as well as they could when they were twenty-
one years of age or thirty-one vears of age.

Hox. P. J. LEAHY: It might be that
fhe twenty-one years in the Industrial Peace
Act was too high, but it might equally
well be said that eighteen years was too
low. He was a reasonable individual, and
if the Minister was reasonable, he was pre-
pared to meet him. There might be a
certain class of work where young fellows
of eighteen would do the work of men of
twenty-one, but in a lot of other occupa-
tions a boy of eighteen could not do the
work of men of twenty-one. It was to get
over a difficulty of that kind that he had
moved the amendment$, and if the Minister
considered eighteen too low, he would alter
the amendment to nineteen. He would like
to hear from the Minister whether he
insisted on the clause as it stood. He (Hon.
M. Leahy) recognised the force of the
Minister’s argument’ in regard to females
and would support him in that.

The SecrETARY For MinEs: Why should
a4 young man of nineteen be made to work
al a lower rate of wage?

Hon. P. J. I.EAHY pointed out that
every award fixed by the court -was really
the minimum wage and there was nothing
te prevent an employer giving more than
‘the minimum wage. In many cases more
wag being paid now, and if there were
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evceptional young fellows of eighteen who
were able to do the work, there was noth-
ing to prevent the ecmployer paying them
the rate fixed by the award, so that really
& young fellow with the capacity of a man
would not suffer at all. If the clause was
not amended, young fellows between eighteen
and twenty-one years of age very often
would not get employinent, and it was to
protect those people that he had moved
the amendment. If there was any humanity
in the Governmcnt—and he gave them
credit for it—the Minister would accept the
emendment.

Hox. B. FAHEY said young men of
eighteen in all cases were mnot capable of
dolng the work of a man of twenty-one years
of age. As a clerk he might be able to do the
same work, but he would not as a carpenter,
<3 a bricklayer, and he would not do the
same work in’ the fieid, and the Minister
would be acting in the interests of the young
men of eighteen by accepting the suggestion
made. He thought nineteen would be a very
fair compromise.

Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted (Mr. Leahy's amendment) stand
rart of the Bill—put; and the Committee
divided : —
Hon, T. C. Beirne

5 W, Hamilton
ss A, Hincheliffs

CoNTENTS, 5.
Hon. F. McDonnell
;P Murphy

Zeller: Hon. A, Hinchcliffe,
Nor-ConTENTS, 13,

Hon, A. J. Carter Hon. T. J. O’Shea
»» G 8. Curtis ., A, H. Parnell
»  B. Fahey » E. H. T, Plant
s B W, H. Fowles 5 W, Stephens
. T. M. Hall »  E. J. Stevens
s P. J. Leahy ,» H. Turner
,»  C. F. Marks

Teller: Hon. H. Turner.

Resolved in the negative, and amendment
agreed to.

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

The SECRETARY FOR MINES moved
the insertion, after the word ‘“age,” on line
18, page 8, of the words *“or
[9.30 p.m.] in the case of females, if the
Minister so directs by notifica-
tion in the ‘Gazette, under. twenty-one
years of age.”
Hon. P. J. Leauy: That is unnecessary now
that my amendment is carried.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: They
would have to deal with it when considering
the postponed part of the clause.

Hox. E. W. H, FOWLES: He found at
the end of the definition of * young worker,”
in the principal Act, the words—

“The term does not include any State
child within the meaning of the State
Children Aect of 1911, or any aboriginal
vithin the meaning of the Aboriginals
Protection and Restriction of the Sale of
Opium Act, 1897 to 1901.”

Was it proposed by the Minister to include
all the aboriginals as being worthy to do
the same work and to receive the same
wages as the white population?

The SecreETarRY ror Mives: I thought you
were going to leave it be discussed on the
postponed amendment earlier in the clause.

Hon. E. W. H. FOWLES : This was on the
That placed

Hon E.W.H. Fowles.]
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the aboriginal worker on exactly the same
plane as the white worker. Was that an
outcome of the policy of a white Australia?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES said that
it was intended that aboriginals should come
under the Bill, because the court had already
made an award fixing the rates for aborigi-
nals. .

Hon. P. J. Leany: I have no objection.

Hox. E. W. H. FOWLES moved the omis-

sion, in the definition of “industrial mat
ters,” on page 4, line 16, after the word
‘“employees,”” of the words “or of persons
who have been or intend or propose to be or
may become employers or employees.”

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: When
they were dealing with that definition at
first it appearved so ambiguous that they
did not know_exactly what was meant, but
he had found out since that those words
were necessary. The amendment would mean
that Judge Macnaughton could not make an
award for canecutters or the owners of a
sugar-mill, unless they were engaged at that
time in the sugar industry. That was a
seasonal occupation, and this only applied
to seasonal occupations. If they had been
cmployees or employers, and intended to
become so again as soon as the season started,
but at the time were not actually engaged
in that occupation, they could not have repre-
sentation on a board to fix the rate of wages
or condifions for the coming sugar season,
For the purposes of an award they had to be
engaged in an industry, but in an off season
they were not engaged in the industry. That
was the position which had cropped up. The
workmen or the millowners could not have
representation, because it might be asked,
“How do we know you are going to be
cengaged in the industry ? > But if the words
were left in the clause, it would meet that
situation, and the men could have represen-
tation in the fixing up of rates and condi-
tions. TUnder a Bill passed this session, in
which a court was appointed to fix the con-
ditions of labour and rates of pay in the
sugar industry, men who were engaged in
the industry would have representation if
the words were left in the clause. The
hon. gentleman would see that the amend-
ment would do a lot of harm if it was
.carried,

Hox. E. W. H. FOWLES: The reply to
that was simply that the proper place for
the amendment to come in was clause 30.
The provision which came in here was a
tremendous <ragnet, by which probably the
whole of the population could be brought
under the Bill. Clause 39 provided for the
constitution of boards, and anyone who had
been engaged or intended to be engaged in
that calling might vote for representatives
on the board. The difficulty which the Minis-
ter mentioned was got over on page 25,
which dealt with the powers and procedure
of the court. The court could step in, even
if an industrial union was defunct. Outside
of an industrial union, men could still be
engaged in canecutting.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: Under
the interpretation which he had given it was
necessary for the words to remain in.

Hox. P. J. LEAHY pointed out that this
provision included men who had never been
employed at all.

The SecRETARY FOR Minms: It is intended

that it should be wide enough to embrace
all cases.

[Hon. B. W. H. Fowles,
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Papers.

Hox. P. J. LEAHY : It was not necessary
that they should even be employed, and they
might never be afterwards conneccted with
the industry. As the Hon. Mr. Fowles had
said, all the people of Queensland could be-
brought in under that definition of indus-
trial matters. If it was necessary later on
to put in the words which the Minister sug-
gested, he would have no objection, bus.
the definition was unnecessarily wide here.

Hon. E. W. H. FOWLES: How would
it do to put in the words, ¢ whether in
seasonal occupations or not”? That would
cover all that was required.

Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted (3Mr. Fowles’s amendment) s’gand
part of the clause—put; and the Committee
divided :—

CoNTENTS, 6.

Hon, T. C. Beirne Hon. A. Hincheliff
s B. Fahey ., F. MeDonnell
,»»  W. Hamilton ., E. H. T. Plant

Teller: Hon. F. McDonnell.

Nor-CoNnTENTS, 9.
. A, J. Carter Hon, T. 4. O0’Shes
s  E.W.H, Fowles ., A, H. Parnell
5 L. M. Hall s W. Stephens
s P. J. Leahy ,» H. Tuarner
5, C, F. Marks
Teller: Hon. A, H. Parnell.

Resolved in the negative, and amendment.
agreed to.

Clause 4, as amended, put and passed.

The Council resumed. The CHAIRMAN re-
norted progress; and the Committee ob-
tained leave to sit again to-morrow.

ADJOURNMENT.
The SECRETARY FOR MINES: I beg

to move that the Council do now adjourn.
The first business to-morrow will be the con-
siderationn in Committee of the Assembly’s
mesvage on the Metropolitan Sewerage
Workers’ Award Bill, to be followed by the
consideration in Committee of the Assembly’s
meszage on the Workers Accommodation
Bill, and then the (Committee stage of the
Industrial Arbitration Bill.

Question put and passed. )

The Council adjourned at eighteen minutes
to 10 o’clock.





