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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.

THURSDAY, 18 NOVEMBER, 1910.

The Seeaker (Hon. W. McCormack, Cairns)
took the chair at half-past 3 o’clock.

QUESTIONS.
EXAMINATION OF ILNGINE-CLEANERS.

Mr. ROBERTS (Fast Toowoomba) asked
4he Secretary for Railways—

1. The names of candidates who sat
for the recent examination for the posi-
tion of engine-cleaners at Toowoomba ?

“ 2. Place of birth? ~
 ““3 Position attained in examina-
tion ?”’

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS
YHon. J. Adamson, Rocklampton) replied—

) (2.) (3)
Richwond, Jas. Clydebank,Rcotland 1
Cullinan, P. J. Aubiuny . 2
Houlihan, J. J. Warwick .. 3
Day, R. ... Southbrook ... 4
‘Ryan, D. ... Allora 5
Lorrimer, J. ... Gowrie . 6
Strohfeldt, W.H. Toowoomba 7
«Griffith, H. ... Bolton, England ... 8
Drews, H.R. ... Drayton ... 9
Collins, T. ... Allora 10
Stirling, W, T. Warwick .. = .. 11
Weir, . J. ... Toowomnba... 12
Dalton, W. ... Cabarlah ... 13
“Cherry, A, ... Oakey 14
Anderson, H. E, Toolamba, Victoria 15
Desmond, R. T. Toowoomba 16
-Jennings, F. ... Christchurch, N.Z. TFailed
in exami-
nation.
Burley, W. A. Londou, England... do.
Phister, R. M. Milmerran ... do.
Fets, H. ... Oakey do.
‘Gaske, F. ... Chinchilla ... do.

Basts oF Laxp Tax.
Mr. BEBBINGTON (Drayton) asked the

Treasurer—

_“1. Is he aware that the valuations of
«city and shire councils vary according to
the ideas of valuators and councillors,
and are not a just foundation on which
to levy a State land tax?

“2. Also, that land purchased for
;some years past has been purchased on
future values? :

3. That years of drought in certain
parts of the State have shown that these
purchases have been above the producing
values, and, therefore, above fair value
-on which to base a State land tax?

4 If the Government appoints its
own valuator, will he give instructions
‘for the following principles to be carried
out in order to get a just base for taxa-
tion ? :

5. What percentage of the land is
agricultural ; what percentage is grazing,
or unsuitable for cultivation?

“ 6., What would be the cost of making
agricultural land fit for cultivation? Is
the ordinary rainfall sufficient to war-

rant the expense of cultivation and the

maturing of crops, if sown?

“7 Carrying capacity of grazing land
in dry seasons?

8, Will he leave out of consideration
prices paid for land or otherwise, and
fix values for taxation on producing
values only?

€9, Will he, in bis usual courteous
manner, give all information possible,
even if it takes a later date to give the
answer ?”’

The TREASURER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,
Chillagoe) replied—

“1, I do not desire to express an
opinion on the valuations or the methods
of valuing adopted by city and shire
councils.

“2 and 3. I am not aware of this.

“4 to 9. The principle on which valua-
tions are to be made are stated in the
Land Tax Bill.”

MANUFACTURE OF SHELLS. X
Mr. SWAYNE (Mironi) askeil the Secre-

tary for Railways (in his capacity_ as chair-
man of the State Munitions Committee)—

“1. Why was not the letter, dated 8th
September, 1915, from the Town and
Country Amalgamated Motors, Limited,
stating they had already made a body
for an 18pounder high-explosive shell,
and offering, if supplied with steel, to at
once commence malking 500 such bodies
per week, not passed on from the Ad-
visory State Munitions Committee to the
executive committee ?

“9 Had not the State Munitions Ad-
visory Committee already in_a _letter,
dated 30t August, 1915, inquired as to
how much work this firm was prepared
to undertake in connection with the
supply of shell bodies?

‘3. Will he cause inquiries to be made
as to what became of the letter from the
Town and Country Amalgamated Motors,
Limited, dated 8th October, which, in his
reply to my question asked on 16th No-
vember, he states cannot be found? If
found, did not this letter not only offer
to supply shell bodies at Government
workshop cost (£1 0s. 6d.). but also
offered, if over a fair profit then re-
mained, to pay over the same to the
State?

“4, If the above or other firms were
prepared to supply shell bodies in Sep-
tember last, and continue the same from
that time onwards, has not a valuable
opportunity to augment the supply of
high-explosive shells been missed, while
we are waiting until the end of Novem-
ber or beginning of December for the
State workshops to be built, equipped,
and comimence work ?”’

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS

replied—

1. This letter was not addressed to
the executive committee, but was in
reply to a letter from the secretary of
the advisory committee.

“2. Yes, .

€3, Inquiries have been made, but, so
far, the letter has not been traced.

“4, Firms could not have supplied
shell bodies in September last, because
the necessary.steel was not available,
therefore, work could no% have been
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continued from that date onwards. The
Comumissioner for Railways’ tender was
dated 20th September, and therc has
been no delay in getting on with the
work of making shell bodies. It is not
necessary to wait until the end of No-
vember or the beginning of December
for the State workshops to be built,
equipped, and commence work, as work
has been commenced. and is well for-
ward at the present time—in fact, much
more $o than many of the other States.
‘The Government purposes turning ous
2.500 shell bodies per week on and after
the 18th December next.”

REPRESENTATIVE AT PaNAMA EXPOSITION.

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby), in the absence of
Lir. Morgan, asked the Chief Secretary—

“1. Is Queensland still vepresented at
the Panama-Pacific International Expo-
sition ?

“2. If so, by whom, and from what
date?

3. On what date did Mr. Robertson
cease to be the representative of Queens-
land ?

4. What circumstances brought about
his retirement from the position?

““5. Were Mr. Robertson’s expenses
paid by the State of Queensland?

““6. What was the amount due to Mr.
Robertson on the date of his retire-
ment ?

‘1. Has the amount since been paid ?”’

The PREMIER (Hon. T. J. Ryan, Barcoo)
replied—

“1 and 2. Queensland is represented
at the Panama-Pacific Bxposition by Mr.

Mobsby, a highly qualified officer of the

Agricultural Department.

“3 and 4. Mr. Robertson voluntarily
retired from his position as Queensland
commissioner.

“5, 6, and 7. Mr. Robertson’s expenses
have been defrayed by the Common-
wealth Government, and any informa-
tion in-regard to this mafter may be
obtained from the Department of Exter-
nal Affairs, Melbourne.”

ASSISTANCE TO MiniNG INDUSTRY.

. Mr. H. J. RYAN (Cook) asked the Min-
ister representing the Secretary for Mines—

“1. What amount was voted as assist-
ance or subsidy to the mining industry
for the twelve months ending 30th June
last, under the following heads:—(a)
Prospecting; (b) deep sinking; (c) roads
and bridges and water supply?

“2. What was the amount expended
under the above heads (a), (b), (¢}, re-

[ASSEMBLY.]

Papers.

REMISSION OF SENTENCES.
Mr. VOWLES (Dalby) asked the Attor-

ney-General—

“Will he place on the table of the-
House all the papers or copies thereof’
relating to (1) The case and sentence of
Denis McCarthy, and (2) the case or-
cases and sentences of Williams and
Dark, referved to in the remarks of His.
Honour the Chief Justice at the conclu-
sion of the recent Supreme Court crimi-
nal sittings,. Brisbane; including any
petition or petitions, evidence in support,
reports obtained, and all endorsements
and minutes made thereon?

“2. Will he also place on the table
of the Iouse all the papers or copies.
thereof relating to the case and sentence
of one Davis; tried at Rockhampton for-
murder some time ago before His Honour
Mpr. Justice Lukin, and whose detention
was directed pending His Majesty’s
pleasure; including any petition or pe-
titions, evidence in support, reports ob-
tained, and all endorsements and minutes:
made thereon?

“ 2. Will he also place on the table of”
this House all the papers or copies there-
of relating to the case and sentence of
Joseph Deissler, tried before His Honour-
Mr. Acting Distriet Court Judge Dick-
-son, in July, 1915; including any peti-
tion or petitions, evidence in support,
reports obtained, and all endorsements-
and minutes made thereon?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. T. J.

Ryan, Barcoo) replied—

¢ This question should have been ad-
dressed to the Home Secretary, and I
would ask the hon. memberito give me-
notice of the question for Tuesday next.”

Parers REGARDING MEATWORKS.
Mr. VOWLES asked the Chief Secretary,.

without notice—

“In view of his reply to an interjec-
tion by me when he was introducing the-
Constitution Act Amendment Bill a few
nights ago, in”which he said that he
would be pleased to put certain papers-
on the table of the House, will he place-
on the table of the House all correspond-
ence between the Imperial Government
and the Queensland " Government with-
reference to meatworks since November-
last, and give us access to same?”

The PREMIER replied—

“In answer to the hon. member, T’
may say that access will be allowed to-
those papers to any member of this:
House. The papers are here now.”

Spe‘_’th"}’}’.‘,’, for the above-mentioned ¢ PAPERS.
period: - The following papers. laid on the table,.
The: SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC IN- were ordered to be printed :— .

STRUCTION (Hon. H. F. Hardacre, Leich-
hardt) replied—
“L (a)

Return to an Order made on 17th Novem--
ber, on the motion of Mr. Foley,
£2,000; (») £10,000; {c) showing the amounts paid to bar-
£4,000. risters and solicitors for services ren-
“2 (a) £2581 10s. 6d.; (b) £16,847 . dered to the State from 1st July,
10s: 4d.; (¢) £3,255 2. 10d. 1914, to 30th June, 1915, together-
“{a) and (b). The amounts provided with the nature of the services ren-
on . the Estimates having been found dered.
insufficient, additional money was pro- Annual report of the Marine Depart-
vided from unforeseen expenditure.” ment for the year 1914-1915.
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MINING ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
THIED READING.

On the motion of the SECRETARY FOR
PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, this Bill, read
a third time, was ordered to be transmitted
to the Legislative Council by message in
the usual form.

LAND ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
IXITIATION IN COMMITTEE.
(Mr. Coyne, Warrego, in the chair.)

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS,
in moving—
“That it is desirable that a Bill be
introduced to amend the Land Act of
1910 in certain particulars.”

said the Committee was -thoroughly aware
that the Bill sought merely to make certain
amendments in the Land Act and also to
make certaln provisions with regard to
selectiors, both pastoral and agricultural.
There was a fair discussion on the Bill in
the House previousiy, and he would merely
content himself by moving the motion.

Mr. VOWLES (Daiby): As far as the Bill
was concerned, he thought the Committee
ought to get more information. The Opposi-
tion had pressed for further information, but
they did not seem to carry much weight.
They were dealing with one of the most
important departments they had to deal
with from an administrative point of view,
that was cne of the biggest assets the State
had got, and they were asked to give leave
in the dark to amend the existing Act in
certain particulars.

The SecreTaARY FOR PusLic Lanps: You
will get that information in the right time
and place. .

Mr. VOWLES : Unless they took the oppor-
tunity of widening the scope of the Bill at
this stage, their chance would be gone. If
they did not take the opportunity of moving
amendments at that stage they would not be
able to move them later on, because if they
attempted to do so, they would be told that
they were outside of the scope of the Bill,
and they were out of court. It was not a
fair thing that the Committee should be
treated in the way they were being treated.
They had an idea that the Bill was going
to effect certain alterations, but in what par-
ticular they did not know. He was rather
concerned as regards the interests of the
pastoral lessee--the grazing farmer.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS:
party always has been.

Mr. VOWLES: He was talking about his
own constituents. He was thinking how
they were going to be affected and more
particularly whether the Minister was going
to usurp the functions of the Land Court.
That seemed to be the new principle that
they were embodying in every measure that
came before the Chamber; they were con-
stantly discovering that powers hitherto
reposed in the Land Court—a court beyond
all political suspicion, and a court which
acted on definite lines—were heing talten
away one by one, and the Minister was
deciding in camera practically without evi-
dence those things which were affecting
private interests and which should be done
in the open, and done on well-defined lines
according to precedent and not according to
the whim or caprice of the Minister for
the time being. In matters of that sort they
were not dealing with the Ministry of the

Your
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day, but had to consider the future, and
that was one of the reasons why he should
like to know in what direction it was pro-
posed to make amendments. He referred
last night to the fact that nothing had been
disclosed as to whether the Government was
embodying in the Bill some comprehensive
scheme for dealing with one of the biggest .
national problems, probably the biggest
next to the war, that they had to deal with.
That was the subject of prickly-pear. In no
place in the Governor’s Speech or in the
Treasurer’s Financial Statement could they
find any provision made in that regard, not-
withstanding the fact that when the Labour
party were sitting in opposition they used
to stand up and denounce the Government
of the day and point out that if they were
in a position to do so they would devise
some method by which the prickly-pcar pest
would be taken in hand once and for all.
He had heard the Labour party talk about
the establishment of boards in different dis-
tricts to deal with that and other pests.
How far had those things materialised?
No legislation that would assist the man on
the land had been introduced. The only
desirec of the Government seemed to be to
go in for eclass legislation, and, if it was
not purely class legislation then legislation
which, from the Treasurer’s point of view,
would affect one class of persons on the land
for the benefit of the other.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC. LANDS:
about Jimbour Estate?

Mr. VOWLES: Wait till they got the
Jimbour Tstate. It was a little too early
to talk about that, but when they did get it
he might be able to tell the hon, gentleman
some of the moves which the Minister had
been making in the meantime which probably
the hon. gentleman thought he knew nothing
about.

The SecreTsRY FOR Pusric Lanps: You are
perfectly at liberty to know wll about it.

Mr. VOWLES: He knew how the hon.
gentleman had been trying to cover up his
tracks and make himself good.

The SecrersRY FOR PuBLIc Laxps: You
have been trying to cover up your tracks.

Mr. VOWLES: The Jimbour settlers

would not come under the Land Aet, because
they were under the Closer Settlement Act.

What

‘He presumed they would get that Bill later,

because it was foreshadowed and the sooner
it came along the better for the Minister
and his party. He was not dealing with the
question before the Committee from a
parochial point of view, but from a national
point of view, and he would ask the Minister
whether he was going to honour the state-
ment that he and his confreres repeatedly
made when in Opposition; that if they were
on the Treasury benches they would amend
the Land Act in certain directions which
would once and for all deal with the sub-
ject of prickly-pear. If members liked to go
through the pages of ““ Hansard ”’ they would
find times without number where .the Min-
ister in charge of the Bill had advocated
certain things in connection with road-
making and in connection with providing
water in the country, and he would like to
know whether those matters were included
in the Bill.

The SECRETARY FOrR PuUBLic LanDS: Road-
making and water conservation had nothing
to do with the Land Act. '

Mr. VOWLES: The public estate improve-
ment fund had to do with those matters.
The Agricultural Bank had been taken over

Mr. Vowles.]
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by the Lands Department, and the whole
administration should be a general administra-
tion, and if the powers were not there that
was the opportunity to get them and that
was one of the chances they might have of
moving an amendment so as to give the
Minister and his department broader powers
than they had under the present Act, and
give them all the rights that the mortgagee
or owner of the land should have in order to
getb the best out of the country.

The SECRETARY FOR PuBLIc LanDs: If you
do not know better than that, you have been
long enough here to know better.

Mr. VOWLES: He knew a great deal
more about the matter than the hon. gentle-
man, although he was the Minister. He
did not take second place to the Minister
on the land question.

The SECBETARY FOR PuBLIC LANDS: Well,
you don’t know anything about the Land
Act.

Mr. VOWLES: He knew a great deal
more than the Minister. He was pointing
out that that was an opportunity, if those
powers were not there—and it was necessary
that they should be there in many cases—to
introduce the necessary amendmesnts in order
to give the .powers to wrich he had referred.

The SECRETARY FOR PuBLic LaxDs: They
have no right in the Land Act, and have
never been there.

Mr. VOWLES: Now was the opportunity
to bring them in, particularly in regard to
water.

The SecReTsRY FOR PusLic Laxps: Ob,
dry up!

Mr. VOWLES: That was the trouble. The
water was drying up, and the selectors had
to go away in consequence. Only the other
day he introduced a deputation to the
hon. gentleman, and the subject-matter was
in regard to a number of selectors who were
stranded, owing to the fact that there was
no water in their locality. The Minister
told the selector that, unfortunately, as all
the amount provided for the public estates
improvement fund had been expended, there
was no fund under the Land Act from which
he could assist them, and the only persons
who could assist them would be the local
authorities or the Treasurer. That hon.
gentleman said there was no power in his
department to assist desirable cases such as
that. Now, the Opposition wanted to assist
the Minister in that direction. They wanted
to put him in the position, as Minister, in
suitable cases to be able to give assistance,

and the Treasurer could find the money
necessary in such cases.
The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: Pure

bluff.

Mr. VOWLES: It was all very well for
the Minister to sit back, drawing big divi-
dends from his business in Roma, a big
salary here as Minister, and also as head
butcher in the butchering department—
getting money from all quarters and sitting
back. What about the poor, unfortunate
selector—the man he was supposed to repre-
seut? Those were the people he should be
helping, and the Opposition were trying to
assist him by suggesting that amendments
in that direction should be made when
amending the Land Act. The Minister
would not take them into his confidence and
tell them in what direction he proposed to
amend the Act. Were he to do so, they
might be able to show many things which
would be advantageous to the man on the

[Mr. Vowles.
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land as well as to the department. If the
Minister restricted his amendments to what
his own brains suggested, then he was not
treating the Opposition properly, because he
was not giving them an opportunity of ex-
tending to him the benefit of their experi-

ence and the opinions of selectors of all
classes.
The SecreTARY roR PuBLIc LaNps: The

benefit of not worth
much.

Mr. VOWLES: They had the benefit of
the hon. member’s experience on previous
occasions, and if they turned up ‘‘ Hansard,”
they would find that the hon. gentleman had
advocated all classes of things in connection
with the lands, and he {(Mr. Vowles) was
very anxious to see the contents of the Bill,
and see whether one per cent. of those things
would be included.

Mr. MURPHY (Burke): He hoped that
one of the particulars in which the Act was
to be amended was to make it easier to
obtain pastoral leases for the man of small
means. Under present conditions, leases
were put up to public auction and public
competition, and that meant that the man
with money could obtain them every time.
That was the position in the Gulf and in
other parts of Queensland.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS:
Bill provides for that.

Mr. MCRPHY: He was very pleased to
hear that. That was all he wanted to know.

Hox. J. TOLMIE (Zoowoomba): The hon
gentleman did not desire to give informa-
tion; and the probability was that when they
were in Committee and desired to make
some amendment the Minister would come
forward and say their opportunity had
gone; that they had the opportunity when
the Bill was introduced to widen the scope
of the Bill. They had missed that oppor-
tunity, and, although he was very sorry, he
could do nothing. He «id not know that
they would be able to widen the scope of the
Bill, but they could make the attempt, and,
at any rate, they would then have justified
themselves in the eyes of the country. He
regretted that the Minister had not seen

his way to take over and include

[4 p.m.]

in the Bill the work that had

been done in connection with
the public estate improvement fund. The
Minister said that that matter had no asso-
ciation with the Land Act itself, but it had
an association with the administration of
the department. There was no land thrown
open by the department in connection with
which ‘there was not provision made for
water and roads from the public estate im-
provement fund, and in order to pay for the
improvements a charge was placed on the
land when it was thrown open for selec-
tion. After the money in that fund was
exhausted it was not possible to assist places
requiring development. Settlers came and
asked the Minister to assist in that direc-
tion, but the Minister had to turn the appli-
cations down because the scope of the Land
Act would not allow him to make any further
advances.

Mr. Grnes: Why did you not do it when
vou were there? You were Secretary for
Public Tands.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: The most appeals for
advances from this fund were from the con-
stituency represented by the hon. member for
Eacham, who, when he had the opportunity
of widening the scope of the Land Act in

your experience is

This
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order to obtain more money for the selectors,
was obstructing in every possible way.

The SecrRETarY FOR PUBLIC LaxDs: You
(\Ieu three years there. Why did you not

o it?

Hox. J. TOLMIE: That had no bearing
on the question as to whether those powers
should be in the Bill. The Minister could

" say if he liked that he (Mr. Tolmie) had
failed in doing these things.

The PrEMIER: Do you plead guilty?

Hox. J. TOLMIE: That was not the point.
The Minister could not make him a scape-
goat for his own sins in that respect. The
Opposition were willing to give the Govern-
ment every assistance to make the necessary
amendments, but they were not. willing to
accept the assistance of the Oppo:mon in
giving them those powers.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS:
doubt its sincerity.

The PrEMieR: You are trying to make the
Bill so that the Council will throw it out,
like everything else.

Hon. J. TOLMIE: The hon. gentleman
was trylng to work out the converse of
thas proposition by throwing out the Coun-
«cil.  The scope of the measure should be
sufficiently wide to enable any amendments
to be moved wlich were necessary. The
provision of water and roads was essential
for new settlers. He had found himself
handicapped in that direction when he was
in the department, and the hon. gentleman
would find himself handicapped. The hon.
gentleman had come down with deputations
pleading the cause of the selectors who had
no means of access to their selections, and
who were not able to carry out their agree-
ments as selectors—that they were plactu ally
acting as dummies as far as their selections
were concerned.

We

Mr. Gioies: Why did you not do some-
thing ?
Hox. J. TOLMIE: The hon. member for

Eacham, as a member of the party which
was now in power, should fight for his con-
stituents, and now was the time for him
to get his work in. When they attempted
to do anything for the selecter the Minister
got up and moved the Chairman out of the
chair if he thought things were not going as
they ought to go.

The SECRETARY FOR PTBLIC LanDS: Would
yeu like me to do that now?
Hox. J. TOLMIE: The Minister could

please himself. In order to tesi the anxiety
of members on the opposite side to be the
friends of the selectors, he moved the omis-
sion of the words ‘in certain particulars,”
with a view to enlarging the acope of the
Bill, so that when they came to discuss it
later on they might put in any amendments
that might be considered essential to the
development of the land in the State.

The PreMiEr: That is out of order. You
are trying to introduce an amendment that
was refused when the Speaker was in the
chair.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: They would have the
opinion of the Chairman in regard to that.
When the hon. member for Murilla moved
an amendment he was told that was not the
time, -and surely the Premier was not goinyg
to take up the position that he was going
to jerrymnander legisiation between the Chair-
man of Committees and the Speaker of the
House.

The PREMIZR:

There is no fear of jerry-
snandering.

[18 NOVEMBER.]

Amendment Btll.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: The Speaker had given
his ruling that this was the time when action
should be taken in this direction.

Mr. GRAYSON (Cunninghum) rose to
second the amendment. There was no Bill
tabled in the House that interested country
members more than a Land Bill, end the
Minister should have given more information
to members in 1ntr0duc1nrr this Bill. Judg-
ing from the Minister’s 1ema1ks it was in-
tended to amend the Land Adt in many
particulars. He wished to refer to the selec-
tors _who selected small grazing farms on
the Darling Downs, partlcularly in the War-
wick 'dlatllcf ranging from 1,280 fo 2,000
acres in area. They were engaged princi-
pally in dairying, and the leases of their
farms would expire in from one to three
vears. They were a deserving class of
people, and also had a cheese factmy erected,
and were assisting materially in the develop-
mwent  of the district. They were very
anxious to know how they would stand when
their leases expired. Did the Minister in-
tend to allow them to select land under per-
petual lease or under some other leasehold
system? It would have been better if the
Minister had given them more information
about the contents of the measure, so as to
relieve the minds of country members. He
had been a member of the House during
the time the Minister had been member for
Maranoa, and no one had taken a greater
interest in land matters than the hon. gentle-
man when in opposition and tried to elicit
more information from different Ministers
than the hon. gentleman had. He had never
heard a Minister when introducing a Land
Bill give so little information as the hon.
gentleman had given this afternoon.- He
trusted that the Minister would explain the
provisions of the mecasure, and there would
then be no more trouble.

Question—That the words proposed to

omitied (Mr. Tolmie’s amendment) stand
part of the question—put; and the Com-
mittee divided :—
AYEs, 34.
Mr. Adamson Mr, Kirwan
,» Barber ,, Land
,» Bertram ,, Larcombe
,s» Collins . May
,» Cooper ,» MecLachlan
., Fihelly ,, McMinn
» Foley . ., McPhail
,, Free . ,,  O’Sullivan
. Gilday ,, Peterson
. Gillies ,, Polloek
5, Hardacre ,» Ryan, D.
., Hartley, H. L. ,, Ryan, H. T,
,» Hartley, W, ,, Ryan, T. J.
,» Hunter 5, Smith
5, Huxham ,»  Stopford
,, Jones, A, J. ,, Theodore
,» Jones, T. L. Winstanley
Tellers: Mr. Gilday and Mr. McLachlan.
Nozg, 20.
Mr. Armstrong Mr. Hodge
,, Barnes ,, Moore
,, Bayley ,» Murphy
,» Behhington ,, Tetrie
,» Bell .» Roberts
., Booker ., Somerset
., Bridges . Stodart
,, Corser ,» Swayne
,» Grayson ,,» Tolmie
5 Guun Vowles
Tellers: . Bridges nnd Mr. Roberts.
PAIRS.
Ayes—Mr. Armfield, Mr, Lennon, Mr. Gledson,
Mr. Wellington, and Mr. Bowman.

Noos—Lieut.-Col. Rankin, Mr. Appel, Mr. Walker,
Mr. Macartney, and Mr. Morgan.

Resolved in the affirmative.

Grayson.]
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Original question put.

Mr. GRAYSON again asked the Minister
if the Bill would contain a provision stating
what kind of lease would be given to the
lessees of land in the Warwick district when
the present term expired?

Original guestion put and passed.

The House resumed. The CHAIRMAN re-
ported that the Committee had come to a
resolution and it was agreed to.

FirsT READING.
The Bill was presented and read a first

time, and the second reading was made an .

Order of the Day for to-morrow.

CONSTITUTION ACT AMENDMENT
BILL.

SEcOND READING—RESUMPTION OF DEBATE.

Hox. J. TOLMIE (Toowoomba), on rising,
was received with Opposition cheers.

Mr. Corrixs: Hear the Tories cheering.
Mr. KirwaN: It is their last cheer.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: The leader of the
Covernment, in introducing this Bill last
night, said he regarded it as perhaps the
most important measure he had introduced
gince he had been on the other side of the
Chamber. He might have gone still fur-
ther and said that 1t was the most important
measure that has been introduced into this
Chamber since it has been a Chamber, and
the results of our deliberations here are
going to have an abiding influence and an
abiding impression on the people of the
State. (Hear, hear!) The Bill is of a
momentous character, and hon. gentlemen,
in discussing it, should approach it from that
standpoint, because we realise that in doing
away with the second Chamber in this State
we are reducing Queensland to a position of
a great deal of impotence. We are placing
it on a lower plane than it stands at the
present time. We are placing it on a plane
amongst the lowest-advanced States in this
universe, and thereby we are reducing the
status of every citizen in the State of
Queensland. The leader of the Government,
whilst realising the magnitude of the task
before him, did not address himself to that
task in such a way as will be a pride to
him, when, in after days, he comes to look
over the work he did last night. There
were no strong reasons advanced by the
hon. gentleman why this change should be
made. (Hear, hear!) In the course of
the debate he lost his temper and made a
wild diatribe against the Legislative Council
for the reason that it had opposed the
Bills sent up from this Chamber. Was that
any reason why the Chamber should be
removed—because hon. gentlemen in that
branch of the Legislature did not see eye
to eyve with the legislation passed in this
House ?

The TREASURER:
of the majority.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Under the Constitution
power rests with the Legislative Council to
dea! with measares after we have done
with them, and they also have power to
initiate legislation themselves. So far as
all legislation dealt with in that Chamber
is concerned, they have co-ordinate powers

[Mr. Grayson.
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with the Legislative Assembly in so far
as they may reject Bills, and they also
have co-ordinate powers so far as amend-
ment of Bills is concerned, except in re-
gard to money Bills, It is easily under-
stood that the functions which belong to
that Chamber are large, and its rights
go-ordinate almost in every respect with
this Chamber. As such we cannot find
fault with them because the views of hon.
members opposite are opposed to the views.
of the majority of hon. members in another
place as now constituted. There has been a
difference of opinion between the two Houses
of the Legislature in the past, and in every
country where there are two Houses it
has been the same; but means have been
adopted by which those differences of opinion.
are reconciled, and as a result the will of
Parliament, as a whole, can be placed on
the statute-book. What are the reasons
which guided the hon. gentleman last night
in his endeavour to impress this Chamber—
at any rate, this side of the Chamber—with
the idea that it was necessary that the
Legislative Council should be abolished ?
In the first place, he opened his remarks by
saying that it was the desire of the Labour-
party that this should be done—it had been.
the aspiration of the Labour party for
many years that this should be done—that
there should be the abolition of the Legis-
lative Council. Do you think, Mr. Spealker,.
that that is a sufficient reason why the
second Chamber in the Legislature of Queens-
land should be abolished? I think myself’
that if the opportunity is given to the people
of Queensland to speak in regard to this
mecasure, they will look at it from quite a
different aspect to what the hon. gentleman:
did last night. They will not regard it as
a fundamental reason why this Chamber:
should be abolished because 1t is obnoxious
to the Labour party of this State. The
hon. gentleman then proceeded to say that
the franchise of some Legislative Councils
was narrow, and in some cases they were:
nominated. just as the Council in Queensland
is nominated. If it is undesirable that the
Council should be a nominee Chamber, then:
the attitude to be assumed is one ofi a re-
construction of it.

Mr. LarcoMeeE: You voted against that.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Let the franchise be:
widened. 'The hon. gentleman should take
up the attitude of widening the franchise
so as to make it acceptable to what is-
believed to be the majority of people in.
this State.

Mr. KIRWAN:
Chamber.

How. J. TOLMIE: In an interjection last
night an hon. gentleman said that the Legis-
lative Council was a relic of feudalism, and’
the hon. gentleman in his speech took it up:
and said that was so. No man in this House
knows better than the hon. gentleman that.
it is not a relic of feudalism. It is the
result of the power that grew out of feudal-
ism when the barons opposed the will of the:
Sovereign who reigned supreme in feudal
times. From that time there has been am
advance all the way until we have the liber-
ties which we possess to-day. When the
barons took the stand they did at Runny-
mede in 1214, and Magna Charta was granted
to the British race, then the House of Lords
—the Upper Chamber as it is called—did a
great service for the British people, a ser-
vice which should be remembered for all

You voted for a nominee-
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time. (Hear, hear!} The Upper Chamber
did a great work then, and so it has been
all down through the ages that Chamber
has been doing good work. Sometimes they
make mistakes, just as the Legislative Assem-
bly makes mistakes. The House of Lords is
composed of men with human frailties just
the same as members of the Lower House.
The Upper House, therefore, may make mis-
takes, because they are men with human
frailties and are prone to make mistakes.
But, at the same time, the work of the

Upper Chamber in all their Legisla-
tures has been a work that has been
for the good of the people. Then, he

next proceeded to say that another reason

why this Chamber should be
[4.30 p.m.] abolished was that it was an ob-

struction to the war measures
which had been introduced into this Chamber
and passed on to the Upper House, and
were not carried there. There, again, his
reasoning is at fault. That forms no reason
why it should be abolished. It possibly
establishes a reason why the constitution
of the Chamber: should be altered. But
what war measures did it interfere with?
The hon. member mentioned two. He men-
tioned the Meatworks Bill. Now, that was
not a war measure when it was introduced
into this Hous¢. That measure was intro-
duced here by reason of the fact that some
2,600 butchers in this city of Brisbane were
out of employment, and they brought the
hon. member, led by the hon. member for
Ithaca, up to the Trades Hall, and put be-
fore him their workless condition, and
asked that something might be done. The
hon. member, according to the public Press,
pleaded ignorance of the condition of those
workers at the time. He said that he would
look into the matter, that therse was going to
be a meeting of the Cabinet next day to deal
with the question, and he would see that
there was no oppression of the workers of
the State of Queensland by the owmners of
the various meatworks of the Staie And the
following day he came down to tae House and
tabled a motion in favour of legislation to
take possession of the meatworks of the State.
It was not then a war measure. It was a
measure dictated by the butchers of this State,
in behalf of their own interests. That was
the admission when the Bill was introduced,
but public opinion became so strong. in re-
gard to the matter that the hon. member
saw fit before the Bill passed this House to
declare that it was a war measure.

Mr. Booxer: Under pressure.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Under the pressure of
public opinion. But that did not establish
it as a war measure.
in that Bill that gave greater power than
was already possessed by the Government, if
they wished to operate the meatworks for the
meat supplies of this State in the interests
of those who are engaged in the war. The
next reason that was assigned for his motion
was that the Upper House had seen fit to
reject the referenda proposals that passed
through this House and were transmitted to
the Upper Chamber. And the assertion was
made that those referenda proposals. con-
stituted a war measure. When did they
become a war measure? This is a question
that the hon. gentleman did not answer. All
those proposals were before the State of
Queensland.

Mr. FrReE: And carried by the people of
Queensland.

[18 NoveMBER.]
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Howx. J. TOLMIE: And before the public
of Australia, not once, but twice. Three
years ago they were before the country, and
they were not war proposals then, and there-
is nothing in this proposal which to-day con-
stitutes them war proposals. When the:
question was put to Mr. Holman in the New
South Wales Legislature the other day as-
to whether these were war proposals, the
only way in which he could get out of the-
position in which he was placed was by"
saying that they were war proposals in as-.
much as otherwise some of the operations.
of the Federal Government might be ham-
pered.

Mr. LARCOMBE:
say?
Hon. J. A. Fruerry: Senator Millen too.

Hox. J. TOLMIE : Those were the reasons-
why the hon. member sought to abolish the
Upper House, and in regard to that certain-
telegrams were read by him, with which
I do mnot propose to deal exhaustively, be-
cause there were other opportunities of
placing them before the House. The hon.
member, however, did not begin at the
commencement of those papers. I asked
him to read the telegram that initiated all
this business, the telegram that came on the-
6th August, and also the cablegram of 1lth
August, with the cablegram of the 2Ist
June, which showed conclusively that all
and more than was asked had been done by
the late Administration. All those cable-
grams proved that up to the hilt, and even:
the very cablegram that he read, of the 2Ist
January, when we got the full details before -
the Chamber, showed that the Home Govern-
ment were satisfied with the conditions that:
obtained, were satisfied with the work that
had been done in the past. The full cable-
gram is now before hon. members, and, no
doubt, it will be dealt with in this Chamber-
before the discussion is ended on this Bill.
I merely mention it to emphasise the fact
that when the hon. member read it, he did’
not give credit to the late (Government—I
may go further, and say that he did not put
it in a way which would do justice to the-
late Government.

The PrREMIER: I put it f:;irly.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: The hon. member com--
menced in the middle instead of at the-
beginning, and the whole connection of the
cablegrams shows, as will be proved in this
Chamber, that the Government acted along
the lines on which they should have acted,
and no wonder Mr. Bonar Law expressed
surprise that the measure was going through
this Chamber as a war measure because it
had been demanded by hon. members on the-
other side of the Touse. I am not
going to deal with the constitutional -
powers to bring about the result which
the hon. member desires. I am not going-
to question whether that power exists, be-
cause it is Immaterial to the issue. If the-
power does not exist, the hon. member will
not be able to do what he desires. The
Act, 18 and 19 Victoria, chapter 54, prob-
ably is all right, so probably are the letters:
patent of June, 1879, and the contemporane-
ous Order in Council, No. 17. The Colonial’
Laws Validity Act of 1865, I have no doubt,
also is all right. and so is the Constitution
Act of 1867. The point that is of interest:
to us at the present time is whether the-
Act of 1908 is valid. It is valid until it~
has been tested. - Whether the test will be-

Hon. J. Tolmie.]
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made, of course, T cannot say at the pre-
sent time, but until the test is made it
remains valid, and under that Act the Chief
Becretary has the powers that le has
~claimed.

The PremIER: You are collecting money
now to test it that should go to war pur-
poses,

Hox. J. TOLMIE: It is the first time I
have heard of it, but, at any rate, I will
say this: That those who are collecting
money for that purpose are doing just as
much for the war funds as the hon. member
is. I am gnite prepared to say that, and
I sm prepared to say a similar thing in
regard to other hon. members on the other
side. I am not going to question the validity
~of that Act, but the fact remains that there
is a doubt as to its validity. If that be so,
and it is tested, of course we will know
whether it is true or mnot; but, as I said
last night, it does not matier whether it
is valid or not. This question has to be
~carried to the people of the State of Queens-
land if the Act is proved to be valid, and
that is where we will meet the hon. mem-
ber—that is where we will deal with the
front Treasury Dbench and their statements
in regard to war measures—that is where
we will deal with their followers as to the
part they are playing in that connection.

JrposItioN MEMBERS : Hear, hear)
Hox. J. TOLMIE: We will deal with

them when we go before the people; we will
ask the people to judge between us and
hon. members on the other side.” We will
ask the people then to sayv whether, in view
«of the work that has been done in this State,
they are going to put the power of complete
legislation in the hands of hon. members
~opposite. That is the time when we will
have an opportunity of dealing with war
measures. All that concerns us at the pre-
sent_time is whether it is desirable or not
to destroy the bicameral system which has
been in operation in this State right from
the beginning. The lLon. member, in his
speech last night, quoted a number of States
where there are single Chambers. He read
out that in the Dominion of Canada, with
the exception, I think, of Quebec and Nova
“Scotia, all the provinces had a single Cham-
ber. and he said that that was the reason
why we should have one here in Queensland.

My, FoLey: A very good reason, too.

Hox. J. TOLMIE : He knows, as the Lon.
member who interjects does not, that there
is a difference between the Constitution of
the Dominion of Canada and the Federal
Constitution of Australia. The Constitution
of Australia gives wider powers to the States
of the Commonwealth than are possessed by
the provinces of the Dominion of Canada.
"There the Legislatures are more like divi-
sional boards in comparison with the Legis-
latures of the States of Australia possessing
the wide powers which we possess, and are
we to descend to the same level as they at
the present time? Iet us see, in regard to
the British dominions, what States there
are which have the bicameral system. TFirst
of all, there is the mother of Parliaments
itself. The House of Commons is a sover-
eign Parliament. The Commonwealth is a
sovereign Parliament. Each of the States
of Australia possesses sovereign powers.
“Those sovereign powers are not possessed by
“the provinces of the Canadian Dominiens.

(Hon. J. Tolmie.
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But in Canada itself there are sovereign
powers. Nova Scotia, Quebec, and New-
foundland and New Zealand have sovereign
powers, South Africa has sovereign powers,
but New Brunswick, Ontario, Manitoba,
British Columbia, Prince Edward Island,
Alberta, and Saskatchewan, as pointed out
by the hon. member, have not sovereign
powers. That is the difference between those
seven and the others I have enumerated.
Now, let us see what the position is in regard
to the other countries of the world—let us
sc2 which of those countries have the bi-
cameral system, and which the single Cham-
ber system. Those which have single Cham-
bers are Bulgaria—and the hon. member
wants to put us down to the level of Bul-
garia—Costa Rica, Crete, and then this long
[ist of petty German States—Oldenburg, An-
halt, Brunswick, Saxe Altenberg, Saxe Co-
burg Gotha, Saxe Meinengen, Schaumberg
Lippe. Schwartzburg Rudolstadt, Schwartz-
burg Sonderhausen Liechtenstein, and Lux-
emburg. Then there are little principalities
and States in South America, as follows:—
Honduras, Monaco, Nicaragua, Panama, and
Salvador. Those are the States in the world
which have the single Chamber system, but
all the great couniries—all the countries that
have made progress and stand high among
the nations of the world haye the dual sys-
tom. We, at the present time, are in the
proud position that we do stand shoulder to
shoulder with the great States of the world,
but hon. members on the other side are
going to degrade us_from that position, and
put us on the level with the little States
I have mentioned—little States that you could
take a hop, step, and a jump across if neces-

sary—1,000-acre bloeks, or something of that
kind. Queensland is to be degraded to a

condition of that kind, all because an hon.
member on the other side, in his autocracy,
desives to place his own will on the statute-
book of Queensland.

Mr. Kirwan: The people’s will.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Ts it the proper thing?
Let us see what the value of the second
Chamber is. There is a recognition of value
of the second Chamber all the world over.
And what is the standard of value? That
is the question that I may put to hou.
members opposite. The standard of value
i+ this: that wherever new countries are
being set up, or new Governments are being
set up, in almost every case the Government
that is set up 1s a bicameral Government,
with the exception of, perhaps, some of the
very small States where these things do not
count. That is the position all the world
over, and you have only to turn to the
records to ascertain what States have
changed their Goverminents in recent years
for the purpose of discovering that. Wher-
ever constitutions are founded, they are
founded either upon the establishment of
new States or because of revolution, and
then it is easy to discover—with all the new
States that have been established in the last
century—how many adopted the bicameral
system and how many have adopted the
single system. When we were establishing
a new Government in this country of
Australia—in this Commonwealth—what did
we do? After a long experience, did we
establish a single Chamber? Not at all

We adopted the bicameral system here
in Australia, What was the action of the
Dominion Parliament in South Africa?

That is only of recent construction. Ii is
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within the last few years that they have set
up there a Dominion Parliament. What
svstem did they follow? They followed the
bicameral system, and all the States of the
dominion followed the same system. What
can speak more eloquently in regard to the
establishment of these various Governments
than the action that has been taken by Go-
vernments iv the past? Why is this done?
Siumply for the purpose .of securing the
greatest amount of ‘liberty to all the subjects
m the State.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: No, nol

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Give all the powers to
the many and there is bound to be tyranny.
You find it in this Chamber now. What
could this side, with its few members, do
against the tyranny of hon. members on
the other side? Give all the power to the
few and you establish a tyranny also. Here,
also, you find it in this Chamber. You have
the tyranny of the caucus—the few impressing
its will over the many. I said yesterday,
while discussing another matter, that a
caucus, with twenty-three members on the
other side of the Chamber, could dominate
the whole of the legislation in this Chamber,
and those twenty-three members are trying
to dominate the whole of the legislation of
this State of Queensland. Is that not the
tyrenuy of the few being exercised over tlie
many ? Twenty-three members can impress
their will on seventy-two. So we need the
dual system. I have pointed out where the
majority can tyrannise over the minority,
and where under certain circumstances the
minority can tyrannise over the majority.
Another reason why we should not depart
from the present position<in which we find
ourselves, with a bicameral system, is that,
in the past, when countries had departed
from the bicameral systom, they returned
to it again. We have examples of that even
in our own motherland. During the time
when Cromwell reigned in England, he
reduced Parliament to a single Chamber, but
in the very last speech which he made in
Parliament, he saw the mistake that he had
made, and the necessity there was for a
return of the older condition. These are the
last words uttered by Cromwell in the House
of Commons—

“ I did tell you that I would not under-
take such a Government as this unless
there might be some other persons that
might interpose between me and the
House of Commons to prevent tumul-
tuary and popular spirits.”

Those were the last words uttered by the great
Cromwell in the House of Commons—in the
British Parliament—after he had brought
about the conditions which had reduced
England to a single Chamber, and we know
that after his death there was an immediate
restoration of the second Chamber. The
House of Lords came back to its own again.
Turning away from England, we find that
there have been other countries in which an
attempt has been made to govern the country
with a single Chamber. Let us turn to
France. Between 1790 and 1870—that is, a
period of etghty years—the Government of
France was overturned no less than eleven
times, and four of those occasions the peopls
of France set up a single Chamber—a single
Chamber that did not last, in the longest
period, for more than ten years, because it
did not give satisfaction; and when the
time of revolt came, in 1870, they returned
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to the bicameral system, which has endured.
for the last forty-two vears, and is stronger
in France to-dsy than any Government ever
established, because the Upper Chamber in
France to-day has greater powers than is
possessed by any Upper House in the civil-
1sed world. That 1s the position that has
been arrived at in France. After a varied
experience, during which it passed through
tumultiuous times—during which its people
suffered hardships of the worst possible kind
—during a period when the streets ran red
with blood, b2cause of the conditions that
had arisen by reason of the fact that one
power, and only one power, ruled in France,
and it had become autocratic—they returned
to the bicameral system. Then we turn.
to the consideration of other countries. Italy
has passed through similar conditions, and
with the establishment of Government it
comes back to the dual system. Then the-
same may Dbe said in regard to Germany
when the Empire was founded. There, so
far as the grcat German Empire Is con-
cerned, they have the dual system. Japan
was the same. When it was establishing its
first Government, China did the same. Then
1 have already spoken of Australia and
South Africa. Here are all those great
countries of the world, and they found that
the experience of the ages spoke in favour
of the dual system, ard that is the reason
why they came back to it. I have pointed
out what has been the effect, so far as the
history of the world iz coucerned, in the
establishment of Governments, that the duaF
system has prevailed in any State that has:
been great. And yvet, here we are seeking-
to destroy that system, and to come back
right down to the petty German States, or
the States of South America, which I have
already spoken of, and which are in a con-
stant state of revolution. Let us consider-
for o moment wiat the great niinds have
said in regard to this. I have already read
what has been said by Cromwell,

Mr. Coruns: Do you call that a great
mind ?

Hox. J. TOLMIE: I would not compare
him with the hon. member. Professor Lieber,
in “ Civil Liberty and Self-government,””
says—

“The bicameral system accompanies:
the English race like the common law,
while no one attempt at introducing the
unicameral system in larger countries
has succeeded. The bicameral system
is called by the advocates of democratic
unity an aristocratic institution. In
reality, it is_a truly popular principle
to insist on®the protection of a Legis-
lature divided inte two Houses.”

Then there is a gentleman known to history
by the name of John Stuart Mill, a gentle-
man who, I am sure, has a profound interest.
for the Secretary for Public Instruction.

The SECReTsARY For PUBLIC IXSTRTUOTION :
You would not accept him as an authority
the other night.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: If I did not accept his
authority on taxation proposals, 1 said there
were 4 great many new economists since his.
day. If I did not accept his taxakion pro-
posals, that is no reason why I should not
accept him in regard to this matter. Now,
we shall hear what John Stuart Mill says in
regard to the Upper Chamber. He says—

¢ Tt is important that no set of persons
should, in great affairs, be able even:

Horn. J. Tolmie.}



2206 Constitution Act

temporarily to meke their ‘I will’ pre-
vail without asking anyone for his con-
sent. A majority in a single Chamber
when it has assumed a paramount
character, when composed of the same
persons habitually voting together, and
always assured of victory in their own
House, casily becomes despotic and over-
weening if released from the necessity
of considering whether its acts will be
concurred in by another constitutional
" authority.

“ The sume reason which induced the
Romans to have two consuls makes it
«esirable that there should be two Cham-
bers—that neither of them may be ex-
posed to the corrupting influence of un-
divided power, even for the space of a
single year.”

Mr. Gladstone, in 1870, at a time when he
was in difficulties with the other Chamber,
said-—

“TIt may be that my hon. friend,
aware that the House of Commons is
the Chamber in whick, in the main, the
great work of national legislation must
be conducted and the business of the
country done, thinks that by means of a
single instead of a double Chamber we
should simplify the work of our Constitu-
tion and more speedily and satisfac-
torily settle great public questions. Sir,
that would be a very grave conclusion to
adopt. I do not think it is the belief of
“the majority of this House, on the one
side or the other, and T am perfectly con-
vinced it is not the belief of the country.”

In 1893, again speaking on the same gques-
$ion, Mr. Gladstone said—

“The first effect of a second Chamber
is to prevent an undoubted and ungues-
tionable security .against hasty legisla-
tion, It interposes a certain period of
time; it interposes reflection apirt from
the possible heat of popular discussion;
it interposes an opportunity for allowing
full consideration of the modes by which
an approximation may be effected be-
tween the opposing parties by some
accommodation of their differences. . . .
The mere fact of it causing an inter-

position of time before a final decision
1s made i3 a very great recommendation.”

Mr. Bryce, who was a member of the Liberal
Cabinets of 1892-1894 and 1906, and after-
wards British Ambassador at Washington,
speaking when the two Chambers were in
-conflict, says—

“Tt is said that two Chambers work
harmoniously together. My observation
on that is that the object of having two
Chambers is to secure, not that things
shall always work smoothly between
them, but that they shall frequently
differ, and provide @ means of correcting
such errors as either may commit.”

Again, Professor Bryce says—

“The existence of a second Chamber
is confirmed by reason itself, because
tyranny may proceed from a body as
well as from one man; and it is a pro-
tection that the ruling body should be
divided into two branches, the emula-
tion, and even the rivaelry of which may
prevent dangerous measures from being
hurried through.”

That great statesman, Sir John A. Mac-
donald, who established  the Dominion of

[Hon. J. Tolmze.
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Canada, is reported in Joseph Pope’s
© Memoirs of Sir John A. Macdonald,” as
foliows s
“ Among constitutional questions, few
possessed for Sir John Macdonald
greater interest than the bicameral sys-
tem. . . His view of the necessity
for a secoms Chamber may be expressed
briefly by the story told of Washington,
which Sir John was fond of relating. It
is said that on his return from IFrance,
Jefferson called Washington to account
for having agreed to a second Chamber.

“¢0f vwhat use is the Senate?” he
usked, as he stood before the fire with a
cup of tea in his hand, pouring the tea
into his saucer as he spoke.

“¢You have answered your own ques-
tion,” replied Washington.

“ ¢ What do you mean?’

“¢Why did you pour your tea into
your saucer ?’

¢ Mg cool it,” quoth Jefferson.

“¢fvyen so,” said Washington, °©the
Senate is the saucer into which we pour
legislation to cool.’ :

“This illustration, Sir John used to
say, was perfect. Indeed, the all but
unanimous opinion of Imperial states-
men, coupled with the fact that every
British colony possessing responsible
government recognises the utility of a
second Chamber, was to his mind a
general admission of the mnecessity for
an Upper House, and limited useful dis-
cussion to the nature and constitution of
that body.”.

Now, let me deal for a moment with the
reasons for a second Chamber. TFirst of
all, it. is necessary that we should have a
second Chamber because of the force of
example, the example that is shown to us
by all great countries that have found it
necessary to make a change of Government.
They have decided that a second Chamber
is essential to the wellbeing of the country,
and I say that that example is one which
we should follow. The second reason why
we should support the bicameral system is
that in all great countries that have aban-
doned it there has been a restoration, thus
showing that the people have not been able
to work without a second Chamber, and that
they have taken the earliest opportunity to
come back to it again. Then, again, one
of the reasons why we should support a
Chamber of this kind is that it is a means
for the prevention of corruption. That was
pointed out by John Stuart Mill when he
said that even not for a single year should
a country be without a double Chamber,
and he pointed out that under the old
Roman system they had two consuls, so that
there should be prevention of corruption.
He indicated then the essential necessity of
the second Chamber, if we are going to pre-
serve purity and honesty in the government
of a country. (Hear, hear!) In the coun-
tries of South America where they have
only got one Chamber, dishonesty runs rict
and rampant through all the Governments;
they are upsetting Governments almost
every month of every year because of the
dishonesty of the Governments. Then, we
have another reason why we should retain
the second Chamber, and that is that it is a
bulwark against the unrevised and hurried
legislation that is passed through a Chamber
such as this. We have had experience here
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-during the last few weeks of legislation, not
the will, T believe, of the majority of this
‘Chamber, but the will of that section that
dominates the majority in this House. We
have had hon, gentlemen opposite sitting in
their places like puppets and not rising to
speak when legislation of the gravest kind
was passing through this Chamber, because
they were under the domination of a body
that was exerting an influence over them.
Do such conditions make for honesty? Is
it not necessary that there should be pro-
tection against corruption when such things
as this are possible? Then, I say, just as
John Stuart Mill said that the necessity
-existed in England, that the necessity exists
here for a second Chamber. Then, the bi-
cameral system is a means for obtaining
sane legislation, and that is not what we
have been getting during the last few weeks.
No matter how impetuous and hot hon.
gentlemen may be in the passage of their
legislation through the Chamber, when it
gets up into the other place—as has been
pointed out by Washington—there is a saucer
in which it cools; and after calm delibera-
tion, the legislation is sent back to us so
that we may have another opportunity for
-consideration, and it is ohly by endeavouring
to adopt a compromise between this Chamber
and the other that we can secure legislation
that is of value to the State of Queensland.
Then, I might point out that although the
Upper Chamber may delay a Bill, and may
-occasionally alter it, the amount of evil
they do is small in comparison with the
-enormous amount of good they do in revis-
ing legislation that is passed up to them.
(Hear, hear!) For reasons of self-interest
legislation may be passed in this Chamber
for the benefit of the few, and, under condi-
tions such as these, persons who are in-
terested in the passage of certain legislation
may be able to force their will on this
Chamber; but, when it goes to another
House, which is free from any considerations
affecting this Chamber, there is the prob-
ability of the element of self-interest being
dropped out. And, again, a.second Chamber
is also a check on what we may call per-
sonal ambition. One strong man in a
House such as this, or a strong man in a
party, may impress, not the will of the peo.
ple, but his own will upon the people, but
he cannot do that if he has the other
Chamber to contend with. Further, where
there is a second Chamber it gives con-
tinuity to law. Where there is a single
Chamber, theré is no continuity so far as
legislation is concerned. The will of the
majority to-day is expressed on the statute-
book and they go to the people; there is the
return of another party and the whole
legislation passed by the preceding party
goes into the wastepaper basket. But, where
the legislation is safe and sound, as it is on
passing through the two Chambers, there is
not this tendency to overturn the work of
one Government as soon as another Go-
vernment gets into power; and I say that a
Legislative Council that gives protection
against that deserves every support that we
can give it. It gives stability to the legisla-
tion of the State, causing few changes in
the law to take place. If there has been a
compromise effected and the will of the two
Chambers finds expression on the statute-
book, then you generally find that the public
outside—who are the real judges of the
work that is being done—find that the work
is satisfactory. Now, I want to deal just
briefly with some  of the weaknesses of a
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single Chamber. Some of these weaknesses
will, no doubt, be apparent to hon. gentle-
men, because I have already shawn the
necessity there is for two Chambers. First
of all, the great weakness of a single Cham-
ber is the possibility of intemperate and
hasty legislation being passed. We know
that can be done. We have had a demon-
stration of that being done here in this
Chamber within the last four or five months.
We have seen Bill after Bill passed through
the Chamber, in the hope that they might
become law, that were intemperate in regard
to their provisions, and required to be care-
fully considered.  Then, we know that mem:
bers who constitute a single Chamber are
not free from the frailties inherent to human
beings, and their frailties are likely to find
expression in the legislation that they pass,
and in the legislation that they endeavour
to put upon the statute-book. Where a
second Chamber revises that legislation, some
of the mistakes can be overcome. Another
thing we find is this: hon. members are
more extreme than are their constituents.
A member when he goes before his constitu-
ents, perhaps, works along a single idea
and convinces the members of that con-
stituency that he is the right person to re-
present them; and, in electing him, they are
dealing with one idea and one idea only,
just the same as at the last general election,
the one thing that engrossed the public mind
was the cost of food. The one thing that
hon. members on the other side spoke about
day in and day out was the cost of food,
telling the people that the then existing
Government had raised the cost of food to
them, and that they were going to reduce
the cost of food. On the morning of the
24th May, the Monday succeeding the elec-
tion, the hon. gentleman who is now Chief
Secretary, stated that the reason for the
victory that had been given to his party was
that the people were dissatisfied with the
late Government because of the high price
of food. That is the very factor that put
them in their places, and now what are they
doing? Have they done those things that
should be done to reduce the price of food?

The SPEAKER: Order!.

Hox, J. TOLMIE: Mr. Speaker, I am
keeping within the four corners of the
Bill before the House. I am dealing with
the question that members are more extreme
than their constituents are, and legislation
that is passed is nat legislation that the
constituents approve of. I am proving
that members go before their constituents
on a certain platform, advocating certain

. planks, and their constituents return’them

because they think those planks are going
to be put into operation. When those hon.
members come back here, they, do not put
those planks into operation, but they do
something different altogether. They are
less prudent than are their constituents, and,
for that reason, I think there ought to be
a revising Chamber. Then, again, there is
a certain opportunity in the Upper Chamber
to expose what may be vulnerable in the
legislation that we put forward. No party
can say that it has all the wisdom of the

. ages concentrated in it; there is no party

that is free from error. Even with the very
best intentions, it is possible that mistakes
may creep into legislation and even the
occupants of the Opposition benches may
not make discoveries of these mistakes until.
it is too late. The other Chamber, having

Hon. J. Tolmie.]
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a fuller opportunity, and not having any
political bias, not having any party purposes
to serve, by going through that legislation
uncovers the vulnerable points and gives
us an opportunity of correcting them. That
ie a_ further reason why we should retain
our bicameral system. Then there is another
very valuable point that ought not to be
overlooked at the present time; that is,
that industrialism is now becoming so com-
plex and necessitates legislation of a charac-
ter of great complexity that it requires to
be very carefully checked before it becomes
law, because legislation that is injurious to
the working man, or injurious to the em-
ployer, is mnot going to be of benefit to the
State. A single Chamber, carried away by
excitement, wiil, and does, pass legislation
that requires the greatest amount of check-
ing before it passes into statute law. That,
I say, operates in the field of industrialism
to an extent that it is not possible for us
to realise, but there it is. The law passed
here has an influence, and an evergrowing
influence, on all of those connected with
industrial enterprises outside of this Cham-
ber; and, if that infiuence is a bad influence,
then it is not going to be for the benefit
of the wellbeing of the people who live under
that law. I have just about exhausted the
time at my disposal, and I do not propose
to go anv further in regard to this matter,
only to say that the unicameral Chamber
gives opportunities for faddists to dominate
the Ministry, and consequently, by dominat-
ing the Ministry, to put legislation on the
statute-book that is not likely to be of
benefit to the people of the State. What
has arisen to call for the destruction of the
Upper Chamber? I can quite understand
hon. gentlemen taking up the position that
there shou.ld be two Chambers, but that
the Constitution of the Upper Chamber
should be changed. They should have a
wider franchise, perhaps, than they possess
at the present time, but to sav that all the
powers should' be concentrated in one Cham-
ber is something we cannot realise. Would
any man like to say that all the powers
should be concentrated in himself? = What
a sertous position it would be to realise
that the wellbeing of the whole community
rested entirely upon his action! If he is
misguided by some reason, or misinformed
or ill-informed in regard to any matter under
d1scus51on,.or_me he has given his word in
regard to 1t it would be like the nebble cast
into the middle of the pond and it would
male ever widening circles. which swould
inflict injury upon countless

{nftic ) ess thousands never
efore known to him. This is how the injury

would arise if all the power were concen-
trated in one individual, and the same would
take place if all the power were concentrated
in_one Chamber. What do we sav of
individual people who have all the péwers
concentrated in themselves? Do we not call
them tyrants? Have we not heard of people
putting them to death because they have
acted like tyrants? If we have single Cham-
bers, will they not be tyrannical in the
same way, because a gingle Chamber will
be composed of small sections of individuals ?
And, if we give all the power to one Cham-
ber, we will be placing tyrannical power
into their hands. If we bring about the
a,b_ohtwn of the Legislative Council, we will
br}ng down the status of Parliament to some-
thing a little better than a municipality.
Is that a good thing for this State, which
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we have been pointing to as the Queemr
State amongst all the States of Australia?
Queensland is a large State, and we have
large undeveloped Tresources, capable of
giving employment and finding homes for
millions of people. Should all these miliions
of people be subjected to the one controlling:
influence so far as Parliament is concerned?
Is that the right position to be taken up by
people who have the welfare of the country
at heart? I do not think that the hon.
gentlemen opposite in their heart of hearts
believe that a single Chamber is going to
be the best for the State of Queensland, but
they are compelled by the force of circum-
stances that control them, and which they
cannot control themselves, to be hurled
along with those who desire to see destruc-
tion wrought in the State of Queensland.
I trust that the time has not come when
the good sense of Parliament, and the good’
sense of the people of Queensland, will seek
to do something which is going to degrade
this State amongst the States of Australia.

OprposiTioN MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. COLLINS (Bowen): I am pleased to-
think that I have lived to see this day, be-
cause all down the ages of the past the
people have been struggling to come into
poszession of their own. (Hear, hear!)
While we have been making the laws, I
claim that, outside the Commonwealth of
Australia, there has never existed in any
part of the British Empire the rtight to
make our own laws at all. All this talk
about representative government, In my
opinion, is all moonshine., When I was in
the House in 1909, 1910, and 1911, I learned
that lesson well, and if this afterncon I show
some bitterness in discussing this question—
I do not want to be bitter—but if T do show
any bitterness it is hecause it is running-
in mv blood, as I belong to one of those
who have been oppressed right through the
sges of the past. I say that we have not
had representative government at all. The
House of Lords, in Great Britain, has only
granted concessions to the people when the-
people have become dangerous.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. COLLINS: In other words, I must
give credit to our forefathers who thought
out this system of Government. They sad,
“We will convince the people that they are
governing themselves, while at the same time
we know that they are not governing them-
selves. We will establish a House of Lords,
and we will only allew legislation to go
through that House of Lords which is not
ing to injure us who belong to the ruling
classes.” * (Hear, hear!) And they estab-
lished the House of Lords. and we have a
similar House in Queensland, which we call
the Legislative Council. That is the history
of the establishment of the House of Lords
in Great Britain. It was only when the
people outside became dangerous, or were on
the eve of a revolt that the House of Lords
gave way and extended to us the rights
which we had been deprived of in the ages
past. T well remember the time in England
when my father did not possess a vote. and

_had no voice whatever in the making of the-

laws of Great Britain. I remember the time
when a Bill went through the House
of Lords to enfranchise the agricultural
labourer, and I remember full well the noble
Lords saying, “Just think of it, giving the
ignorant agricultural labourer a vote.”” They
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treated the agricultural labourers as less
than human Dbeings. They recognised that
they had no rights, because those noble
Lords fought agalnst the exiension of the
franchise to the agricultural labourers in
1885. I remember that well. With regard
to the Legislative Council in Queensiand, I
remember that even when the Labour Go-
vernment has been in power they only
allowed measures to pass through that House
which they did not coansider a danger to
themselves. We have had an illustration of
that. If any measures were introduced for
the benefit of the masses of the people, if
the rulers in the other CHamber thought
these measures were dangercus to ‘their
class, they rejected those measures. That
is the history of our so-called representative
government in the British dominions.
may be told that this couniry is equal io
any other country in the civilised world, but
that is not saying much. The leader of the
Opposition referred to the great nations of
the earth which have the bicameral system.
He made reference to these great nationms.
What have these great nations really dome?
Talse the present war. Have they noi led
us into the shambles, the whole of them? I
am not condemning one Government more
than another. The Governments of these
great nations, with their bicameral system,
have led wus into the shambles fo be
slaughtered by the million. That is what
you cell representative government. Repre-
sentative government up to the present time
has only been a farce. It is only when we
bring about the abolition of the Legislative
Council that we are going to get real repre-
sentative government.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. COLLINS: It is only then that the
people are going to rule, which they have
never done up to the present time. The
trouble with most Englishmen is that they
thought they ruled when they did not do so.
They have been reading Tory newspapers
which convinced them that they did rule,
when the rulers who went to meke up the
House of Commons on the one hand and the
House of Lords on the other hand knew
that thei*1 were fooling the people all the
time. They knew that the House of Lords
would not allow any legislation to go through
that House if it was going to injure the well-
to-do classes. Down through all the ages
of the past the working classes have cried
out for justice to be dome to them. I was
surprised to hear a reference made by the
leader of the Opposition this afterncon when
he talked about one controlling influence.
The only controlling influence that there
should be, in my_ opinion,.is the people.
The people should be the controlling in-
fluence, and the people alone. There should
be no other control outside the people.
The leader of the Opposition quoted from
the time of Simon de Montfort, who estab-
lished the parliamentary system in the
year 1200 odd. Surely in the twentieth
century we have outgrown the ideas of
Simon de Montfort and other Englishmen
who lived in the thirteenth century? What
was suitable in those days should not be
suitable now. If we applied the same argu-
ments to our industrial conditions, the hon.
member for Drayton would be ploughing his
fields with a wooden plough—(laughter)—
instead of using the most up-to-date
machinery known to man. Surely after all
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the wisdom of the past, after all the intelli- *
gensc that has been produced upon this
planet, we should make some progress.
Millions of the class to which I belong have
gone beneath the soil undeveloped, owing
to these second Chambers, having been
denied the rights of education. They never
had the right to develop their intellectual
faculties, We do not know what might have
been the pcsition of Great Britain and the
other civilised nations to-day if they had
only recognised their people as human beings
and extended to them the human rights they
are entitled to. Great Britain has denied
us our human rights. I mentioned that my
father was unable to exercise the franchise
when I was a bor. They blocked him just
as they blocked thousands of the race to
which I belong from excrcising that right.
It was the House of Lords that blocked them.
Who was the first to make up the House of
Lords? Was it not the men who came
over with the Conqueror—not the men who
immediately came over with him, but their
children and their children’s children? These
were the men who robbed the soil from the
people of Great Britain, and they are the
men who went to make up the House of

Lords. In later years who went iInto the
House of Lords? Was it not the successful
Lrewer and the successful merchant, who

made all their profits out of the lives of
little children?

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. COLLINS: Anyone who has lived in
Lancashire will know that what I am say-
ing is true. These are the men who were
sent to the House of Lords—the men who
helped to make the laws, and who blocked
the laws from being made in the interests
of the masses, and they were the men who
sent the little children to early graves. I
am not going to deal with the constitutional
aspect of this question, because that has
already been dealt with by the leader of
this party. I want to say, if we are not
able to abolish the Legislative Council, then

cease your prattling about repre-

[6.30 p.m.] sentative government; say at

once that we are not a self-
governing people, if we cannot abolish this
Legislative Council of ours. If the people
are not supreme, who is going to be supreme?
Surely we have had enough of the pluto-
cracy in the different countries of the world
—we have had enough of this so-called demo-
cracy, becanuse that is a high sounding name, -
especially during this great conflict that is
going on, and it is therefore much used by
our opponents. Who go to make up the
Upper House, even in the State of Queens:
land? How many men are there who came
from the plough, from the railway cutting,
from the mine, or from the factory? Who
are the men in the Upper House to-day?
Your successful merchant, your successful
manufacturer, your successful squatter, your
successful sugar planter, your successful
sugar miller, your land jobber, your lawyer,
your newspaper proprietor~and, by the way,
the newspapers, as a rule, have been mis-
leading the people—have not been trying to
teach the people.

_Mr. Baviev: Some of them are on your
side.

Mr. COLLINS: I am surprised to hear
the hon. member make that interjection, be-
cause he knows full well that there are not
many men in the Upper House representing
the farming classes. They do not, as a rule,

Mr. Collens.]
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*pick farmers for the Upper House, just the
same as they do not pick out the workers.
How could you expect these gentlemen, who
have been sent there owing to the fact that
they possess wealth—because, by the way,
there are only one or two, so far as I know,
who belong to the Labour party—how can
you expect these men, who represent wealth,
to pass legislation for the worker? And
what of all this talk about their being broad-
minded gentlemen? Broad-minded in what?
How could you expect these men to pass
laws in the interests of the masses of the
people? They are not there to do that;
all that they are there for is to serve the
interests of the class to which they belong—
the wealthy class.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: IHear, hear!

Mr. COLLINS: And if we have got cer-

- tain measure through that Chamber, I want
members of this Legislative Assembly to
realise that we have got those measures
through only because those gentlemen did
not consider them dangerous to their class.
Once a measure comes along which they see
is dangerous to their class, it would not be
passed. I am mnot going to quote learned
authorities. I am not going to quote uni-
versity professors, because, although I am
quite willing to admit that there may be a
few professors who are in sympathy with
the working class, the democracy, so far as
their ideals go, especially in regard to the
abolition of Upper Houses, nevertheless, as
a rule, the learned professors that come from
the universities and also many of the learned
authorities that may be quoted here against
us are not in sympathy with the working
class ideals. They are just the same as the
political economists of old, who were in the
pay of the wealthy classes. They have been
proved over and over again to be wrong.
They said that so-and-so could not be done,
but we—we who belong to the working class
~have come along and, notwithstanding
what all these learned professors and learned
authorities said, have done what they said
could not be done, and done it successfully.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. COLLINS: However, I am not going
to quote them, because, perhaps I am not
qualified to do so. I suppose that is what
the learned professors would say. Maybe I
am not qualified to quote them, but I do
say that all that is required to govern man-
kind is common sense, and if we had more
of common’sense we would make better pro-
gress.

Mr. BsyLEy: And justice.

Mr. COLLINS: And justice, as my friend
interjects; but you will get no justice from
the Upper House. How can you expect jus-
tice? The wealthy interest comes first with
those gentlemen, and I am surprised that,
in this twentieth century, there should be
anyone found in any representative Cham-
ber who believes in a nominee Chamber such
as we have got here in Queensland to-day.
I am surprised that men should not have
made more advancement in ideas than to
uphold a system which I contend was never
useful, which has outgrown its usefulness,
and never would have existed but in the
interests of the huge swealthy classes that
have lived in different countries of the world.
Now, the leader of the Opposition quoted
Cromwell. I do not think that there is much
of the Cromwell about him, and I do not

[Mr. Collins.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Amendment Bill.

think that there is much of the Cromwell
about many of us in this Chamber. In fact,
although I belong to that great race of
Britishers, I think we have degenerated, be-
cause we know that the world produces very
few Cromwells after all. And it is a won-
derful thing that Cromwell is now held up
to us as an example. I remember reading
a lecture by no less a person than Lord Rose-
bery on Cromwell—Cromwell the rebel—
Cromwell who took off the King’s head—
Cromwell who abolished your House of Lords,
and for a time abolished your House of
Commons, too. That is the man who was
held ‘up to me, as a young man, as a shining
example, by no less a person than Lord Rose-
bery. Yet I am not made of the material
that Cromwell was made of, neither are
there many in this House made of that
material, unfortunately for the people of the
world. I am going to quote, too. I am
going to quote from a little work here by
J. Morrison Davidson, barrister-at-law, called
¢“The House of Lords.”

Mr. BepsingTox : The little red book?

Mr. COLLINS: No; not the red book. I

am going to quote a few words about Crom-

well. He says—
“ After the proclamation of the re-
public, a2 number of peers had the

assurance to return to their posts and
endeavour to resume their legislative
functions, but the Commons would not
go much as deign to receive a messenger
from them. Thev were promptly voted
‘ useless and dangerous,” and, for mnine
years—from 5th January, 1649, to 20th
January, 1658, when Cromwell made an
abortive attempt to comstitute an Upper
House—Fngland was without a second
Chamber.”” -

The lezder of the Opposition thi: afterneon
told us about the calamities that we might
expect to come upon us if we did away
with the Upper Chamber. I suppose the
hon., member is wecll versed in history, and
he knows that, when there was no House of
Lords in England, and when no king ruled
over FEngland, England was never more
prosperous—never more prosperous than
she was in the reign of Cromwell. I am
going to quote a little more from my friend
Morrison Davidson. He says—

“ During this period, the high-water
mark of national greatness was indis-
putably attained. So rich did the people
become under the vigorous rule of the
Commonwealth that, in 1653, the then
vast sum of £800,000 a year was offered
for the Custoins and Excise, and offered
in vain, The English flag floated trium-
phant on every sea, and commerce ex-
panded by leaps and bounds, princes,
popes, and cardinals did suit and ser-
vice to the majestic people that had put
down kings, peers, and prelates, and
dared to assert its own unfettered
sovereignty.”

And that is what we are about to do in
Queensland—to asvert our own unfettered
sovereignty. He goes on—

““ Are these glories incapable of re-
vival? Did the restoration of 1660 and
the sham aristocratic revolution of 1688
extinguish for good all that is noble,
chivalrous, and patriotic in the bosoms
of Englishmen? Let us hope not.”

And that is what I say. Let us hope not.
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“Let us hope that we are returning to simi-
larly glorious times as those depicted by
Morrison Davidson, when it was said that
the British flag floated on every sea. Never
was there greater prosperity than when tne
“people were supreme. Of course, we all
know that intrigue set in afterwards, and
we saw the overthrow of that Commonwealth.
And, by the way, I was taught to believe in
a Commonwealth. I come from the country
sthat produced that great ‘ Joe’” Chamber-
lain, of whom we used to read, when I was
a youth, as “ Republican Joe,” and here it
would be considered almost treason, here in
‘this twentieth century, inh Queensland, if I
were to stand on the street corner and
~deliver some of the speeches delivered by
* Republican Joe” in HKngland, in the
seventies. At any rate, I look forward to
the future with hope, realising, as I do,
that the class to which I belong have never
had a fair deal. We have gone to the grave
with our talents undeveloped. over and
-over again. And that was all through a
few rulers—through a few narrow-minded
creatures who went to make up your House
of Lords—your House of Lords, which has
been condemned by nearly every thinker of
importance in modern times. Who are the
failures in connection with the present war?
The only hope at the present imnment iz for
the working clazs to take complete control,
and run the country in the interests of the
working class, and not in the interests of
the merchant class and the wealthy class,
as is being done at the present time. The
people must be supreme. They shall he
supreme—I believe it-—but thev will not be
suprewme until the second Chambers are
abolished. And what was the use of the
leader of the Opposition quoting different
countries in the world? "He quoted the
principalifies in Germany as being governed
by one House. What does that prove? They,
how often have I heard in this Chamber
refercnces to the mcther of Parliainents.
What do they mean when they =ay that?
They refer to the parliamentsry svstem of
Great Britain, do they not? Then I say, if
we should abolish our second Chamber, in
vears to come future generations will refer
to the Parliament of Queensland as being
the first Parliament in our Commonwealth
that abolished the Legislative Council.

GOVERNMENT MevBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. COLLINS: Cenecrations yet unborn
will bless us for what we are trying to do
to-day, and what I hope we will do. Genera-
vions yet unborn will bless us for doing what
I have said should have been done long ago,
to give the people.a chance. No one can
tell what heights we may yet reach in our
development once the people are made free,
and that they have not been up to the
present time. How can a people call them-
selves a free and self-governing people when,
lLaving clected men to this Chamber, they
find that men who have not been elected—
men who have been put in another Chamber
owing to the fact that they are wealthy—
owing to their position in societv—owing to
the fact that some of them were good land
grabbers, good sweaters, maybe—

Mr. CartER: And brewers.

Mr. COLLINS: And, as my friend says,
owing to the fact that they were successful
brewers—how can a people call themselves
free, when men of that kind have been sent
to the Upper House to block the legislation
~that the people desire? I want to say that a
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Britisher said on one occasion—no. less a’
person that Tom Carlyle—

“ Will one revolution suffice, or shall
there be two?”

There will be just as many as are needed.

GovERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. BeBBinGgTON : There will be a revolu-
tion here, very likely.

Mr. COLLINS: He was not arrested, even
in Great Britain, for uttering those words.
He was what was called one of our great
thinkers, and I am satisfied that the hon.
member who interjects, who belongs to the
same race as myself, .I think, has lost that
Cromwellian strain that ought to run in his
blood. ({Laughter.) As I said at the com-
mencement of my remarks, I rejoice to have
lived to see this day. As a man who has
read the works across the ages of the
struggles of the working classes from the
time of Cewesar up to the present time, 1
rejoice to think that my class is now going
to be in the wascendancy; that the Upper
House is to disappear; that we are to be
triumphant all along the line. Now, I want
again to quote Carlyle before I sit down.
I am quoting now from his * Frenclt Revolu-
tion.” He deals, as you know, in that magni-
ficent description of his, with the position of
the people in France at that time, and he
usés these words—

“How the whole people shakes itself,
as if it had one life; and in thousand-
voiced ruwmour, announces that it is
awake, suddenly out of long death-sleep,
and will thenceforth sleep no more! The
long looked-for las come at last;
wondrous news of victory, deliverance,
eufranchisement, sounds magical through
every heart. To the proud, strong man
it has come, whose strong hands shall
no more be gyved; to whom boundless
unconquered continents lie disclosed.
The weary day-drudge has heard of it;
the Leggar with his crust moistened in

tears. What! To us also has hope
reached; down even to us! Hunger and
hardship are not #5 be cternal! The

bread we extorted from the rugged glebe.
and with the toil of our sinews, reaped
and ground, and kneaded into loaves,
vas not wholly for another then, but we
also shall cat of it and be filled.”
Hon. J. Tormie: What do you say about
the tumbrils rolling through the streets?

Mr. COLLINS: We don’t want the tum-
brils through the streets because we are pass-
ing through a revolution at the present time.
Whether the hon. gentleman realises it or
not, I realise it, and it may be just was im-
portant as the great French Revolution, con-
sidering the population of our State; and ic
is in the interests of the masses. 1 say,
what Carlyle said there is quite true; that
“the people shall eat of it and be filled.”
How can the people get their rights so
long as we have Legislative Councils to block
them? Tt is impossible. As I said before,
I cannot conceive of any man in the
twentieth century, who believes in the prin-
ciple of representative government, favour-
ing the bicameral system that we have at the
present time. I want to quote again the
poel who says—

“ Though the mills of God grind slowly,

Yet grind they exceeding small;

Though, with patience He stands waiting,

With exactness grinds He all.”
The mills of God have been grinding slowly,,

Mr. Colitns.]
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but, as the poet says, “ With exactness
grlnds he all.”” The working class have

waited for this, We have had it in our plat-
form ever since we have been a party, and,
to the credit of this Government, we are
leading the way. I am one of those who
believe that what Queensland thinks to-day.
80 Australia thinks to-morrow, and later on
all the civilised world. Some one must lead
the way. Here in this Northern State,
although with a population of only 600, 0u0
we are leading the way. I realise that it is
not always the great populations that count.
If that were so we should look to Chine
and India to lead the way. We all know
that ancient Greece, with its small popula-
tion, led the way in the nast; and so it has
been left to this small State of Queensland,
a part of the great British Empire, to try
and teach the rest ¢f this great Empire what
should be «done so far as human progress
goes. I am satisfied that when we appeal to
the people of Queensland, which I beliave
we will have to, by the referendum, that the
people will respond just the same as when
the referenda proposals were put to them
they responded to the occasion by giving =~
big majority. . I am satisfied that in the Far
North, in the outposts of civilisation where
democracy has reached, it may be, a higher
point of development owing to the number of
men we have in those parts who have
travelled from State to State and who are
greut leaders—I am satisfied that when theso
propo»als are put before the people of the
North that they will be carried by an over-
whelming majority: that they will do awav
with the Upper House. Away with it! Let
it go into oblivion, from which it never ought
to have emerged ! Let it go overboard! Let
it disappear! Let the people rule! And
once awain I say the people shall rule.
They must rule if there is going to be human
progress at all. (Government eheers.)

Mr. SWAYNE (Mirani): We are dealing
with the most important change that has
been suggested in the Queensland Consti-
tution since we have been a State, and it
would be just as well if we came down to
the hard, cold facts of the case. Further,
I should like to say that unless it can be
shown that there is a vital need for such
change at the present time on account of
the war, unless it can be shown that the
need for this legislation arises out of the
war, there is no justification for introducing
legislation of this kind just now, which must
divide the whole of the State into two
factions. Before this question 1s decided
we shall have the whole of Queensland di-
vided on the subject; people will feel warmly
on it, and this is not the time for raising
a questicn of that kind unless the needs of
the war directly demand it. Is this the
time for us to be split up into factions?
Are our enemies at the present time talking
about altering their Constitutions? Are not

their whole energies centred wupon one
thing, and that is to defeat us? If it can
be shown that this alteration of the Con-

stitution is directly necessary for the sue-
cessful prosecution of the war, then I am
quite willing to acquiese in it.

The PrEMIER: I say it is absolutely neces-
sary.

Mr. SWAYNE: So far, in spite of what
the hon. gentleman has said, it has not been
shown that such a need has arisen. We
must remember that before this change can
take place, it will be next year for one
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thing; and events are moving very quickly
just mow. We can do cven better work to
bring about what we all hope for—a success-
ful issue of the war——without distracting our
attention with such a matter as this. Re-
galdlno- the alleged grounds for the aboli-

tion of the Leg'alatne Council, the hon.
gentleman in charge of the Bill when
<peahxmz centred the whole matter upon

two points; that was the refusal of the
Upper Fouse to pass the Meatworks Bill
and also the refusal to grant the request
that we should transfer nearly all the powers.
we possess in Parliament to the hands of
the Commonwealth. I am not going min-
utely into the question regarding the Meat-
works Bill, because I believe that will be:
dealt with very fully by someone else before
this debate finishes, but I should like to re-
mark that the ground of disagreement
between the two Chambers has come down to
one point. I have here the ‘ Votfes and
Procendings ” for 11th November, and I
find that the Council insist upon the words
‘“ All such property shall be acquired on
just terms,”” and insist on the substitution
of the word ¢ the” for the word ‘‘ such” on
line 49. Surely there can be no objection
on our part to the substitution of the word

“ just.”  Surely it is not contemplated that
these works shall be taken over on unjust
terms?  All the Council is asking for is
that the WOl‘kS shall be taken over on just
terms. As far as the acquisition of the
cattle and the acquisition of the meat after
it has been treated is concerned, that has
already been dealt with in an Aect passed
by a previous Parliament. It has been
shown by the leader of the Opposition that
the charges made against this party for re-
missness in that connection are largely
trumped up. Regarding the other matter of
disagreement between the two Chambers in
connection with the transferring to the Com-
monwealth Government of certain powers,
can it be shown that through the lack of
such powers our efficiency and our ability
to do our share in the war has been in any
way impaired or affected? No. It cannot
be ‘shown that the Commonwealth has been
handicapped in any way through the lack
of the powers that we are now asked to hand
over to them, and because the other place
has refused to fall in with that request, the
Premier sav they should be abolished.
Further, T should like to say that unless it
can be shown that it is vitally necessary
for the successful issue of the war that this
logislation should be passed, there is no
excuse for it. It is a most inopportune time
to introduce legislation of the kind just now.
I say further that Parliament should not be
sitting at the present time except to deal
with matters of vital importance, with mat-
ters bearing directly upon the big questions
at issue. Instead ‘of dividing the country
into factions, we in this Chamber should be
somewhere else; the young and single men
instead of sitting opposite on the benches
should be in the “trenches. There are single
men in the Iouse of the fighting age who
are kept here when they could be far better
employed in the firing line. Those of us also
who are engaged in the producing industries
would be far hetter employed in carrying on
those industries instead of discussing legis-
lation. which, after all, is only carrying out
the Labour party’s platform under pretext of
assisting in the war. The war in this matter
is only being used as a stalking-horse; in
fact, I might say that the war cry is being
prostituted to bring about changes in many
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ways that the people of Queensland in their
sane moments would never for ou2 moment
ronsent to. Regarding the question of the bi-
cameral system of government, T have here
a book on the Federal systems of the United
States and the British Empire, by Arthur
P. Poley, B.A., a barrister, and he points
out the necessity for an Upper House in
constitutional government.,

_ Hon. J. A, Fraerry: Why is he an author-
ity on it?

Mr. SWAYNE: He is as great an autho-
rity as many men guoted by hon. members
opposite. This gentleman is often quoted
as an authority on the subject, and the
case he makes out is so strong that even
without nientioning the name of the author
it would carry weight. In his book called
“ The Federal Systems of the United States
and the British Empire,” Mr. Poley gives
various reasons as to the necessity of the
Dbicameral system in our Legislature. He
BAYS—

“The arguments in favour of two-
chamber government in a Federal Con-
stitution received support from the
precedent of the TUnited States Consti-
tution; there was also the additional
historical example of the evils of a single
legislative body, witnessed during the
French revolution, which had since been
added to the precedents which condemned
one-chambered Legislatures. Single cham-
ber Governments, it may be asserted,
have always failed to preserve the true
‘balance of power between the legislative
and executive departinents. Where there
has been one Chamber only there have
been exhibited two effects; the Legis-
lature has either subjected the executive
to its will, and thereby introduced anarchy
into the administration. which has only
proved curable by a military executive
that has ultimately ended in a subjection
of the Legislature; or the executive, by
obtaining control of the Legislature and
moulding it to its wishes, has estab-
lished a new speeies of executive tyranny
speciously disguised under legislative
forms.”

Now, he might liave mentioned that there
was a third danger arising from a single
Chamber Legislature, that is, its being seized,
or countrolled, from outside. TFor instance,
he might have spoken of a State where a
political  ogganisation—quite irresponsible
and unanswerable in any way to the majority
of the people in the State—obtains control
of a Government and the Government major-
ity in such a Chamber as ours—perhaps
on false pretences—and forces that majo-
rity—in the matter of lawmaking—to do
all sorts of things that the people them-

sclves never contemplated when they
elected them. I think such a risk as that
will be very apparent to the people of

‘Queensland.  They will say, if only for that
reason, that there is most certainly a very
great need for a revisory body. a body to
act as a break, as it were. between the
two to give time for thought in connection
with any drastic steps which may make for
verv great injury in the future, if they are
Dbrought about. Again, I notice, quoting
from the same authority, that he furnishes
comment upon the argument that was
brought forward by the Chief Secretary
when moving the second reading of this
Bill. One of the Chief Secrctary’s strong
points was that in the Canadian provinces,
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out of, I think, twelve provinces, ounly two
had a double Legislature. Referring to the
same subject, Mr. Poley says—

““Whilst the system of one-chamber
government has been generally adopted
in the Provinces regard must necessarily
be paid to the limited powers of go-
vernment that the Provinces possess and
the ecxistence of the political veto of
the Dominion Government.”

Hon. members will notice that while it
may be urged that in the Canadian provinces
in the generality of cases there is only one
Legislature, there is a revisory body—a
second body, possessing the direct power of
vetoing—in that case the Canadian Dominion
Government. In ovder to complete the
parallel laid down by the hon. the Chiet
BSecretary we should have to have unification,
and malke this Parliament entirely subject
to the Commonwealth Government. That
position does not obtain yet, and I hope it
never will. Therefore, I cannot see that
the argument on which he seemed to rely
so much holds water. Now, while we are
dealing with other countries and their re-
tention of the bicameral system, I notice
that the hon. the leader of the Opposition
mentioned many countries amongst the most
progressive and most important in the world
which adhere to the two-chamber system.
I have here a list of the United States of
America, and, like our Australian States.
they are sovereign States. I notice that
of the whole forty-eight each State has a
double Chamber, and I also notice that of
these forty-eight, twelve of the States have
a population considerably less than Queens-
land—and yet they have double Legislatures,
for they evidently felt the need for them—
and six of the States have populations much
the same as Queensland. So it cannot be
urged that any difference of population
causes the need for a double Legislature in
the American States as compared with us,
because eighteen out of the forty-eight have
populations about the same as ours, or
less.  Now, coming to other phases of

this question, I think it just as well to refer
to the speeches delivered by members of the
other side. in which great stress was laid
on having a non-elective body blocking the
That js nof

way of the people’s desires.
the case here. It is a misreprese

say such is the case in Queensland.
know that in the event of there being a
difference of opinion  between the two
Chambers. provision was made some years
ago by which the question at issue can be
referred directly to the people, so that
the argument that it is possible that the
Legislstive Council may raise a bar against
the people’s desires does not hold good.
There is a way out of that difficulty if it
arises. Then, a revisory Chamber is a_ pro-
tection against unduly hasty or rash legis-
lation introduced in this Chamber. T should
like to say that it has been demonstrated
amply this session that therc is need for
such a body as that. Why, Mr. Sveaker,
we have had an exhibition here in this
Chamber of the gag being applied on most
important questions, most momentous ques-
tions, where the people’s liberties have been
concerned—where it was proposed to make
the price of a man’s ability to earn a living
that he must be a member of a political
organisation, and that he must subordinate
his political conscience to that of others.
e have had the spectacle of measures such

Mr. Swayne.l
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as that being forced though when only two
members of the Opposition had completed
their speeches. While the third speaker
was on his feet we have seen the question
gagged. Could hon. members require a
stronger argument in favour of having still
another body before whom such questions

can be deliberated, discussed, and made
known to the people? Under the oir-
cumsztances that have prevailed wunder

the Government this session, the people’s
rights may be whittled away, and they
would not be the wiser, because the
freedom of discussion has ceased to be
allowed in this Chamber. Again, we find
that DMinisters themsclves have only been
too pleased this session to avail themselves
of the wisdom of the other place. We have
seen Bills wlhich left here in a crude,
incomplete state, come back with amend-
ments placed in them in the Upper House
at the Minister’s own instance, They them-
selves, by that action, have given one of the
strongest arguments for the retention of the
Upper House. Before I conclude I should
like to say that there have been no facts
brought forward showing this Bill to be
# measure needful for the carrying on of
the war. It has no bearing on the war,
and I think it is a wrong thing and an
unjust thing that such a vital alteration
of the Queensland Constitution should be
brought about in the absence of so many
of our citizens at the front. We know
that one of our ablest men in this House
—1 refer to the deputy leader of the Oppo-
sition—is away doing his duty at the front;
and, while men like that are out of Queens-
land, it is wrong to ‘deprive them of the
opportunity to debate this very important
question and to deprive them of their votes.
By the time that the vote is taken I think
there will be 100.000 to 200,000 of the best
men out of the Btate, and it is absolutely
wrong to take such a vote while they are
away. It has not been shown in any one
way that the Bill is necessary for the suc-
cessful prosecution of the war, and, there-
fore, any point of difference between the
two Chambers could be settled by a refer-
ence to the people, just in the same manner
as this question itself can be settled. The
Meatworks Bill, which is one of the points
of difference between the two Houses, can
be settled by a reference to the people
under the Constitution as it stands at
present. The difference of opinion between
the Upper House and the Government in
regard to the transfer of powers to the
Commonvealth can be settled by a refer-
ence to the people, just as the existence of
the Upper House can be settled; and,
seeing that there are only two important
points of difference that the Chief Secretary
was able to bring forward when asking us
to pass this Bill, the hetter way would be
to refer the question of the transfer of
powers to the people, and not to refer the
question whether the Constitution should We
altered in such a manner and at a time
when the very fate of the Empire itself is
trembling in the balance. The best way
would be to simply refer the two questions
of difference to the people and to let them
decide, and they could be decided just as
quickly as the question of the abolition of
the Upper House.

Mr. LARCOMBE (Keppel): I intend to
support_the motion that has been submitted
by the Premier, because I think it is Justi-
fied by reference to constitutional history,

[3r. Swayne.
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supported by every axiom of constitutionai
ethics, and by constitutional authority, and’
buttressed by every consideration of reason,
justice, and democracy. Of coursc, the leader
of the Opposition, in his speech this after-
noon, attempted to disprove that the motion.
had any support from those considerations;
but I think that, witheut being disrespect-
ful, T can say the lcader of the Opposition
did not establish his ¢use, and lie failed to
refute the brilliant speech delivercil by the
Premier last night. (Hear, hear!) 1If we
were to follow the advice of the leader of
the Opposition, we would not eifect any
changes at all. In every other department
of lire, as well as in government, things
would remain stagnant if we followed the
leader of the Opposition, and there would
be retrogression. Surely, a superficial in-
vestigation of an argument such as that is
sufficient to realise that it carries its own
refutation, beecause, while the law of evolu-
tion opcrates, there must be change. There
are changes in all departments of life. In
the domain of physical science, there have
been enormous changes; what Norman
Angell and otliery term the law of accelera-
tion is operating. In astronomy, the spec-

troscope  has  revolutionised  conceptions
and ideas that were formerly held ve-
garding astronomy, and that is strik-

mgly revealed in Professor Alfred Russell

.Wallace’s book. **Man’s Place in the Ukri-

verse.”  In aerial navigation, and other con-
ditions relating *o pliysical science, there
has been tremendous advancement, but in
the art of government we have hardly moved
at all. Tt is perplexing to realise how slow
this department of life has been in moving.
I think that the action taken by this party,
through the action of the Premier, is an
important contribution to the art of go-
vernment and to constitutional history all
the world over, because, undoubtedly, as the:
leader of the Opposition says, the result of
this motion will have a tremendous refiex
action, not only in  Australia, but right
throughout the civilised world. I, myself,
believe that reflex action will be for the-
improvement and betterment of government
and of socicty. The leader of the Gpposition:
admitted that reform is necessary, at least.
He admitted that the leader of the Govern-
ment had established a case for the reform
of the Legislative Council, if not for its
abolition.

Hon. J. Torue: No, I did not admit that;
I said he had the opportunity.

Mr. LARCOMBE: Doces not the hon.
gentleman think that reform is necessary?
Does he think that the system of Parliament:
enacted in Queencland years ago is In con-
sonance with the democracy of to-day? Does
he not think that something is reqnired to
keep pace with the evolution of political
thought? If he does think so, then
his action upon this question is inconsistent
and insincere, because a motion for the re-
form, or alleged reformi, of the Legislative
Council, was proposed by the hon. member-
for Murilla last year. That hon. member
wished to make the Legislative Council elec--
tive, and the motion was submitted to this
House. and the leader of the Opposition—
who was then a member of the Government
—took up an uncompromising position in
opposition to that motion. Now he tallks:
about reform. When he had an opportunity
to bring about that reform last year, he sig-
nally failed to take advantage of it.

Hon. J. TorMIE: I did nothing of the kind..
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" Mr. LARCOMBE: I do not think that
the election of members to a second Chamber,
as suggested by the hon. member for Murilla,
is a reform at all. It would only be a per-
petuation of that excrescence onm the body
politic. The true and only reform is the
abolition of the second Chamber. Certainly,
if we had the system that is in operation in
some States, and is also in cperation in New
Zealand, where the Legislative Council is
elected on the samne franchise as the Lower
House, there may be some justification.for
a second Chamber. There may bc some
justification for a sccond Chamber then, as a
revising Chamber.

I1r. BeppingToN: What is the good of
electing them on the same franchise?

Mr. LARCOMBE : I quite agree with the
hon. member for Drazton. It would be no
good to elect both Houses on the same
franchise. It would be superfluous; but i$
would not in any way infringe the prin-
ciples of democracy. The leader of the
Opposition, in attempting to refute the
arguments of the Proinier, referred to the
analogy that the Premier made between the
Proviness of Ontario and Quebec and the
State of Queensland and other Australian
States. The leader of the Opposition refuted
that analogy in comparison, and said there
was only a few thousand acres in those
provinees.

Hon. J. Toryie: I said the German States.

Mr. LARCOMBE: The hon. gentleman
referred to Ontario particularly, and he
tried to prove that the leader of the Govern-
ment was entirely wrong. .

Hon. J. Toraiz: I said that the Aus-
tralian States are sovereign States—that
the Canadian States were not.

Mr. LARCOMBE: They have got large
powers of self-government and large areas
of country, and a population of 2,500,000
between them. One has a population of
1,600,000, and the other of "a little over
1,000,000

Hon. J. TorMiE: Cne of those provinces
has the bicameral system.

Mr. LARCOMBE: Quebec has one Cham-
ber only.

Hon. J. ToLMIE: No; Quebec has two.

Mr. LARCOMBE: Well, Ontario has only
one Chamber, and its population is within
500,000 of that of Quebec.

. Mr. Swayxg: The veto exists in Canada
in another place.

Mr. LARCOMBE: The right of veto re-
mains in another place in Australiz also, so
that it ic not right to talk of Quecnsiand
being a sovereign State.

Mr. Swayxe: I am Jeaving out the Crown.

Mr. LARCOMBE : Leaving out the Crown
altogether, we have the Federal control in
Australia. The State is only supreme within
a certain circumscribed limit set down in
our Constitution. We know that the Federal
authority has large powers, and the greater
their powers the less powers we have in the
State. We have not sovereign powers to-day
in the same sense as we had before federation.
There is a certain veto exercised by the
Federal authorities. Take a case where
there are concurrent powers, which frequently
happens, where the State’s powers and the
Federal powers come together. Where the
interests of the two powers conflict the Fed-
eral power prevails. According to the leader
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of the Opposition and his supporters, one
would think there was absolute sovereign
power in Queensland, but 1.say there is every
analogy between Ontario and Queensland and
tha other Australian States. There are places
in the world where there is only one Cham-
ber. Take Finland, for example. They de-
cided on having one Chamber there in 1905.
That was a tremendous change from what
existed previously. ¥as any pernicious or
injurious consequence resulted from that
Chamber? Nothing of the kind. The people
there are happy and prosperous. I will not
take all the States mentioned by the leader
of the Opposition. e went to South
America to back up his arguments. Could
anything be more ridiculous thsn comparing
the States of South America with Queens-
land? He went to all the bloodthirsty places
he could think of to compare them with
Queensland. There is autocratic power in
South America, but there is no aubocracy
prevailing in Quecnsland at all. It is not
a question here of autoeracy or democracy.
We have been told that we should look at his-
tory regarding this question, and I am going
to make a short reference to the history of
the second Chamber. In listening to the
leader of the Opposition and his supporters,
one would think that the second Chamber
was something sacred devised by the wisdom
of our forefathers. As a matter of fact, the
bicameral system is only sn accident of his-
tory. It is a question both geographical
and chronological. Systems are different in
different countries; and have been different
in our country at different times. We find
that in Finland, Canada, and the places I
previously mentioned, they have had one
Chamber swithout injurious‘ results. There

“have been no pernicious results, as the leader

of the Opposition would have this House
believe, following the establishment of one-
chamber Parliaments. Let uz take the
opinion of one of the great men the leader
of the Opposition did not refer to. Take the
opinion oi Professor Freeman in his *“ Origin
and Growth of the House of Lords ’—
“ Does anyone believe that there was
a time when the English nation or some
king or law-giver among them came to
the conclusion that it would be a good
thing to have a Parliament of two
Houses, rather than of one, three, or
four? r
“Tf anybody does believe all this, he
would find it a little hard to find the
law-giver who determined it all. It was
no part of the wisdom of our fore-
fsthers—that is, no pari of their wisdom
acting of sst purpose—to have two Houses
at all. We might just as well have had,
like some other nations, one House, or
threc, or four. 'That we happened to
have two—that a great many other na-
tions have imitated us in having two—
simply came about, like other things, by
a chapier of accidents.”

In his ¢ Eng

he alzo says .

“That form of government which

political writers call bicemeral—that is

to say, where the Legislative Assembly

consists of two Chambers or Houses—

ar out of one of the accidents of
Jinglish history.”

I would like the lender of the Opposition

and his supporters to bear in mind that that

almost sacred Chamber is simply an acci-

dent of history, and we should have no

Mr. Larcombe.]

ish Constitution,” at page 93,
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heritation in abolishing it when the exigen-
cies and circumstances of the case demand

it. It was mno=special creation. It was
an accident only, and yet we have all
this sacred edifice built up, metaphori-

cally speaking, by the leader of the Oppo-
sition this afternoon. Although precedent
and cunstom has an important bearing upon
our development, we are living in a day
when we test precedent by merit. If it is
good, we uphold it; but if it is bad, we
discard it irrespective of how long it has
existed. The hon. member for Mirani and
others argued that the second Chamber is
a revising Chamber. It is not historically
a revising Chamber, nor has it served that
purpose in this State. Hear what Professor
Freeman says about that in his * Origin
and Growth of the House of Lords ”’—

“ The House which we sometimes speak
of as the second Chamber is historically
the first. Tt was in being before the
other. Therefore, the House of Lords
was certainly not called into being to
revise or obstruct the acts of the House
of Commons.”

So it was not a revising Chamber at all,
It was in existence before the House of
Commons. All the arguments raised by hon.
members opposite, as soon as we place the
searchlight of investigation upon them, will
be dissipated by reference to history and by a
reference to our ecxperience here and else-
where. In Queensland we are told that the
second Chamber is a revising Chamber. Why,
it destroys anything that tends to improve
the condition of the producer or the needs
of the consumer. Let us take the experi-
ence of last session.
Council a Pure Seeds Bill and a Stock and
Farm Produce Agents Bill, and other mea-
sures to protect the position of the producers
in this State. These measures were muti-
Iated bevond recognition by the second Cham-
ber. In New South Wales a similar posi-

tion obtained,. and still obtains. In that
State the legislation that has been passed
by the people’s representatives has been

mutilated by the second Chamber. To
come back to Queensland, legislation passed
in this Chamber to protect the interests of
the primary producer was ruthlessly cut out,
vet, at the same time, the Companies Act
Amendrent Bill, specially designed to bene-
fit, the’ Mount Morgan Company and other
mining companies to obtain better results
from the capital invested, was rushed through
with dazzling speed. Vet we are told that
this excrescence it a revising Chamber.

Hon. J. Torume: Did the Mount Morgan
Company do well out of it? .
Mr. LARCOMBE: We know that they
have done well out of the Legislative Council
for years past, just as other big companies
in this State have donme. I know what the
hon. member is driving at, and

[7.30 p.m.] he is not going to catch me with
. a question like that. I want to
point out further that the action of the
Council in rejecting this Commonsvealth
Powers (War) Bill, ‘which was passed through
this Chamber two or three nights ago has
gilven us every justification for the motion
that has been introduced. That measure
was the outcome of a compact entered into
by the Premiers of the States acting on
behalf of the electors of the States. And,
further, it had this buttressing feature : that
upon two occasions when the question was
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submitted to the electors, they endorsed it by
an overwhelming vote. They endorsed the
surrender of these powers to the IFederal
authority. Notwithstanding that, the Legis-
lative Council rejected this measure with
hardly any investigation or consideration at
all, directed in their action by their opposi-
tion, by their virulent antipathy, to this
party and all that they stand for, and so
they threw out this measure, which is likely
to produce political turmoil in the State.
Those powers were certainly not only sur-
rendered by Labour Premiers, but also by
the anti-Labour Premier of Victoria on be-
half of an anti-Labour Government. Why
were those powers surrendered? They were
surrendered because they were necessary,
the Premier of Victoria said, in order to
successfully prosecute the war. What did
the Hon. Mr. Thynne say when the matter
was under consideration in the Council?
He is one of those who have always opposed
Labour, but he supported the measure, not
because he believed it should result in a
permanent transfer of those powers to the
Commonwealth, but because firstly, he said
it will prevent political turmoil in the State,
secondly, because it is necessary for the suc-
cessful prosecution of the war, and thirdly,
he said, “I ask you to consider your act,
because if you reject this measure you will
probably bring about the abolition of che
Upper House.”
Mr. BesBIiNeTON : Did he vote for it?

Mr. LARCOMBE : Certainly, he did vote
for it. He voted against his colleagues, for
the reason,that it was a war measure, that
it was absolutely necessary for the successful
prosecution of the war. The Legislative
Council have deliberately handcuffed this
Government in their attempt to bring about
a successful prosecution of the war and to
assist the allies in their tremendous battle
at the present time. When we consider that
the people outside have twice previously de-
cided that we should surrender these powers,
surrender them not temporarily but per-
manently, and when we find a nominee body,
responsible to no one, defying the people’s
will in that way, surely we must admit that
no self-respecting Government would sit upon
the Treasury benches and tolerate such a
Chamber any further. Further, T want to
point out that the anomaly and weakness of
the second Chamber has been realised for
many, many years—for centuries, We re-
member 1832, when Earl Grev’s Administra-
tion carried through its Reform Bill. The
House of Lords threatened to mutilate it.
The Earl’s Administration resigned as a re-
sult of further development, and I think it
was not possible at the time to form another
Administration, or, if I recollect rightly,
another was formed but could not carry on
and resigned, and Earl Grey was sent for
again and asked to form an Administration.
He agreed to do so if sufficient peers were
appointed to enable him to carry that mea-
sure through the House of Lords, and the
King agreed to his proposals, agreed to them
reluctantly no doubt, but still agreed. So, as
far back as 1832 we find all the arguments
with which the second Chamber has been
supported dissipated by the action of the
King at that time. Take Australian history.
We remember that in New South Wales in
1899 the Reid Adminisiration was endeavour-
ing to pass the Federal Enabling Bill, and
the second Chamber refused to pass it in the
form which the Reid Administration thought
was necessary. The Reid Administration
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asked the Governor to appoint twelve
nominees, sufficient to enable therm to pass
that measure through as they designed 1ig,
and the Governor agreed to thas request,
and made those fresh appointments. And
so we see, right back to the time I have
referred to and in Australian history also,
the weakness of the second Chamber has
been recognised. It has only existed on suffer-
ance. Its very strength lay in ifs weakness,
and immediately it tried to assert the powers
which theoretically and constitutionally it
possesses it went by the board. I want to
deal briefly with some of the great minds
that the leader of the Opposition did not
quote. He attempted to lead this Chamber
to believe that all the great minds were in
favour of the second Chamber system. As
a matter of fact, some of the finest consti-
tional authorities have condemned it and
pointed out its weakness. I do not intend
to quote any Labour authorities to-night,
for an obvious reason. It is a very simple
thing to get high authorities associated
with the Labour party in Australia, but
I do not intend to do so. Still, I want
to dissipate the idea that the leader of the
‘Opposition and his colleagues have attempted
to create that this measure is a revolutionary
result of a revolutionary act of this party.
I am not concerned about that aspect of
it a bit, because although our aims are revo-
lutionary our methods are evolutionary.
First of all, we have the Labour platform.
The people of Queensland have returned us
to power with a large majority, and the
first plank of the fighting platform of the
Labour party is the abolition of the Legisla-
tive Council and the institution of the ini-
tiative and referendum, and I trust that the
second great constitutional reform in this
State will be the introduction of the initia-
tive and referendum. Then we will find
that the will of the people will be supreme,
and democracy will express itself to the
greatest possible degree. Let me quote
such high authorities as Professor Freeman
and 8ir Charles Dilke. Surely those men
are not revolutionary, Surely they would
not teach any philosphy that would weaken
government or work a revolution in society.
Professor Freeinan, in his * Origin and
Growth of the House of Lnrds,” says—

_ ““When a great wave of popular feel-
g i aroused, the second Chamber
must bow. If they are in agreement,
they are unnecessary; if in opposition,
a stumbling block.”

I think that is a very convincing condemna-
tion of the second Chamber svstem. Then,
Sir Charles Dilke, in his ¢ Problems of
‘Greater Britain,” says—

“Colonial Upper Houses, whether
nominated by the Crown, as in New
Southh Wales, the Dominion of New Zea-
land, XNewfoundland, or Quebec. or
tlected, @s in Victoria, South Australia,
and Tasmania, are weak.”

Bn we find that those great authorities are
behind tho action taken hy this party in sub-
mitting the motion thut they have dons, and
vet it is attempted to be shown that we are
doing something lutely unjustified by
history or hy authority.

Hon. J. Towmiz: Neither one nor the other
says that you should get rid of those Houses.

Mr. LARCOMBE: I think that those
guotations which I have read carry their own
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meaning. If a House is weak, surely that is
sufficient cause for reform, and if you are
going to reform, there is only one effcctive
way of reforming in Australia, or anywhere
else, and that is by abolition. Let me give
hon, members an authority that the Hon. the
icader of the Opposition and his colleagues
have been praising for some time past—that
is, the Right Hon. Lloyd George.

Hon. .J. Tormie: Have you ever heard me
eulogising him ?

Mr. LARCOMBE: I think I hate. I have
heard members of the party opposite eulogis-
ing him. Perhaps they do not agree with
all that he has said, but they have eulogised
him because of his participation in the war.
They realise that his courage and his
eloquence and his statesmanship have ren-’
dered the Empire {remendous services dur-
ing the last few years, and having done that,
they must attach a good deal of importance
to his opinion. And whether the hon. mem-
ber agrees with the philosophy or teaching
of Mr. Lloyd George or not, he will surely
pay his opinion a good deal of respect. I
quote from an extract in the Brisbane
“ Courier’—and I have heard the hon. mem-
ber eulogise that paper. I know the hon.
member will not doubt that authority, I
know that when he is looking for truth he
takes up the Bible or the Brishane
“(ourier,” and so I am going to give him a
quotation from the Brisbane * Courier” of
the 2nd August, 1913. According to the
“ Courier’” of that date, Lloyd George is re-
ported to have said—

“ Democracy is in greater peril now
than for gencrations past. There is a
deliberate conspirzcy on foot to thwart
and overthrow democratic government.
.o We are fighting the last desperate
effort to restore the grip of class ascend-
ancy. .. The recent action of the
House of Lords has made the abolition of
the second Chamber essential.”

That is the opinion of one of the leading
statesmen of to-day. lde =ays that there is
a deliberate conspiracy to overthrow
democracy. He says that we are fighting the
laxt battle with class aseendancy, and I am
sure that he has only temporarily suspended
that battle, and after the war clouds have
been dissipated and the British and their
allies are successful, and the principles of
justice, honour, and humanity have been
vindicated, then will Lloyd George pursue
the battle he started out in a short time
ago, and the abolition of the House of Lords
will be an accomplished fact.

GOVERNMENT MeMBERS: Hear, hear!
Mr. LARCOMBE: I ausk hon. members

who are so fond of quoting Lloyd George:
Will they support his opinion on this ques-
tion? If they do, they will support the
Government and vote for the second read-
ing. Now, let us take a few suthorities
nearer home. The Brisbane ‘ Telegraph.”
in 1806, said in an article—

“Tt is daily becoming plainer that
Legislative Councils arc factors that must
be eliminated from the simplified pro-
blem of State governinent.”

Take another authority in this State--

“The Upper House was only an extra
expense to the prople. Tt did not do
one bit of good. He said that, although

Mr. Larcombe.]
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he was a member of the Council, and
although he valued the privilege of
being a member.”

That is the opinion of the Hon. Peter
Murphy, an opinion delivered in the Legisla-
tive Council just a few days ago. IHere you
have members of the Chamber themselves
realising that they are an extra expense to
the people and that the existence of the
Chamber is not justified, and it must go.

Hon. J. A. FmHerLy: All the level-headed

medi,

Mr. LARCOMBE: All the level-headed
mien, x5 the Assistant Minister suggests, all
the round thinkers and the men of a philo-
sophical turn of mind believe in its aboli-
tion. I believe with the Hon. Peter Murphv
that it is an excrescencs and must go, that
it is an unneccessary expense, and 1 also
agree with the Brisbane * Telegraph” that
it should be eliminated from the simplified
problems of government in this State.

Mr. StEveixs: Reduce the salaries of mem-
bers,

Mr. LARCOMBE: I wculd reduce hon.
members, because—I leave the rvest to the
hon. member’s imagination, (Laughter.) I
think that the existence of this Chamber is
totally at variance with the theory of demo-
cratic government, =znd we must bear in
mind while we are discussing this question
that rightly or wrongly we have accepted
the democratic form of government. There
may be some hon. members, like the hon.
member for Wide Bay, who said he would
sooner see this Chamber go than the Legis-
lative Council. T can understand the atti-
tude of an hon. member like that, although
I do not agree with him. He docs not
believe in a democratic form of government.
But we have accepted a democratic form of
government, and while we have that form
of government, all our institutions must con-
form to it. And the Legislative Council does
not conform to it, and for that reason it
should be wiped off the face of the con-
stitutional earth as soon as possible. Then,
we have triennial elections.

Mr. MAy: Sometimes oftener.

Mr. LARCOMBE: Sometimes oftener, I
am sorry to say, although, fortunately, since
I have been a member of this Chamber there
have been only triennial elections, I realise
that just before I came here, from the year
1899 right up to 1909. there was not a Par-
liament that went its full term, and the
Minister for Public Instruction has often
told me that he has had to go to the country
nearly every year during that period. so
T have something to be thankful for. Pur-
suing my argument, the people have elected
seventy-twce members to this Chamber to
translate their wishes into law, and yet the
system permits of ancther body, a non-elected
body, sitting in judgment upon our work
and to -exercise an sbsolute veto upon it,
notwithstanding the wishes of the people of
this State. T want hon. members to bear in
mind that it is an absolute veto, and not
merely a suspensory veto. We have been
told by at least one hon. member that the
Counecil is only exercising a suspensory veto,
but in connection with the Workers’ Com-
rensation Bill they exercise an absolute veto.
In regard to other measures, it is true that
the veto only amounted to a suspensory
veto. Of whom is this Council composed?

JMr. Larcombe.
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I am uot going to reflect upon their per-
sonnel, upon their intelligence, or upon their-
experience. I am not going to deal with
that aspect of the question at all, because we
are not fighting a battle of individuals; we
ara fighting a battle of svstems. But I want
to point out that a majority of members of
the Council are men who have been defeated
at various times during the history of this
Statc—men who couldl not obtain election to
this Chamber. Let me give one instance, the
Hen, G. 8. Curtis. Time and again he was
rejected for this Chamber, and in 1911 he
contested Rockhampton againzt the present.
Iinister for Railways. The Minister for
Railways was successful ard came to this
Chamber as the representaiive of the people
of Rockhampton. The people of Rockhamp-
ton, in effect, said at that time, “ We do not
approve or appreciate the political opinions
of the Hon, G. 8. Curtis or of the party
with which he is associated,” and they suid,
¢ He shall not represent us in the Parliament
of this State.” But notwithstanding that
they returned the Hon. John Adamson to
represent them, the Government of the daxw
turned round and appointed the Hon. G. S.
Curtis to the Legislative Council, and gave
hiin co-ordinate power as a legislator with
the man whom the cloctors returned to this
Chamber. A system that will permit a con-
tingance of such anomalies and such an in-
congruous sinte of affairs must go. Itspeaks
volumes for the patience and forbearance
of the electors of this State when they are
prepared to submit to a system which will
ailow of such an anomaly as that. We are
elected here trienmially, and the changes of
political thought are reflected in this Cham-
ber, but they are not reflected in the Council.
How many changes of political thought have
there been sinee the Hon. A. J. Thynne was
elected to the Legislative Council? There
have been quite a number of changes, but
still the hon. gentleman has never faced the
electers; he is still there sitting in judgment
on the representatives of the people. Like
Tennyson’s ‘ Brook,” they go on for ever,
although we have to be elected every three
years, and are allowed to pass judgment on
us and our actions. The trus fact is that
the Legislative Council is the asylum of
vested interests in this State. I do not think
there is any doubt about that. The leader
of the Opposition talked about the extremists
of this party, but the extremists of this
party do not compare with the extremists
represented in the Council, nothing com-
pared to the extreme monopoly interests re-
presented there: the meat trust, the shipping
ring, the sugar combine, the timber ring,
and all these and other predatory combina-
tions that are there represented and who
have their wishes carried out when legicla-
tion is submitted from this Chamber.

Hon. J. A. Fmeewry: And insurance coin-
panies.

Mr. LARCOMBE: Insurance companies.
also. In the Legislative Councils of Austrzlia
Toryism has a fortress which up to the
present has been Impregnable. They direct
their depredatory legislation, and it is passed
no matter what arguments are urged in
opposition to it. It does not matter what
logic or what reason the leader of the Govern-
ment in that place urges, the wish of the
Government of this Chawber is turned down
without the slighte:t investigation by these
memberz. Very few of them speak: tley
simply vote In opposition to anything sent
up by the representatives of the people. If we
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are fo remain true to the traditions of good
parliamentary “government, that Chamber
must go. The power of the Council must be
broken; they must be abolished, otherwise
we would have in Ausiralin a position of
things similar to that which exists in
America. There we find monopoly in the
extreme; there we fnd they corrupt legis-
latar: they control the judicisry; and their
poisonous influenca permeates every phase
of life in that country.
Mr. Bsmrxes. Thet is what you want to
intrsduce here.
Mr. LARCOMBE: There is no relation
between the interjection and my ergument.
v these great interests dominate the
L ture of America. and ther produce
all these poisoncus effects to which I have
referred, and they will do similarly in Aus-
trzlia and in Queensland if we do not pre-

vent a continuance of the Upwner Iicuse.
I am satisfied thet, given similar circum-
stances, similar results will accrue. We now

have an opportunity of breaking the back
of monopoly in thiz State, an opportunity
which we will not have again in arother
decade if tliat Chamber still remains in
existence. I suppose hon. members opposite
will think the remarks I have made con-
cerning the vented interests that are repre-
sented in the Council are somewhat imperti-
nent, and perhaps untrue, but let nie
you the opinions of men who are not associ-
ated with the Labour party on that particular
question.  In the ““ Brisbane Courter,” of
14th  November, 1912, the Hon. Frank
McDonnell is reported as follows:—

“ Referring to the Legislative Council,
he said it was composed of an intelligent
kody of men with varied interests, and
with a partieular eye to those interests.
He had been six years in the Upper
House, but he was sure the time would
come when the Chamber would be no
longer tolerated.”

That is the opinion of one of the largest

commercial men in Brisbane and a repre-

sentative of the interests in that Chamber.
OrposiTIoN MEMBERS: A Labour man.

Mr. LARCOMBE: 1 am told that the
Hon. Frank MeDonnell is a Labour man.
Myr. McDounell at the present time is not
a pledged Labour man, although asso-
ciated with the Labour party. He had
a disagreement with this party before he
left the Legislative Assembly, but, whatever
he is now, we know he has rendered great
service to the democracy of this State, and
we know he has rendered great service in
years gone by, by his eloquence and in-
dustry, for the shop assistants of this State
and the workers generally of Queensland.
His opinion is worth respect. We know
that he certainly has leanings towards this
party, and that is one of the strongest
“arguments that can be urged in support -of
our platform, because he is a man with big
business interests, whose interests are some.-
what prejudicially affected by Labour legis-
lation, but he realises the soundness of the
foundation of our movenent, he realises the
humanitarian nature of it, and he realises
also that it is politically sound. Let us
take another witness, and surely hon. mem-
bers will never suggest that he is a Labour
man or ever was, I refer to the ex-Premier
of this State, the Hon, D. F. Denham. In
1911, speaking in this Chamber, the Hon,
D. F. Denham said, * The simple facts were
that large vested interests were wielded with
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immense power in the Legislative Council.””
That is their own ex-leader, and when we-
find the leader of the Conservative party in
this State so sweeping in his condemnation
of the second Chamber, surely it is time-
that we swept it out of existence.

Mr. BavrLey: There is no condemnation
there. ’

Mr. LARCOMBE : No condemnation! Mr.
Denham said that large vested interests were

exercized in the Iegislative Council with
immense power. Is that no condemnation?
Mr. Bavigy: No.

Mr. LARCOMBE: Surely, if that is no-
condemnation, then the REnglish language
has no significance. This extract can be
borne out by the context. I am not tearing
anything from the context and distorting ths-
meaning of what the Hon. D. F. Denham
said. If the hon. member will look up Mir.
Denham’s spesch, he will find ample con-
firmation of the quotation I have given.
Let me give another authority, and no one-
will suggest that this is a Labour authority.
I will quote now from the Melbourne “ Age’”
of 12th March, 1910, wherein they state—

““The Conservatives have everywhere
turned their faces away from the Feder-
ation towards the States. Their reasons
are clear, The Legislative Councils of
the States offer a protection to a Tory
which he cannot find in the broader-
political atmosphere of the Common-
wealth.”

There we find a great influential anti-Labour
journal like the Melbourne ¢ Age’ pointing
out that the Legislative Council of the
State iz simply a bulwark of Toryism and
vested interests, and that i3 why members
opposite are so bitter anti-federalists. We
know it is characteristic of hon. members
to be anti-federal. Wherever you find an
anti-labour man you will find an anti-
federalist.

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber has exhausted the time allowed him by
the Standing Orders.

Mr. FORSYTH (Mwrrumba): In the dis-
cussion on the abolition of the other Chamber-
so many authorities have been quoted that
I do not think it is necessary for me to
follow on the same lines. There is no doubt
thet opinions differ as to whether the bi-
cameral system should be continued or not.
Yet we know that in New South Wales,
where ther have had a Labour Government
in power for five or six years, they still have
a nominse Chamber just the same as we
have in Queensland, and if they Lelieve the
same as nur friends here believe, then how
is it that when they got into power they
did not at once introduce a measure to
abolish that Upper Chamber. There is not
the slightast sign of such a thing. In every
other State, with the exception of Victoria,
Labour Governments prevail, and still they
have the two Chambers in each State. No
doubt, they are elected on a franchise some-
what different to ours, but still it is quite-
evident that, although there may be a few
Labour members who believe in abolishing
the TUpper House, a large majority of
Labour members in Australia believe in
the principle of the Upper Chamber. It
may be that it might be better to change
the franchise, I daresay that might have:
a very good effect, but whether you change
the franchise or not, there is no getting-

Mr. Forsyth.]
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away from the fact that we have the two
Chaswbers in every State of Australia which
is controlled by Labour. If it is a part of
their policy that the Upper Chamber should
be abolished and ihst there should be only
one Chamber to pass legislation, then I
cannot understand how it has not been done,

The TREASTRER: They have not the same
opportunity of abolishing the Upper Chamber
as we have. They cannot take a referendum.

Mr. FORSYTH : I suppose they would if
they could. At any rate, they should try
and persuade their friends to see if they
could have a referendum. I never had
any very special objection to the Upper
House. The reason why this legislation is
being brought in is because the two Bills
mentioned by the Premier are supposed to
be war measures. As a matter of fact, the
Premier, in moving the second reading of
this Bill, quoted information in regard to
the Meat Bill, which has been rejected by
the Council. Tt is quite true that this Biil
was sent to the Upper House. It is equally
true that it was sent back with various
alterations in it; but, after all, when it
did go back and after it was lost for the
time being, it was, at the request of the
members of the Council, restored to the
business-paper. And what was the result?
The result was that that Bill came back
without any alteration whatever, with the
exception of two words in connection with
the taking over of the meatworks, and those
words were ‘‘just terms.”

Mr. H. L. Hartiey: That made all the

difference.

Mr. FORSYTH: The hon. gentleman
says that made all the difference. Then, he
does not believe in a number of people

having “ just terms.”
Mr. H. L. Hartiey: Yes, I do.

Mr. FORSYTH: Why was it that these
two words were not put in the Bill? Hon.
gentlemen opposite say it made all the dif-
ference, but I say it made no difference,
b.etfa,u:se, when we were discussing this ques-
tion in the House, we raised the same ques-
tion, and the Minister stated that we would
get just terms. I ask again why the Go-
vernment did not put those two words in?
Because of the insertion of those two little
words the Government of the day was nob
willing in the slightest degree to assist in
passing the measure, and the measure was
sent back again, and that is how it is to-day.
After all the turmoil and trouble and all
the great speeches made in connection with
the Upper House, and when the Upper House
returned that Bill with only the two words
* Just terms >’ put in, one would have thought
the Government would have accepted a Bill
like that. Tf they had any idea of trying
to compromise in the slightest degree, I
should have imagined the Government would
have accopted those words. But they would
not do it. It did not matter what words
were put in by the Upper House, they were
desirous that that parficular Bill should go
through with every “I’’ dotted and every ‘“t”’
crossed, and with no change whatever.  The
Hon. the Premier quoted a great many tele-
grams in conmection with this parficular
matter. We asked him to quote other tele-
grams, but he did not, stating that he would
put on the table of the House all the corre-
spondence, and any hon. member could see it.
I went through that correspondence, and
before the wire of the 21st January there is
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no correspondence there. Tortunately, I
have some of that correspondence which I
intend to read, and 1t will show that the late
Government, which have been blamed so
much in regard to this matter, acted, in
connection with the request of the Imperial
Government, in a most prompt and most
businesslike manner.

Hon. J. A. Frmruny: Where did jyou get
the correspondence.

Lir. FORSYTH : Never mind where I got
it. If the hon. gentieman wants to know
where I got it, he can find out. I did not
get it from the minutes. There was a wire
sent on 6th August by the Attorney-General,
and that particular cablegram reads as fol-
lows

“With approval of Mr. Harcourt and
Admiralty, 1 am engaged in organising
frozen meat exports so as to secure con-
tinuity of supply and every pound avail-
able. Should cable communication be
interrupted shall rely upon you enlist co-
operation other meat-export States, and
so organise and facilitate meatworks and
shippers’ arangements on your side as
to assure instant full load for every
British’ steamer presenting herself for
meat cargo for United Kingdom. If
cable fails, Owen Cox, of Birt Co.,
Sydney, New South Wales, will co-operate
with you and arrange port loading and
other details. Arrivals of refrigerated
steamers will be less numerous and more
irregular owing to disturbance caused
by war condition and employment of
meat steamers in other service. (olonial
Secretary and Admiralty have seen and
approved of foregoing. Mr. Harcourt
urges on me necessity to get all meat
for which we can provide conveyance.”

That was the first cable, I understand, that
came in connection with the meat question,
and the Government of the day has been
Dblamed because it did not take some action
to carry out the wishes of the Home Govern-
ment. On the 8th August, two days later,
the following cable was sent—

“ Assume wou are commandeering all
meat shipped since Ist June. Now load-
ing in Queensland for United Kingdom
¢ Argyllshire,” 2,272 tons beef, ““ Waia-
para,” 1,700 tons beef, ‘ Carpentaria,”
8,027 tons beef,  Argyllshire,” 18,000
cases preserved meat. Now loading in
Quernsland for United States, America,
“ Harorata,” 3,700 tons beef, * Sussex,”
sailed 80th July, viA New Zealand, with
2,444 tons beef and 11,000 cases pre-
served meat. Five steamers close at
hand that can carry 14,000 tons beef.
Queensland companies furnishing me
with stocks on hand and prospective
killing, will promptly advise quantities;
have commandeered all meat now in
store snd hereafter to be slaughtered to
the order of Imperial Government; will
create competent board of advice to fix
and determine fair price each shipment;
the closing of foreign ports to tallow and
hides makes it very difficult to quote
firm price for meat forward., Will put
Bill through all its stages Tuesday to
protect all interests. Beef scason draw-
g to close, but fair prospects mutton.
Am meeting E. Owen Cox, Sydney,
Monday. Going Melbourne same even-
ing confer with Prime Minister, Com-
monwealth, and other State Premiers.
Obtain and promptly cable Imperial
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Government’s approval of this action
and their monetary liability for all meat
shipped to them by virtue of such action.
Ascertain  whether they will provide
money for immediate payment or reim-
burse at stated intervals payments made
on their behalf by this Government.”

Now the Imperial
certain information,

Mr. CoLniNs: Who signed that telegram?
Mr., FORSYTEH : Denham.
Mr. CoopEr: Where did you get it from?

Mr. FORSYTH : That is my busincss.

Mr. Coorsr: The man who gave that in-
formation to you might have given it to
Germany as well. (Hear, hear!)

Mr. FORBYTH : I venture to say that no
man in the IHouse will dare to say that the
Premier, at that particular time, did not
take prompt action to give the Imperial
Government every information at his dis-
posal, so far as the supply of meat was
concernad. He promised to put through
a Bili, which he did. He promised to
establish a board of control, which he did
and which the Hon. the (thief Secretary said
never materialised. T think, if vou look at
the Meat for Imperial Uses Act, vou will
find the board mentioned there. :

Mr. CoorEr: Cattle on the hoof.
what the speaker said.

Mr. FORSYTH: We are not discussing
cattle on the hoof; we arec discussing this
question of the board of control, and that is
wientioned in the Act to which I have re-
ferred. All the information was given to
the Imperial Government that they asked
for. The Government did everythfng pos-
sible to help the Imperial (Government
through their trouble. They did not get any
reply to the cablegrain, but on the 1ith of
the same month a further eablegram was
sent, stating—

“ Referring to my telegram of 8th
August, No. 14, Premier has securcd
available space Federal Houlder Shire
lines for ensuing three months, and has
arranged with K. Owen Cox to operste
at schedule rates their Murarrie and Bur-
dekin meatworks. Imperial Government
become owrer hides and skins and tallow
from cattle and sheep treated at these
works.  We shall thus get effective guide
in fixing prices and purchasing output
for other works. HMave given instructions
to Hood bur stock for Murarrie and
Bur_del.nn meatworks., Obtain and cable
Imperial acknowledgment of liabilitv for
this.” .

These two wires were sent prior to receiving
any reply from the Imperial Government,
The Govornmenf; waited to get a reply, and
I will ask my friends opposite to listen what
this reply was. The first wire which T quoted
states what they have to do—to find out all
about meat, to try to get every single pound ;
and five days afterwards—on 11th August
—this reply came from the Agent-General
to the Government of Queensland—
“Re your telegram of 8th, No. 14, and
your telegram of 1l1th, No. 20, your
telegrams are engaging attention of the
Gow_'e.rnment, but T cannot vet get any
decision. Government do not at present
contemplate purchasing meat. Both
American and Australian meat interests
have up to present shown great willing-

Government asked for

That is
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ness co-operate with Government, and
if this co-operation can be maintained,
meat could continue to come forward and
be distributed through customary chan-
nels. Mcantime, necessity making for-
ward arrangements in regard to supply
of meat and stezmers to carry it, is not
quite understood by home Government.”

The Queensland Government, at that par-
ticular time, had done all they possibly
conld to assizt the Imperial Government.

The SecreTsRy ror FoUBLICc LaNDs: They
did not appoint that board.

3r. FORSYTH: If the hon. gentleman
will look at the Meat for Imperial Uses
Act, he will find it provided for in clause 8.

Hon. J. A. Frmerny: What about the
abolition of the Upper House?

My, FORSYTH : This is the reason why
the abolition of the Upper House is brought
forward. The Hon. the Chief Secretary dis-
tinctly spoke of two particular Bills that
were war Bills, the rejection of which was
quite sufficient to justify the abolishing of
the Upper House. Now, these are wires
that give all information so far as that mat-
ter is concerned. There was no further cable
between August and January, and the Pre-
mier, last night, quoted ihe cable of 2lst
January. The existing agreement in con-
nection with mecatworks were at Murarrie
and Burdekin, becanse the Government had
arranged for these meatworks to be taken
over, and had arranged with Mr. Hood to-
buy a large number of cattle. The Queens-
land Government spent £30,000 in the pur-
chasing of cattle, which, after all, the Im-
perial Government did not take, because they
distinetly said that thev would continue to
get their meat through the usual channels i
the open market. This is the wire the Pre-
mier read last night—

“ President Board of Trade authorises
me to telegraph vou as follows:—* Con-
ditions immediately ahead make it neces-
cary for British Government to take
advantage of your Meat Supply Act of
1914, and wishes vou., on his behalf, to
assumme control of meatworks. Govern-
ment assume vou will talke immediate
action purchase cattle and proceed to
operate work: on their behalf, so that
all meat available for export shall be
theirs. It is suggested, having regard to
existing agreements for leasing meat-
works, that it might be an equitable
arrangement to pay rent:zl on the basis
of, say, 10 per cent. on the value of the
works, plus 5 per cent. to cover depre-
ciation. Your views on this point are
invited.”

It would be a mistake for the Government
to take over the meatworks. It is best to
arrange in an amicable way for the com-
panies to go on and supply the meat at &
fixed price.

The SecrRErarY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: Are

rou defending the late Government or the
Upper House?

Mr. FORSYTH : These contentions were .
advanced by the Premier last night and he
quoted a number of wires in reference to this
matter, although he did not quote them all.
I will quote another wire later on. Instead
of the Government commandeering these
works and leasing them, it is far better to
let them carry on themselves. If the Geo-
vernment took over the meatworks and paid

Mr. Forsyth.}
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% per cent. interest and 10 per cent. deprecia-
tion it would run into huge sums of money.
One of these works alone would cost £259,000.
It would cost the Government £40,000 or
£45,000 for the use of the meatworks for
the time being. Thet is a huge amount of
money to find. It would probably run into
hundreds of thousands of pounds to follow
the principle laid down by the Imperial Go-
vernment, if we took over the meatworks.
The Premier last year was asked his opinion
about it, and he said he thought it was
better to let the meatworks carry on the busi-
ness themselves and supply the mea: at a
Aixed price, which was arranged at 4id. per
1b. f.o.b.

The SecreragY FoR PusLic Lanps : Why did
e say that?

Mr. FORSYTH: Because he thought it
was more economical and a better way to
-do it.

The SecRETARY FOR PubLIc LANDs: Because
he did not have the power to do it. He
would have to call Parliament togetlier to
get the power, because he did not have the
.power under the Meat for Tmperial Uses Act.

Mr. FORSYTH : If the Imperial Govern-
ment had insisted on the Queensland Govern-
ment taking over the meatworks, they would
have had to do it, but instead of that they
-cid something that was infinitely better. The
price was fixed, and the rate was lower than
in any other part of Australia or in the
werld.  Could the hon. gentleman buy meat
at that time at 45d. per Ib.? As a matter of
fact, the Imperial Government said that the
Governnent of the dey, in passing that Act
on the 1lth August, rendered invaluabie ser-
vices to the Imperial Government. The Pre-
mier did not read that wire last night, but
I am geing to give it now. Thig particular
wire will e found amongst the correspond-
ence if any hon. member wishes to see it.
The wire came from the Agent-General, and
the information was supplied by the Imperial
Government. This, the cable dated 26th
Jenuary, 1915, was received by the Premier,
and I would like my friends opposite to
listen to it very carefully—

“Cable, 26th January, 1915,

“ Referring to previous telegram re-
lating to meat supply Home Government
have only now realised vital importance
thernselves and allics of maintaining
meat supply and controlling price.
Although I could not convince them at
the time they now fully appreciate
wisdom step taken by you wt outbrealk
of war and value of your Act. They
anxiously await your telegram and will
possibly " delay communicating officially
with other States until T hear from you.
Your loyal helpfulness is of the utmost
value at this juncture.’’ :

I draw hon. members’ attention specially to
tihose words, ‘“your loyal helpfulness is of
the utmost value at this juncture.”

Mr. CoorEr: Is not that a wholesald con-
demnation of the British Government and
the allies?

Mr. FORSYTH: The Imperial Govern-
ment were convinced that the Queensland
Government did.the right thing and thanked
them for their loyal helpfulness. That is
plain Englich, and it shows the effect of the
Act passed by the late Government. We
are told that the meatworks ean be taken
over now. If the meatworks are taken over

[Mr. Forsyth,

[ASSEMBLY.]

to run the works.

Amendment Bill,

now, the Government will have to buy their
stock and all that sort of thing. 1s it uct
better to let the companies carry on their
own meatworks where they have everything
at their disposal? The various meatworks
came into line and the price was fixed for
the meat to be sent to England. Another
wire was received from the Imperial Govern-
ment stating that they were surprised at
the splendid arrangement that was made and
the low price fixed.

The TrEASURER: What are your views on
the abolition of the Upper House?

Mr. FORSYTH: All these wires were
read by the Premier last night showing that
the late Government were wrong in not
introducing that measure to take over the
meatworks, but the Imperial Government
wired stating they were quite satisfied with
the arrangements that had been made.

The SECRLTARY FOR PUBLIC LaNDS: What
would have happened if the meatworks had
refused to do what was asked?

Mr. FORSYTH: The hon. gentleman is
always raising ‘‘ Aunt Sallys.” Az a matter
of fact, the meatworks fell in with the sug-
gestion of the late Government. If the
meatworks had said that they would not
supply the meat, I have not the slightest
doubt the Government would have made
them do it. Since th2n no one has raised the
question that the Imperial Government were

not satisfied with the arrangements that
were made.
The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC Laxns: How

could they have met them if they did?
Mr. FORSYTH: By introducing a Bill

the same as this, but there was no occasion
to do it. I read a wire showing how anxious
the Government were to halp the Imperial
Government, and the Imperial Government
were absolutely satisfied with the arrange-
ments made. The hon, gentleman asked,
Why should the Upper House throw out this
Bill? The Minister also said that it was an
urgent Bill, but where is the urgeney? We
control every single pound of beef and we
can commandeer all the meat we want.
There is no company carrying on which the
Government cannot commandeer and fix a
price for the meat.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LaNDs: But no
one can run the works.

Mr. FORSYTH : I defy the hon. gentleman
If he did it he would
make a fearful mess of it. It is better for
the people who are already in the business
to do the work and control it, and so long
as the work is done under fair, equitable,
and decent conditions, it is all right. Every-
one knows that the price—44d. per lb.—was
an exceptionally low price. We have had
no wire since that wire of the 26th January,
asking the Government to take over the
meatworks. No wire followed that ecable
of the 26th, which shows that they were
satisfied. Can the hon. gentleman produce
a telegram saying that the Imperial Go-
vernment insist on them taking over the
meatworks? No, he cannot do it. There is
not the slightest occasion to do_it. If there
was any need to do it, this House would
be only too glad to pass a Bill to help the
Imperial Government. The Legislative
Council only put in two little words into the
Meatworks Bill, and. yet the Government
would not accept it. That is what they call
“ sweet reasonableness.”” That is what they
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wall ¢ compromise.” There are only two
little words to be put in, and they provide
that the meatworks should be paid for on
fair and equitable terms, but the Govern-
ment are not prepared to accept those words.
All this talk about the Upper House is so
much bosh and so much trash. That is
plain English. Some hon. gentleman said
that the Government cannot abolish the
Upper House. I do not intend to discuss
the question from the constitutional point
-of view at all, because I believe they can
do it. It will have to go to the country,
and the people of Queensland will have to
.decide it. They will have to say whether
they want it or not. My impression is that
if the people of Queensland know the whole
.circumstances of the casé from beginning
to end, they will be satisfied that the late
Government did everything in their power
to try and assist the Home Government in
this matter. We come to the other matter
.of the referendum. Every person through-
out the length and breadth of the land, and
even the newspapers at home, thought that
it was unwise to force through the referen-
dum proposals at this juncture. Why should
there be any urgency at this particular time?
Has the Minister, or any other member who
has spoken, shown that this Bill should be
.considered a war measure? 1 have mnot
heard one single argument that this should
be considered a war measure. If it is abso-
lutely essential that the Federal Govern-
ment should have the powers asked for in
the referendum proposals, then this House
will not be unreasonable. We are prepared
to help the Home Government at present in
their great struggle. The referendum pro-
posals cannot be considered a war measure,
because they were introduced by a Labour
{3overnment several vears back when there
was no war, when there was a quiet time.
‘The Labour Government were determined
to get it through because they wished to
take the whole of the control out of the
hands of the State. I would rather see uni-
fication brought about and every State Par-
liament abolished rather than hand over
these powers. We have heard a lot about
Canada and Finland having only one Cham-
ber, but we must bear in mind that every
single State in Australia was a sovereign
State prior to federation. We handed over
certain powers to the Federal Government
and retained certain other powers for the
States. We hear members opposite talking
about the bicameral system generally. What
about the Federal Parliament? They have
two Chambers there, yet we do not hear
the Labour party talking about abolishing
the Senate. Have they ever said a word
about that?

My, CABRTER: Yes.

Mr. FORSYTH:
abolish the Senate?

Mr. Camter: It will be done sooner or
later.

Mr. FORSYTH: If you are going to do
it, why not do it now? It has been made
an elective body by the peopls of Australia,
and, therefore, they have certain powers,

and have to go through the same

[8.30 p.m.] process as the members of the

House of Representatives, but
it appears to be the general consensus of
opinion, even amongst the greatest minds of
the Labour party, that that should be the
policy of the Labour Government.

Mr. Camrer: What do you know about
the great minds of the Labour party?

Then why don’t you
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Mr. FORSYTH: Ask Mr. Hughes. Of
course, I would not say for one moment
that the hon. member is to be compared
with Mr. Hughes. I do not believe that
the Labour party want to do away with
the second Chamber in the Commonwealth,
and I think we should retain our second
Chamber here. If the people wish it,
then by all means change the franchise,
but it is most important to have the two
Chambers, We know that legislation is
often rushed through here at 1 or 2
o’clock in the morning, and then next day
mistakes are found in the measures which
have been passed through the House, and
they require the Upper House to move
amendments to straighten things up. In
any case, no matter what the powers may
be, it is always wise to have a check of
some sort, so that hasty legislation shall
not be passed. The Upper House has done
a great deal of good in the past and will
do a great deal in the future. They are
not looking for support from certain quar-
ters. When sn election comes on, they
have not to try and persuade the electors
to send them back. We have some of the
ablest and most capable men in Australia
in the Upper House at the present time,
men who have proved themselves successful
in their own businesses.

Mr. H. L. Hartiey: What do they repre-
sent ?

Mr. FORSYTH: They represent the
general people of Queensland. They have
been successful in their own businesses, and
ther are just as likely to be successful in
connection with political life. I hope that
better counsels will prevail with the Govern-
ment., The Chief Seccretary agreed down
South to do certain things, and he has
certainly carried out his contract as_ far
as he can, but I think it would have been
infinitely better, and would have been,
perhaps, the means of stopping all this
trouble, if, instead of the various Premiers
only being asked, they had taken the leaders
of the Opposition in the various State Par-
liaments into their confidence, and consulted
tocether. Then they might have arrived at
some solution, and been able to pass a
Bill which would have met, for the time
being. the wishes of the people generally.
Something of that kind might be done now—
it is not too late—and I hope that something
will be done to get over the difficulty, and
not abolish the Upper House, which has
been of enormous benefit to Queensland, and
will, I think, be able to benefit Queensland
for many years to come.

Mr. PETERSON (¥Normanby): 1 desire
to say something on what I consider to be
one of the most momentous questions which
have come before Parliament. I am not
going to hang my case upon the Legislative
Council rejecting any measures which have
been sent up by this Chamber. I belong
to a class of individuals who do not believe
that there should be an TUpper Chamber
at all, and it is on those premises that I
intend to base my arguments, and give
evidence as to why the Council should be
wiped out altogether. First of all, what is
the difference in the composition of the two
Houses? In the first place, we have this
branch of the Legislature, which represents
the people of Queensland; in other words,
as members of this House we have to go
before our masters, the electors, every three
vears, and the people of the State can

Mr. Peterson.]
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say whether we have their confidence or not;
they can reject us at the poll. In the past,
we have seen where the people have rejected
certain candidates at the poll, and immedi-
ately after the elections the same men who
have been turned down by the people of
Queensland have been appointed to the Upper
Chamber to overrule the will of the people
in this Chamber. Talke, for instance, the
case of the Hon. Mr, Leahy, the Hon. Mr.
Fowles, the Hon. Mr. Hawthorn, and the
Hon. Mr. Stephens. If those gentlemen are
members of what the hon. members opposite
call a revising Chamber, can they explain
why those gentlemen were appointed?

. Hon. J. A, FiuerLy: They are flotsam and
jetsam. (Laughter.)

. Mr. PETERSON: I am coming to that
in a minute. I am trying to give you an
illustration of how the people have expressly
decided against certain gentlemen whom the
Government of the day placed up there for
all time. Is there anything more disgraceful
than to think that the people in the past
should have been flouted in such a way?
Those are the things that we have to con-
sider, and in a democratic age and countrw
we have come to the conclusion that the
time is now ripe when the Upper House
should be passed into oblivion.” Whether
we are the forerunmers in this great reform
matters not to me; the fact is evident that
the days of Legislative Councils have passed.
I am going to quote a few constitutional
authoritics. Hon. members on the other
side have quoted constitutional authorities,
and I am going to show that the leading
Tories and Liberals in Englend are endors-
ing our position. I am going to try and
prove that wherever the partisanship of an
Upper House comes in, it stands against the
interests of the people, and practically every
constitutional authority agrees that where
a nominee Chamber tries to frustrate the
will of the people and their representatives
it should be dealt with. The hon. member
for Murrumba gave us a rather interesting
speech, but it was simply a defence of the
Denham Government.

Mr. GILLiES: And a poor defence at that.

Mr. PETERSON: I do not know about
that.
Mr. LarcomBE: Where did he get the

telegrams from ?

Mr. PETERSON: I do not know. He
has got them, and he will not tell us. It
seems a marvellous thing that he is able to
produce those telegrams, but they prove
nothing ; they are antiquated as far as the
power sought for by the Imperial Govern-
ment is concerned. The Premier produced
last night telegrams of a later date, which
showed the powers which the Imperial autho-
?tlies wished the State of Queensland to
ake.

Hon. J. Tormie: Mr. Bonar Law said he
did not want them.

Mr. PETERSON: I hold that the Legis-
lative Council is a partisan Chamber. I
would give them credit if they considered
measures which have  been sent up from
this House on their merits, and be willing,
perhaps, metaphorically speaking, to shake
hands with them if they were to give them
decent consideration. But how can you
expect anything. else than- partisanship from

[Mr. Peterson.
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a number of gentlemen who have been mems
bers of the party cpposite? How can yow
expect anything but that when you see hon.
members opposite collaborating with hon.
members of the Upper House in the lobbies,
and discussing how Bills are to be treated?
Then they say they are revisers; they have-
their own caucus. I hold that if the argu-
ments for an Upper House have to hold
good, they have to prove that the members
of such Chambers are not partisans. Mr,
H. V. Tewmperley, in his splendid work on
“ Senates and TUpper Chambers,” writing
on the danger of partisanship in Upper
Houses, says— :
““ Before attempting to consider any
specific proposals for the reform of the-
House of Lords, it may be well to outline:
certain principles, derived from the prac--
tical study of Upper Chambers and
Senates in other countries, in order to:
show the true lines on which such reforms
should proceed. The first and most
obvious of these deductions is that an
Upper House must represent a principle
rather than a party.”
Has that happened here? Has not the
Upper House represented a party ever since
this party has been returned to power? It
has shown its teeth on every occasion on
which we liave sent our measures to it, with
the exception of one minor measure. But
to continue—

“for so long as it iz linked indissolubly
with one political party in the Lower
House, an Upper House must #ink in
prestige and esteem. The danger is most:
real, for a political party, other than
the one that has filled the Upper Cham-

ber, will sooner or later be in the as-
cendant. Eventually 1t will have the

Upper House st its mercy, and when
such is the case, a remodelling will be-
drastic.”

This gentleman, who is recognised as an
authority on Legislative Councils and Sen-
ates, states in that work that, if a Govern-
ment places nominees in another Chamber
and swamps that House, it will find ulti-
mately that when another party gets into
power and the majority of which they
have swamped, it will not support the will
of the Government of the day, that House
can expect drastic treatment. ZLater in his
work he says—

“An Upper Chamber that is serene
snd above party is admittedly a rarity,
but an Upper Chamber that discrimi-
nates unfairly against one party in the
State is also an ewotic.”

We could quote innumerable authorities to
show the untenable position in which the
other House stands, but suffice it to say
that the very fact of its actions during the
past few weeks is sufficient for hon. mem-
bers to say that the time has come when it
should be abolished. What power have we
as true representatives of the people? Take
the Central district—the district from which
I cmanate politically. The whole of the
members who sit in the Upper House, sup-
posed to be represeéntative of the Central
district, have been rejected at the polls, and
there is not one who could get a political
footing in this House for that part of the
State, and yet they are placed there for a
lifelong period, and they go there day after
day and reject the measures that we, the
representatives aof the people, pass. Is that
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justice? Is that democratic? If it is called
democratic. then it is a travesty on demo-
cracy, and the sooner the whole thing is
wiped out the better. They talk about a
revising Chamber. The best revising Cham-
ber we can have is the people.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : IHear, hear!

Mr. PETERSON: If we pass measures
against their interests, they will answer us,
They will give us their answer in three years’
time, as they did on the 22nd May last. [
hold that we have nothing to fear, and so
far as I am concerned, T will w.pend the last
ounce of my blood in going round the con-
stituencies and fighting for this referendum
when it comes, and if my younger fellow-
men who have to bear the burden of the
future and who are going to supplant the
troglodytes of this Chamber and the other
Chamber all stand together, then we are
going to have it so that the people will rule
and rule for all time. I want to quote Lord
Hugh Cecil. He is not a Labour man, not
by any means. He is the essence of
Toryism. Lord Hugh Cecil, in his work on
“The Rights of Citizenship,” said this—

“ The weakness therefore of the noml-
nated system in democratic States’

He was
larly—
“ The weakness, therefore, of the nomi-
nated srstem in democratic States 1is
that it does not take its origin from
any respected principles. A nominated
. member, unlike an elected member, can-
not claim to have been chosen bv the
people; again, if he be nominated by a
party Ministry, he cannot claim the
authouty which, in undemocratic States,
is still given to the choice of the mion.
arch. He is weak because he cannot
trace his origin to any respected source.”

referring to Queensland particu-

What is the source from which hon. mem-
bers in the other Chamber have emanated?
The hon. member for Bowen said this even-
ing that they.had emanated from those who
have sweated children in the past; they have

emanated from those who denied them much
happiness; they have emanated from those
who have tried, so far as possible, to keep
the workers in such a position that they
would not have the franchise at all. That
is the position in which we find ourselves.
and although we have been elected by the
people. we find that we have not that power
that the people 1epos€‘d in us, because we
have a Chamber here that obstructs. I have
confidence in my assurance that the people,
when appealed to, will stand to us in this
crisis—this most momentous crisis in the his-
tory of Queensland—and will say: ‘° Begone,
thou unfaithful servants, begone!” I do not
wish to quote Labour constitutional authori-
ties, because hon. members opposite would
take no notice of them. When dealing with
hon. members opposite, I like to give them
the medicine prescribed by their own doc-
tors, and I ask them to swallow it and not
complain if the dose is bitter. We find the
Right Hon. Sir William Anson, Bart, M.P,,

in his article on the develnpment and grcmth
of the British Constitution, saying—

“ There is nothing in our Constitution
which cannot be altered by Act of Par-
liament. Until 1911 an Act of Parlia-
ment required the assent of King, Lords,
and Commons. For more than 200 years
the assent of the King has been given
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as a matter of course to measures ap-
proved by both Houses. Under the con-
ditions of the Parliament Act that assent
may now be demanded for a measure of
which the House of Lords has not ap-
proved. Legislative sovereignty there-
fore, with the power to change our in-
stitutions at will, is transferred to the
Commons.”

Who are the Commons of Queensland? This
side of the House and that side of the House
—they comprise the Commons of Queensland,
and as Sir William Anson declares in his
work, Britain has relegated to the Commons
the right to say what its legislation shall
be, and so we on this side say that we have
the right to say, and in no uncertain way,
and as clearly as possible, that the rights

of the people should be respected. ILet us
go a’ little further, and see what the Right
Hon. F. E. Smith, X.C., M.P., says. I

know our friends opposite like to hear those
titles. 1 suppose they look forward to the
time when the Duke of Ithaca, the Duke of
Paddington, and Lord Somebody of West
End will be in control up there; but, thanks
to an enlightened democracy, although it
has been evolutionary in its progress and
not drastic, the faults of our fathers have
not been such that they have given us those
things, although members who have been put
in our Upper Chamber have exercised their
power in a somewhat similar manner to those
titled lords at home. The Right Hon. F. E.
Smith says—

“We are, all of us, agreed that, for
good or for evil, we are governed by
democracy. The apparent tendency 1is
to extend rather than to restrict the
popular character of our Government.
It is, indeed, perhaps a safe prediction
that the Government of this country will
remain democratic unless the tendency
above adverted to should be arrested by
cw11 convulsions.”

Like the hon. member for Drayton speaks
about. (Laughter.) To continue—

“This speculation, though full of inter-
est, would carry us too far from the im-
mediate subject of inquiry. Democratic
government has many merits, and it suf-
fers from some not inconsiderable de-
fects. Some critics will lay stress on
the merits, others will be more impressed
by the defects, but all alike will agree
that it is supremely important, as long
as we purport to be governed by demo-
cracy, that the reality of our Constitu-
tion should correspond with its labels.”

We ask to-night that the legislation enacted
by this Government and its labels should
correspond, and that the will of the people
should correspond also, and I have submit-
ted the opinion of a gentleman of hon. mem-

bers’ own party in the other land, Mr. F.
E. Smith, one of the rigid Tories there.
Then, Mr. A. V. Dicey is looked upon as a

constitutional authority of no mean merit.
Professor Dicey, in his work on the destruc-
tion of constitutional safeguard, when asked
what is meant by a ‘ constitutional safe-
guard,” says—

“ My answer is this: A constitutional
safeguard means, under any form of
popular and parliamentary government

i i , in the
United States, or in France), any law,
or received custom, which secures that
no change in the Constitution or the

Mr. Peterson.]
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fundamental laws of the country shall
take place until it has obtained the per-
manent assent of the nation.”

That is one for hon. members opposite. I
am giving hon. members an opportunity of
showing how these constitutional authorities
agree that we have a right, when we find
that the will of the people has been blocked
by the operations of the Upper House, to
appeal to the people, and to seek redress at
their hands, and I hope that the Opposition
will show all the fight that they can. Let it
be a fight, to the finish, and let it be said,
when the battle is over—when we see them
lying vanquished on the political battle-
field—that the people are paramount. Let
them not leep telling us to go to the country,
as they have been doing the last few days.
Lord Hugh Cecil, writing on the Constitu-
tion of Canada, says—

“ The members of the Senate, being all
of them men of advanced years, vacan-
cies were frequent, and it was not long
before a Liberal majority—not less sub-
servient to the Liberal Administration
than the former Conservative majority
had been to its predecessors—was estab-
lished in the Senate. A similar process
has now begun with the new Conserva-
tive Government. It is difficult for
those who have not lived in a country
to pronounce with confidence on the
working of an institution, but it would
seem that the principal defect of the
Canadian Senate is its subservience to
the Government of the day; and that
this subservience is caused by a system
of nomination which places overwhelm-
ing influence in the hands of that
Government.”

I understand that the hon. member for
Murilla last year introduced a motion with
regard to making the Upper House elec-
tive. I am pleased to sce that there are some
members of the Opposition who are inclined
to believe that some reform is mnecessary in
connection with the Upper House.

Mr. KirwaN: They move slowly.

Mr. PETERSON: VYes, they are a snail’s
progress party, I admit. (Laughter.) We
are the motor-car party, and are anxious to
get to our destination.

An OprosiTioN MeMBER: A greased light-
ning party.

Mr. PETERSON: There is no greased
lightning about it. Mr. Denham, in dealing
with the motion of the hon. member for
Murilla, that there should be an elective
Upper Chamber, used this argument in
_opposition to it. He said—

“And I may quote him in reference to
the experience in America. He says—

In a contest, the Senate usually,

though not invariably, gets the better

of the House.
In our experience, with a nominee House,
there is not a case where the opinion of
the Upper House has prevatled over the
opinion of the Lower House when the
Lower House has Insisted on its will
being put into operation.”

Mr. Denham wused that as an argument why
there should not be an elective House—that
the Council had never refused to pass Bills
which had been insisted upon by this House.
Upon thatsgentleman’s argument, I appeal
to members on both sides of the House, if
we have not a precedent established within

[Mr. Peterson.
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the last few weeks—that that House has
thrown out legislation which this Government
wishes to see enacted on behalf of the people?
As Mr. Denham pointed to that as a reason for
not having an elective Upper House, I now
refer to him as an authority—I am showing
that the Upper House has opposed legislation
sent to it by this Chamber, and I simply
refer hon. members to his argument, and
turn it round to show that, at last, we have
this gentleman coinciding with us; because,
if that House had not opposed legislation
before, it has done so now, and we have
every right to aslk members of the Opposition
to stand with us on this matter. I do not
desive to talte up much time, because this
matter has been .thrashed threadbare in
vears gone by. For over twenty years it
has- stood paramount in the Labour plat-
form. and when members on the other side
say the people of Queensland have not given
us a mandate on this matter, I say they are
saying that which is not correct. It has been
in the forefront of our platform for many
vears, and one of the most prominent mea-
surcs discussed at every conference that the
Labour party have had is the question of
the abolition of the Upper House. Why is
it considered of such paramount importance ?
Because we, as a democracy, know—as repre-
sentatives of the people, as representatives
of the workers—know that as surely as the
sun rises and a Labour Government is
placed in power, so surely would the Upper
House block the will of the people. It is
with the preconceived idea that such a result
would occur that we have had it in the fore-
tront of our platform for the last twenty
years, and it lies to the credit of the Go-
vernment that they, so early in the session,
are prepared to beard the lion in his den;
and I am quite sure that the will of the
people will be on the side of this party.
Tet us think. We are on the brink, as hon.
members have said, of a most lmmportant
crisis. They have said it is important in
the interests of Queensland that we should
have that change. I have always held to
the argument that the will of the people
must be supreme—that we must bow to the
will of the people; and when the will of
the people has returned to power a party
which has in the forefront of its platform
the abolition of the Upper House, then we
have a right to say that we have been
elected by the pecople on those grounds. I
was asked repeatedly on the hustings
whether I was in favour of the abolition of
the Upper Chamber, and I said, ““ Yes,” be-
cause it is in the platform, and because I
believe in it right from the bottom of my
heart. Forthese reasons, I say, I am opposed
to the Upper House; I favour its abolition ;
and I believe that when it is passed into
oblivion a new era will arise in Queensland,
that we shall make for a greater and nobler
race, and we shall step forward into that
position to which we have been aspiring for
many years past, and there shall be no block
in the way of progress; there shall be
nothing to stop the will of the people being
carried into effect; and if we make mistakes,
then the people can .decide. They can turn
us out, and they can be the revising Cham-
ber; and in every way I am prepared to
abide by the result.

Mr. BEBBINGTON (Drayton): In speak-
ing against this measure, I do not in any
way aspire to rise to the heights reached by
the hon. member for Bowen. I intend to
deal with details, just merely as we have
them in our Chamber, and to refer to things
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+that come under our notice. I believe in
-dealing with this question from practical
experience, and with our practical experience
of the Council, and what is to become of it.
“The hon. member for Bowen spoke a great
-deal about the IMouse of Lords, and about
the working class being prevented from
getting education. Now, we are not dealing
~with the House of Lords.

Mr. Tmree: Yes; with
House of Lords.

My, BEBBINGTON: We are not dealing
with the House of Lords or anything like
them. There is no comparison whataver.
But we are dealing with a body with whose
work we, as a Chamber, have often come
into contact. The hon. miember for Keppel
has tried to make us believe that we -are
‘not a sovereign State—that we are prac-
tically on the same level as some of the
Grerman States that have been referred to.
I am just going to quote one authority on
this matter, and that is Quick and Garran,

the Queensland

who state—
‘“HBach State refains the right to hold
direct and imniediate communication

with the Imperial Government in all
matters relating to State business.”

Mr. CarTer: What has that got to do
with 1t?

Mr. BEBBINGTON: Does not that give
us sovereign rights? Then, again, they say—
‘“ Subject to the quahﬁcatwn that it
shall only speak ou national affairs,
and that it should leave State affairs to
the management of the State.”

That refers to the Commonwealth., The
Commonwealth can only deal with national
matters and not ma ‘tters in relation to the
States. That is as far as I am going to
deal with that aspect of the question. I
want to say to- nlght we are living under
laws passed by the Liberal paltx, and
passed by the Legislative Council that the
Government are trying to abolish, and we
want to see how these laws compare with
any other countries: or, if the Council has
refused to pass anything that has not been
to our interests and whether the laws they
have passed have been for the interests of
the people. That is the course I intend
taking.
Mr. Kirwax: course, too.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : Now I want to refer,
first of all, to the position of the worker in
Queeunsland. Under the laws passed, as I
say, by the Liberal party and passed by the
Legislative Council, what condition is the
worker in Queensland under to-day?

A GoveERNMENT MEMBER: Is he richer?

Mr. BEBBINGTON : He would not be if
he was employed by you. If he had to
depend on the . hon. member’s employment
he would not be richer. I am speaking of
the general worker to-day, and his condition
under proper employment—

The SPEAKER : Order! The hon. gentle-
‘man will not be in order in pursuing that
line of argument.

Mr. BEBBINGTON :
reason why the Council should not be
abolished.  (Government laughter.) - I am
showing the good work they have done
and the reason why we should not abolish
them. I say that the ILegislative Council
‘ has. sanctioned these laws, whereby the

A very wize

I am showing the
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worker who is living under them to-day is
independent of the mniaster for the fixing
of labour conditions.

Mr. O'SvrLivan: That is due to his union.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : I say he is indepen-
dent of his master for fixing his working
conditions, because the Liberal partty, and
the Legislative Council which you are seeking
to abohih has passed such laws to give him
his industrial Comt and other mdchmerv
to settle his grievances, and without either
strife or withoub bemﬂr dependent on his
union. e has*no need to strike, because
he can refer his grievances te the court, and
they will be considered. We know perfectly
vved that the Labcur party has never been
in a position to put a single law on the
stutute-book thut we are working under.
(Government diss xnt) I will take one thing
that the hon. member for Boiven ment1oned
and which he said had been refused his
fether and himself in the old country by
the House of Lords. He said they had
been refused education. I know that. I
know that the House of Lords voted against
the education of the working classes, but
we have no comparison here with the House
of Lords. We are not discussing them. We
are discussing the laws passed by the pre-
sent Council. Now, I ask hon. members, Is
therc any more liberal Educstion Act in all
the world than we have in Queensland? Is
there any more liberal Act in the Labour-
governed !

States?
Mpr. Corrins: Thanks to Sir Charles Lilley.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: It does not matter
about thanks to anybody. The Bill was
passed here, and I am dealing with practical
things. Is there an education law in any
part of the world that is more liberal and
more useful?

The SPEA KER Order! The hon. ﬂentle-
man is not in order in discussing the merits
of Acts passed by this Ascembly and the
Upper House. Ie is in order in referring
to them in passing, but I cannot allow him
to discuss the merits or demerits of Acts
of Parliament passed in the past.

Mr. BEBBINGTOXN: I am only giving
reasons why the Council should not be
abolished. I am expected by the people I
represent to give those reasons, but I give .
way o you most certalnlv In Queesnsiand
what does the worker pay for the education
of his children?

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. BEBBINGTON : I am discussing the
work of the Council which it is proposed
to abolish, and I say there are nc conditions
in the world—no easier conditions—given
than by the Bills the Council has passed.
Hon. membsar: know perfactly well that any
man in Queensland carning less than £4 a
week does not pay any taxes. Can hon.
members point out what he has to pay for
the education of his children? These are
some of the things which should cause us
to retain the Council—make it elective if
vou like. Now, let me allude to the pro-
vision for the SlCl\neQb of workers, because
the other man can look after himself. I
am only speaking of the man who has to
work for his living, as I have had to work for
mine, and I ray that the provision for our
hospitals and old-age pensions

The SPEAKER: The hon. gentleman will
have to connect his remarks vuth the ques-
tion before the House.

Mr. Bebbington.]
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Mr. BBINGTON: I think these are
very good reasons why the Council should
not be abolished. (umelnment laughter.)
There is another reason why it should not
be abolished, and that is- that it has pro-
tected the ploda.cm If there is one thing
we want in Queomland to-day, it is the
protection and encoursgement of the pro-
ducers, because, if we are not going to have
productlon, we are soon going to be short
of money, and somebody 1s going to feel it.
That is one reason why I am in favour of
retaining that Chamber—because they have
always stood up and assisted the producer.
Let us come to the difference between the
way this Chamber—or the Government, if
Lon. members like—and that Chamber has
treated the producers. You know what the
difference is. Members opposite know, be-
cause they stole our butter. (Laughter,)

Mr. CARTER: T rise to a point of order.
Is the hon. gentleman in order in saying
that we stole butter? (Laughter.)

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I will say that you
commandeered it. The hon. gentleman’s
conscience accuses him strongly.

Several GOVERNMENT MEMBERS interjecting,

The SPEAKER : Order! I ask hon. gen-
tlemen on my right to refrain from inter-
jecting, because they lead the hon. member
who is addressing the House off the subject.
I ask hon. members to allow him to continue
his speech without interruption.

HoxorrasLe MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. BEBBINGTON: Thank you very
kindly, Mr. Speaker. The Country party
advocates an elective Upper House. We

are not going to agree to the abolition of
the Council because it has protected the pro-
ducer from those who otherwise would have
injured him. T belizve in an elective Upper
House, and I think the time will come when
the people will demand that the Legislative
Council should be elected by the people. 1f
the hon. gentleman had brought that pro-
posal forward he would have had some
chance of sucsess, but so far as doing away
with it altogether is concerned, the people
of Queensland will not agree to it. It is
difficult to say what the franchise should be
if we make it elective, because we know the
Senate is elected on the same franchise as
the Lower House in the Federal Parliament,
and the Senate has been more of an injury
to us than the Legislative Council. There
are a number of Bills which the Council
amended which are given as reasons why
the Upper House should be abolished. Take
the Workers’ Compensation Bill. Members
on this side agree with the Legislative Coun-
cil in the very things they have objected to.
They object to the Government having a
monopoly of insurance, and we do the same.
We have our own Co-operative Insurance
Acts, and we believe in them because they
return us 30 per cent. or 40 per cent. The
Government, however, wish to wipe them out
with one blow. The Government declares
that no company should exist outside the Go-
vernment, but the Council objected to that,
and so do we on this side. In that matter
the Council have acted in the interests ot
the people. TIf the Government are such
great business men, what have they got to
fear 1In competltlon with the public and
other insurance offices? These are the rea-
sons why they are seeking the abolition of
the Upper House. The next Bill which the

(M r. Bebbington.
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Council amended was the Metropolitan:
Water and Sewerage Workers’ Award Bill.
We believe that it is only tight that these-
men should get their wages, but the Govern:

ment having made the mistalke, should
pay the diffcrence in the wages themselves.

We Dbelieve the same ss the Council in that
matier. The Government made the mistake,
and they should ‘be responsible, Why should
not the Government be treated the same as.
any individual who makes a mistake? Then,
with regard to the Workers’ Accommodation
Biil: the only objection the Council had to
that was in connection with the honorary
inspectors, and we made the same objection.

The SPEARER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber may mention the differeni Bills, but he
is not in order in discussing them.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: The amendment of
the Industrial Arbitration Bill is another
reason why we are asked to abolish the
Council. The Council in that have protected
the dairying and farming industries. At
present we have to compete with other
countries and bad seasons, and we cannot
work eight hours a day in the producing
industries without doing the State a big

injury. We are with the Council in that
matter. Then, with regard to the Meat-
works Bill. The Council inserted the
words ““on just terms.”” We agree with

the Council in that because we believe that
if the meatworks are to be purchased, the
purchase chould be on just and fair terms.

We undoubtedlv uphold the Council in that.

Now, we come to one thing which seems te
be more important to members opposite than
any of the other Bills. It is because the
Council hss stood in the way of the socialistic
measures which that party has brought in,

and which neither we or the Council believe
to be good for the people, that they wish to
abolish the Council. We would much prefer
the people to settle that matier. We do
not believe in the Premier handing over
those powers, because we want to retain
them for the State. The Premier made &
great deal out of the fact that the Liberal
Premier of Victoria supported the proposal.

I should liave been surprised if he had not
supported it, because we know that the pres-
sure came from the Victorian unions in the
first place to make it a partr measure. Is
it not in the interests of Victoria to have all
the industries of Australia there? Is not
the Commonwealth of Australia ruled by
Sydney and Melbourne? When the cruiser
“ Brisbane ¥ was being launched, did not
the people say that Brisbane counted for,
nothing, because our representatives did not
receive courteous treatment?

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr. BEBBINGTON: We know that Bris-

bane and Queensland count for nothing as
compared with Melbourne and Sydney. Mel-
bourne is practically Victéria, and Sydney
is New South Wales, because you cannot
get a railway to any other port but Sydney

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr. BEBBINGTON: Sydney and Mel-

bourne rule their own States. and they
also rule the Commonwealth. Tt is not in
the interests of the people of Queensland
to sell themselves to Vietoria and Mel-
bourne. For that reason we uphold our-
Council for throwing out the measure which
would practically have sold Queensland to
Melbourne and Victoria. 'These are some
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«f the reasons why I am going to vote
against this Bill. I am quite willing to have
an elective Council if we can agree on the
franchise. But otherwise I am a home
ruler. I Dbelieve in retaining all the power
we possibly can. If we give the whole of
our powers to the Commonwealth, we shall
have great trouble In getting those powers
Jback, and we shall get no consideration
whatever from the Commonwealth. We
.shall have far more trouble in Queensland
than Ireland had from London, because we
.are three times as far away from the capital,
and we shall get that much less considera-
tion. The Premier, who is a gentleman that
T respect very highly, is a man who has
very strong opimions of his own, and I can-
not_understand how he should go down to
Melbourne and admit that we cannot deal
with our own industrial questions and ques-
tions of employed and unemployed, when
we are dealing with them ten times better
than they would be dealt with by the Com-
monwealth Government, A few weeks ago
the Commonwealth Government had some
transports hung up.

The SPEAKER: Owvder! The hon. gen-
tleman has had an opportunity of discussing
-the Commonwealth Powers Bill.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : As I have said, they
tried to take those powers from us, and as I
am a home ruler and wish to retain for
Queensland all the power I can, I shall vote
ageinst this Bill.

Mr. D. RYAN (Zownsvilie): Tt is not my
intention to delay the House long on the
constitutional aspect of the question, because
that was fully discussed last night by the
Premier; and the historical aspeci of the
question has been fully and ably dealt with
by the hon. member for Bowen and other
hon. members. However, I wish to say that
the measure before the House is the challenge
that the people of Queensland hkave been
locking forward to for many years. It is a
challenge that every «democrat welcomes.
The abolition of the Legislative Council
simply means the fulfilment of a promise
which was made to Queensland at the time
of federation. We were told that one of the
advantages of federation would be that there
would be 1o need for the excrescences called
Legislative Councils throughout Australia,
and we were induced by that argument to
‘vote for federation, or rather the votes of the
people were largely influeneed by that con-
sideration. The abolition of the Legislative
Council to-day is really the fulfilment of the
promise made by the statesmen of that time.
The existence of a nominee Chamber in no
way respousible to the people, yet armed
with power to defeat the will of the electors,
is absolutely opposed to every idea of demo-
cracy, and is beyond any conception of the
principles of government by the people for
the people. It iz an assertion of self-govern-
mwent that is not self-government. It iz an
antiguated relic of Dbygone times, when
wecarly responsible government deemed it neces-
sary to specially protect the interests -of
wealth and privilege, even with the then
limited franchise which gave preference to
oroperty, wealth, and privilege. I have no
“hesitation in =aying that so long as this
system does exist, or so long as there is
any obstacle whatever between the expression
-of the people’s will and its accomplishment
i1 law on any question which the majority
.is entitled to decide, then just so long and to
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such an extent is the se¢li-government, of
which we have been accustomed to hear such
proud boast, a mere instrument of self-
deception.  Our hon, friends opposite walk
glibly of experimental legislation, and make
1t a rule to strongly uphold everything in the
nature of experimental legislation +which
- look uposn as a menace to the privileged
class thoy represent and as vclief and value
to the mass of the people. We wmust have
experiments if we are going to have pro-
gress.  The Labour party is a party of pro-
gress and 1s not afraid to experiment and
to strike out in new ways. Our opponents
ares afraid of experiments, and are content
to atand still and stagnate, and that is the
reason that a Lubour Government are on
the Treasury benches to-dar. The hon. mem-
ber for Murilla delivered a very interesting
speech to-night in defence of the late Govern-
meat. He gave hardly any reason why the
Legislative Council should not be abolished,
bus defeaded it by telling us that it was
there for a purpose. We acdmit that the
Council is there for a purpose, and it is be-
cause we recognise what that purpose is that
we are out to abolish it. The hon. member
for Drayton, like the hon. member for
Murilla, went to a great deal of trouble to
show the House what splendid agreement
exists between His Majesty’s Opposition and
the Legislative Council. He also went
further back to show us what splendid agree-
nient existed between the Legislative Clouncil
and former Governments—Liberal Gowvern-
ments—in Qucensland.

Mr. BArNES: Who returned those Govern-
ments ?

Mr. D. RYAN: A restricted franchise.
We know that an agreement exists between
the Opposition and the Council—in fact, it is
more than an agreement, it is an affinity.
The argument we have heard reminds me of
@ man 1 met the other day, who told me hew
his money was stolen the night previous.
He said, “I saw the thief, and I had my
hand on a revolver.” I said, ‘“Did you
shoot 7’ He said, *“ No, if T had done so L
would have been a widower tlils morning.”
That is an illustration of the agreement or
aflinity between the Opposition and the Legis-
lative Council. We have heard that there
were disagreements and that they were going
to shoot, but they never attempted to shoot,
because of a family affair, A wvery notice-
able feature in elections of recent years is
that from time to time what is called the
Liberal party have been in the habit of
stealing planks’ from the platform of the
Labour party. But there is one plank thev
hive never stolen, and which they do not
wish to steal because they have 70 use for
it, and that is the plank providing for the
abolition of the Legislative Council. That
plank has been preserved for the time of
the Labour party. It has been protected
from white ant and other vermin, and now
that the Labour party has at last the power
to use it we are turning it into a battering
ram to demolish the stronghold of Liberalism,
of wealth and privilegce—the Legislative
Council. The electors of Queensland at the
last general election decided that for the
future the Government of this State should
be neither the perquisite nor the creature
of wealth and monopoly, and they have sent
here the Labour party to legislate for the
people and to protect them. DBut what do
we find? We find that no matter how
powerful the Tabour party may be, no
matter how useful their purpose may be. no

Mr. D. Ryan.]
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matter liow decisively they have defeated
Liberalism, no matter how high the quality
and importance of the legislation they have
introduced into this Chamber may be, no
matter how true they may be to the mandate
of the people—they are blocked. Measures
leave this Chamber and are sent to the
Legislative Council, but owing to the agree-
ment which still exists between the Council
and members opposite those measure: are
derided, and the will of the people is flouted
and nulliied by the machinations of the
Oppositien and the Legislative Council. We
find the same thing in every
[9.30 p.m.] State where vested interests,
wealth, and privilege are still
entrenched in the Legislative Councils,
rendering the State Parliament, as far as
democracy is coucerned, useless and unim-
poriant. The measure now before the Fouse
18 the main issue at the present moment in
politice. 'This is to be fought to a finish.
The will of the people as represented by the
Government and the Labour party cannot
be crushed, and there can be no surrender in
this fight. The Labour Government has
emblazoned upon ity banner ‘‘ Abolition of
the Upper Chumber, abolition of wealth and
privilege,” and it has nailed its colours to
the mast, and as long as it has the people of
Queensland behind it it cannot go down.
GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. GUNN (Carnsrvon): This is rather
an important question, and I think I may be
excused for saying a few words upon it.
(Hear, hear!) The Legislative Council, or
the second Chamber, is a very old institution.

A GovERNMENT MEMBER: It has outlived its
usefulness.

Mr. GUNN: I am one of those who have
been born with the bump of veneration
rather strongly developed. I venerate old
institutions, #nd 1 venerate all things that
I know came into being by the will of the
people, and perhaps after much blood was
shed by our ancestors to get those privileges
handed down to us. It has been argued time
after time this evening that the Legislative
Council does not represent the people at
all, and that the people have no say in the
appointment of members to the Council,
but I maintain that they have. The members
of Assembly are elected by the people of
Queensland, and the majority of members
sitting behind the Government appoint mem-
bers to the Upper House, and they are,
therefore, nominated by the people of
Queensland and represent the will of the
people. The only trouble with the Labour
party is that in the past they have been
sitting in opposition, and have had no say
in the nomination of these people. But,
now they are on the Government side, they
can nominate members to the second Cham-
ber, and that is what they ought to do, in
my opinion. (Laughter.)

The PreMIER: Does the Opposition support
such a proposition as that?

Mr. GUNN: Oppositions never support a
Government. (Laughter.) The hon. gentle-
man knows that. When he was on this side
did he ever support anything that we brought
forward ?

Mr. SroproRD: Yes, the adjournment of
the debate, sometimes. (Laughter.)

Mr. GUNN: This is a question I thought
of time after time when I was a younger
man than I am at the present time. I

[3r. D. Ryan,
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advocated an elective Upper House, think-
ing that might get over the trouble, but
after our experience of the second Chamber
in the Federal Parliament, it would really
be only duplicating this Chamber. I think
the present mode of appointing members to
the Upper House is the best. Let the Go-
vernment of thie day appoint members to
the Upper Chamber. They appoint men of
ripe experience, whether members of the
Labour or the Liberal party, who are ex-
perts in the particular vocations to which
they happen to belong, and these experts
are in a better position to criticise Bills than,
perhaps, members who are elected to the
Assembly. The Upper Chamber is very
useful, In my opinion, in correcting Bills.
Time after time Bills go through this House
with imperfections in them which the other
Chamber corrects. Another thing, they are
very useful in correcting hasty legislation
such as we have at the present time. We-
are piling Act after Act on the statute-boolk,
and there will be a congestion before long,
and it is very necessary to have a revisory-
Chamber to go through Bills. To object to.
themm making alterations is absurd. What
is the good of a second Chamber if you do
not give it a right of veto under certain-
conditions? Although the Labour party have-
in their red book the abolition of the Upper
House, they can do away with it when the
Liberals cannot, for the reason that they
already have a second Chamber. Hon. mem-
bers sitting behind the Government are really
nominated by the Trades Hall people. We
know that a Labour candidate 1s chosen by
a plebiscite of the local organisation, but the
candidate has still to get the approval of
the executive of the Trades Hall, s that
matters have to be referred to another
Chamber—the Trades Hall. If you abolish
our Legislative Council, there will still be
two Houses belonging to the Labour party,
only with this difference, that the Trades
Hall is supported by one portion of the
community only—those who happen to have
trade union tickets. Hon. members opposite
talk about a restricted franchise. That is:
restrictive franchise with a vengeance. We
have two Chambers, and all the legislation-
going through the Assembly at the present
time is initiated in the Trades Hall. We-
are only a recording Chamber, putting a-
rubber stamp on it. When the Liberals are
in power they have no organisation such as-
the Trades Hall, and it is necessary to have-
a second Chamber. The Labour party are
not always going to be in power. If they
think they are going to be in power for
any considerable time, why have all this
undue haste? They want to get everything
through while thev hold” the seats which
they now possess. They are afraid that they
will be turned out, and they are piling all
this legislation on the statute-book. I notice-
that in this red book it says

“71t is for this reason that the Labour:
party not only demands the abolition of
the irresponsible Legislative Council, but
insists also on the initiative and referen-
dum.”

I would like to know where the referendum
is. The two ought to come in together. If’
you are going to abolish the Upper House
you ought to substitute something else. T
heard one hon. member say that some of the
members of the Upper Chamber, although
nominated by the Government of the day,
were turned down by the people ofl
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Queensland, but that does not refer to every-
body. There are two or three gentlemen in
the Upper Chamber who are supporters of
the Government, who were turned down by
the people. 1 do not like to give mames. -

Mr. May: Mention them.

Mr. GUNN: There are Mr. Hinchcliffe
and Mr. Nielson. It is, in my opinion, fool-
ish to abolish the Upper Chamber. They
have done good work in the past, and they
will do good work in the future.

Hon. J. A, Finewry: They cannot get a
quorum.

Mr. GUNN: You can easily get over that
trouble. Al you have to do is to shorten
the time for which they are appointed to
the Upper House. I think it would be better
if they werc appointed for ten or fifteen
years. (Government laughter.) Then, any
change that took place in the Lower House
would be reflected in time in the Upper
House. What would happen in a case like
the present? The people have seen fit to
change their political views, and have put
the TLabour Government into power, and
they could fill the vacancies left by the late
Government in the Legislative Courcil; and
in two or three years, or whatever the time
might be, they would have an Upper House
that reflected their own wviews. I admit
that you cannot have two Houses, one pulling
one way and the other the other way, for
any considerable length of time; but when
you have a vehicle going down hill, you
must have something [ike a brake—some-
thing that will prevent hasty legislation. The
other day, when Mr. Ryan went before the
electors, he told them that, if they returned
him and his party to power, they would
have cheap food, cheap beef, cheap butter,
and cheap everything else, and that over-
shadowed everything else, and they turned
out the late Government and put in the
Labour party.

The PREMIER: Where was that?

Mr. GUNN: In your Barcaldine speech.
(Laughter.)  Anyhow, I have pamphlet
after pamphlet, signed by Mr. Fihelly
and Mr. Theodore, talking about the high
price of food and other commodities, and
saying that, if they got into power, how
low they would be! It is no wonder that
they are able to run butcher’s shops, when
they steal theiv cattle to sell. We have often
heard of the tyranny of the despot, but the
tyranny of the despot has never been so
great as the tyranny of the mob, What can
be greater than the tyranny of the French
Revolution ? Hundreds of the people’s heads
were cut off without any reason at all. 1
can quite imagine the hon. member for
Bowen working the handle of the guillotine
in that revolution. (Laughter.)

Mr. May: Your head would come off,
quick and lively.

Mr. GUNN: And Y can imagine the time,
later on, when some of his fellows would
turn round and cut off his head, too. With
regard to the hasty legislation that we are
passing at the present time, I feel that we
are making it so drastic, and we are offend-
ing the people to such an extent, that we will
drive people out of Queensland and out of
Australia. Then we will have a lot of men
coming back from the front. They will be
under military discipline, and they will have
their favourite officers, their favourite
generals, and if we are not very careful, we
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will have a dictatorship, and all our Legis-
lative Assemnblies and Legislative Councils
will go by the board, and we will have to
begin all over again. The only true social-
ists that I know of are the aboriginals of
Australia. (Loud laughter.) I notice that
one of the objectives of the Labour party is
the nationalisation of all means of produc-
tion, distribution, and exchange, and I know
very well that the aboriginal owns the
country in common.

The SPEAKER: Order!

My. GUNN: I was going to connect my
remarks in this way—that the aboriginal has
two Chambers, just the¢ same as any other
nation. (Loud laughter.) Hon. members
are lauching, but aboriginals have this
plank of the nationalisation of all mecans
of production, distribution, and exchange,
and they have their lower house and their
upper house. I have attended some of their
cerecmonies, and, although they would not
let me be present when their laws were
made, I remember, as a kiddie, secing their
two houses—bora rings they called them.
There is a small ring and a large ring, and
in the larger their laws are begun, and in
the smaller they are finished. That is what
we are going to come to here, if we do
away with the Upper House and go in for
nationalisation. I look round the world,
and, wherever I sce peoples with only one
Chamber—although the aboriginals have two
and try to nationalise everything—I find
that they come to grief. I would like to say,
in regard to the Meatworks Bill, that, if
the Government wanted to pass that mea-
sure, all that they had to do was to put it
to a referendum, and if the people wanted
it to pass without those few words  upon
just terms,” it would pass in that way. The
same could be done with the other Bills.
It would only take a little longer, and in a
few years the nominees of the Labour party
would be in the Upper House, and-that
House would be of the same complexion as
themselves. There is ro necessity to abolish
the Upper House to get what they want.

The PrEMIER: Necessary for the success-
ful prosecution of the war.

Mr. GUNN: When that Bill was brought
in there was no mention of the war. It was
introduced after that, and that Bill could
be passed by referendum.

The PrEMIER: Do you want each Bill that
we put through to cost us £30,0007

Mr. GUNN: I think that the Govern-
ment will have a lot of Bills that they will
refer to the people. They are going to refer
this Bill. And, anvhow, you cannot work
the initiative and referendum without spend-
ing money.

The Premier: It would cost us £30,000.

Mr. GUNN: You could put a lot of Bills
through in one time. ‘

Mr. ForLey: One will be erough.

Mr. GUNN: If you abolish the Upper
House, you have to get an expression of the
will ‘'of the people, and if the people say
that thev are to go, then they will go with
their tails over their backs—(laughter)—and
good luck te¢ them. Far better to go out in
that way than to knuckle down to laws
that they do not believe in. More power
to the Upper House. This is a very im-
portant measure. 1 have not the language
or the ability to express my views as I would

" Mr. Gunn.]
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like, but I feel that it is necessary to have
a second Chamber. I do not know of any
efficient Govern:nent that has been able to
carry on without a second Chamber; and if
this Chamber is abolished, I think that the
people will soon ask for it to be reinstated.
But T have grave doubts whether the people
will agree to its abolition. If they do—hon.
members say that the people are their
masiers—then they will go out with their
tails over their backs. {(Laughter.)

Mr. H. L. HARTLEY (Fitzroy): 1 rise
to support the second reading of this Bill,
recognising that it is a proposal of the ut-
most gravity, and that it is fraught with
great importance to the destinies of the State
of Queensland. I do not intend to deal with
the constitutional reasons why the Legisla-
tive Council shouid be abolished, nor do I
intend to refer to any past actions that
makes the abolition of the Council necessary.
I depend on what has occurred in this Cham-
ber—on what has been initiated in this Cham-
ber, and which, through the action of the
Council, has been referred back, as the basis
of my remarks, and I say that the Legisla-
tive Council, in rejecting certain measures,
have afforded direct evidence why the Coun-
cil should be abolished. The leader of the
Opposition said, by way of interjection when
the Premier was introducing the Bill, that
the Premier would look back upon that time,
and would regard his action on that occa-
sion as a dark blot upon his political career.
T think many hon. members opposite will
look back upon this episode, and will hang
their heads in shame to think that they sup-
ported the action of the people in another
place spoiling two measures passed through
this House, and I think the people of
Queensland will thank the Premier of Queens-
land for the action he took in regard to
those two measures and in demonstrating
the power of this Chamber to express the
will of the people—to put the people’s will
into force at all costs. It has been the action
of the Legislative Council that has made

it imperative to bring forward at this
time—the most critical time in the his-
tory of the State and Empire—this

present measure, and thev themselves must
shoulder the blame for it, and they must
shoulder the 1'eupons1b1hty for plunging
Queensland, at any rate, some of the people,
into a state of unrest in order to settle this
great constitutional question.
election the people returned this party to
power by a substantial majority.

Hon. What for?

Mr. H. L. HARTLEY: They returned
them to carry out the platform of the party.
(Hear, hear!) They returned them to guide
the destinies of this State of Queensland,
and to take such action, in conjunction with
the Commonwealth, as was necessary to bring
abont the most active and most vital assist-
ance that the Commonwealth could give to
the old country for the prosecution and suc-
cessful termination of the war. They had all
these facts in front of them: they knew that
the country was going to be faced with great
difficulties’; that tremendous problems would
have to be faced on account of the disloca-
tion of industry, and they sent this party
back to power in the full confidence that
they would be able to guide the destinies
of the State in such perilous times.

Mr. Kirwax:
Commonwealth

[Mr. Gunn.

J. TOLMIE :

They also sent back the
Government.
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Mr. H. L. HARTLEY : They did the same
thing in the Commonwealth at the Common-
wealth clection, despite the large amount of
money that was spent to fasten the stigma
of disloyalty on this party. Despite the fact
that the peopls expressed their will in no
unmiecasured terms on the 22nd of May lust,
we find that the measures that have passed
through this Chamber with the object of
assisting the State to bear her part in carry
ing forv ard the war, and to agsist in brlng—
ing about a state of industrial contentment,
a sort of happiness for the time bemg—to
give the lightest conditions possible—yet the
two measures that would have had that
effect were thrown out. I notice that the
leader of the Opposition said, by way of
interjection on the Commonwealth Power
Bill: “ Show us where that measure was a
war measure.””  And the hon. memben for
Murrumba said: “Show us something that
will show that the powers asked for by the
Commom\ ealth were necessary on account of
the war.”” I want to draw their attention to
the Act that was passed in Great Britain
at the outbreak of this war. First of all,
there was passed a Defence of the Realm
Act. That Act made great inroads upon
the personal liberty of the subject; it made
inroads on the ideals and traditions that
Britishers have always held dear, and
many other things. It provided for
trial by a military court-martial instead
of by jury, and yet there was no com-
plaint from the people of England. It
went through without an amendment.
Later on, an amending RBill was brought
in and passed. and it provided, amongst
other things, that, in addition to giving
the military authorities power to re-
quisition carriages and horses, and vessels,
they also had power to 1equlsition foods,
forage, and stores of every description.
Practically the whole of the resources of the
country were placed at the disposal of the
Government merely by the exercise of execu-
tive authority, and yet there was no demur
from the people of the United Kingdom.
It was under that Act that the whole of the
railways of the United Kingdom, represent-
something over £400, 000,000 worth of
¥, were taken over in a single night.
Yet, with these vast powers in their hands,
the Government of the United Klngdom
found it necessary to go still further, and
they brought in an amending Bill, and in
moving the second re ading of that Bill—the
Defence of the Realm Act Amendment Bill,
No. 2—tbe Chancellor of the Exchequer,
Mr. Lloyd George, said—

“The House will agree that it is vitally
important to this war that we should in-
crease the output and offer every facility
for the output of munitions of war.”

‘What has that to

An QrposiTion MEMBER:
do with the question?

Mr. H. L. HARTLEY: This Bill was
brought in practically to deal with every-
thmg If the hon. member would listen,
and try and wait till my argument comes
to a logical conclusion, he would probably
learn something. Mr. Lioyd George con-
tinues—

“ The operations of the war depend on
it, and I think the success of the war
depends on it.”
And Mr. Bonar Law, later, speaking on the
Bill, said—
“The Attorney-General kindly handed
me a copy of the proposal to-day, and I
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therefore have had an opportunity of
considering it. I want to say at once
that the powers which are now demanded
are probably the most drastic that have
ever been put to any House of Com-
mons. They enable the Government to
go into any factory and tell them what
they are to make and what they are not
to make there. They can go into any
factory and tell them that their machin-
ery is not being eniployed to the best
advantage, and that we are going to
take ’it zway and use it for another pur-
pose.”’

Mr. StEVEN3: Here our (Government will
not even accept voluntary offers of assist-
ance.

Mr. H. L. HARTLEY : It is absolutely
useless to accept voluntary offers under pre-
sent conditions. Had the Government pro-
posals as contained in the powers to the Com-
monwealth Bill been put through, or had
the Meatworks Bill been allowed to go
through, all offers of assistance would have
been availed of; but, until both of those
measures are passed, it is useless for private
enterprise to come along, because it would
only make confusion worse confounded.

At 10 pm.,

The Drprry SPEsKER (Mr. Coyne) relieved
the Speaker in the chair.

. Mr. H. I. HARTLEY : Mr. Bonar Law,
in the concluding part when that Bill was
-going through, said-—

“He did not agree that this country
was not quite ready for mobilising the
industry on outbreak of war. If the
Government had asked for these powers
six months ago they would have had
them as readily as now.”

‘That Act gave the executive Government
power to take over everything in the United
Kingdom and without arranging any com-
pensation. It was in the hands of the Trea-
surer afterwards to pay compensation, but
the vital thing- about 1t was that he was able
to take over the industries quickly because
private enterprise had broken down. That
Act went through, sweeping and all as it

was, without amendment, and it went
through in practically two sittings of
the House of Commons, Among other
things that Act provided for the pro-

hibition of lockouts and strikes in certain
cases, and all the differences of wages and
that sort of thing. Do hon. members oppo-
site recognise any similarity between that
proposal and the proposal contained in the
‘Commonwealth Powers Bill? They are
almost absolutely identical with this excep-
tion, that this Act was far more drastic in
its application. Here is one clause which is
intended to limit profits. Clause 4 of Part
XI. of the Defence of the Realm Act says—

“TIf the Minister of Munitions con-
siders it expedient for the purpose of the
successful prosecution of the war that
any establishment in which munitions
work is carried on should be subject to
the special provisions as to limitations
of employers’” profits and control of
persons employved, and other matters
contained in this section, he may make
an order declaring that establishment to
‘be a controlled establishment, and on
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such order being made the following
provisions shall apply thereto—

(1) Any excess of the net profits of
the controiled establishment over the
amount divisible under this Act, as
ascertained in accordance with the
provisions of this Act, shall be paid
into the Exchequer.”

It goes on to refer to the application of
profits, and if there is a surplus it shall go to
the Chancellor of the Exchequer of the
United Kingdom. Do hea. members oppo-
site recognise any similarity between that
Act and the Commonwealth Powers Bill?
With regard to the Meatworks Bill T do no$
think that hon. members opposite realise the
importance of one or two clauses of that
Bill or they would never have allowed it to
be mutilated as it was on the first ocuasion
when it was returned from the Legislative
Council. Among other things, it provided
for powers to get information from em-
ployers as to the manufacture of certain
articles. It was empowered to bear against
strikes and lockouts, and all that sort of
thing. In fact it took over the whole in-
dustry. As Mr. Bonar Law said, it was the
organisation of industry, not the dislocation
of industry. If Queensland is going to take
her part as she should do in the prosecu-
tion of this war, this Government and the
people of this State have got to consent to
all industries throughout the State and the
Commonwealth being administered by the
Governmert in the interests of the people
themselves, their honour, their safety and
the wellbeing of the Empire. I noticed on
reading the amendments proposed in a cer-
tain measure from the other place that it
showed clearly why they were put there. It
showed in whose interests they were legis-
lating—it showed it in an unmistakable way
when they attempted to force upon this
Chamber an alteration of a certain clause
which dealt with the control of certain estab-
lishments, and they wished to replace the
Land Appeal Court with one person nomin-
ated by the Governor in Council, one nom-
inated by the United Pastoralists and
Graziers’ Association, and one by the
owner of the meatworks. That would have
been a fine combination to administer and
adjudicate on what the value should be
paid for certain establishments. Tt was all
in the interest of vested interests, and not
in the interests of the Hmpire. This
Chamber is absolutely justified in going to
the people and saying, * We are legislating
in your interests. Are you going to have
this Legislative Council or the Assembly?
You have your choice.”” I have mnot the
slightest doubt as to_what their choice will
be. 'The hon. memher for Mirani asked
some questions the other day about certain
offers to make munitions which were not
accepted by the Munitions Executive Com-
mittee. Does he not know that it would be
impossible to carry out the manufacture of
munitions at the present time by private
enterpise? You would run immediately into
all sorts of complications as regards price,
number to bhe turned out, and as regards
preference to more remunerative manufac-
tures being carried on in private works who
would not undertake munition contracts. We
have had examples of what happened in
South Australia when it was attempted to
malke certain articles there when men were
patriotic enough to realise the situation and
lay aside their private contracts and put

Mr. H. L. Haztley:]
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their plant on to that work. When they did
that the other unpatriotic grabbers collared
the orders of the private and more re-
munerative work that these firms had been
getting. It is impossible to carry on the
manufacture of the articles so earnestly and
urgently required under our present com-
petitive system. If we are going to do what
wa should do then the competitive system
has got to step aside and profits have got
to go. That 1s what is the matter in the
rejection of -these two measures. It is recog
nised in other places that profits will have
to go. In spite of the war we know that the
profits of many companies are greater this
vear than last year.

Mr. StEVEXs: Do you call men grabbers
when they offered to make them at 5s. less
than the Government price?

Mr. H. L. HARTLEY : That is absolutely
incorrect. The hon. gentleman has not the
slightest knowledge of the subject. No offer
wes made to make the shell required at that
price. The {Commonwealth  Government
allowed a price of £1 1s. 6d. per shell, and
one private tender was cffered, but it was
impossible to accept it under present con-
ditions. Even 1f a private firm offered to
make them at 10s. it would be almost iinpos-
sihle to carry it out on account of the com-
plications that would arise under the com-
petitive system. So that Government control
of all industries engaged on war material
or supplies must come in Queensland if we
are gowg to do what we should do in this
great struggle, and it is absolutely useless for
men who have always looked for their profits
and their pound of fiesh to attempt, with the
assistance of the Council, to prevent it, be-
cause the people of Queensland are deter-
mined to see this war carried through to a
successful conclusion, or else go under as the
British Empire for ever. It is uscless for
hon. members to put in a plea for their
miserable little profits. They put their profits
before the lives of the men in the trenches,
because at the present time they are asking
us to supply them with meat. Tt'is absolutely
useless to try to draw wool over the eyes
of the people of Queensland at the present
time, This is a time for sacrifice in every
particular, and not a time to stick out for
the last penny, ov to fight over a question
a5 to whether meatworks shall be taken over
by the Government on “just terms,” or on
the absolutely definite and fair terms pro-
posed by the Government in the measurs
rejected by the other Chamber. It is
absolutuly useless to contend that the amend-
ment made by the Council in that measure
was made in the interest of justice and fair-
play. The measure submitted by the Go-
vernment was quite definite in its proposals,
and the companies would not have suffered
any injustice had those proposals been ac-
cepted.  Hon. members seem to forget that
the Bill giving the power to the Govern-
ment to take over meatworks contained a
clause which provided for the taking over
and working of other enterprises. Do hon.
msmbers recognise that certain difficulties
arose in the coal industry, and should not
the Commonwealth have the right to deal
with those difficulties? Tt is useless to sav that
this State or the State of New South Wales
have power to deal with such difficulties.
They certainly have the right to deal with
matters of that kind within their own
horders, but they cannot deal with industrial
matters in other States. and it is much

{Mr. H, L. Hartley.
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better that the Commonwealth should have
control of all such industrial matters through-
out Australia. Do hon. members opposite
forget that there was a strike in a woollen
mill which was engaged in making cloth
for uniforms, and there is a woollen mill
here that is not working twenty-four hours
in the twenty-fours of the day, and that
men are delayed in getting away because
of the shortage of equipment? If the
{ommonwealth Government had the power
to take over those mills, would they not
be able to work them more effectively than
they are worked? In the old country they
are closing some establishments, and sending
the skilled workmen employved in those
establishments to other factories which are
more up to <ate and better equipped, so
thas production may be increased. I do not
think hon. members recognised the serious-
of the position when they rejected the
Mestworks Bill. There are other powers
usked for by the Commonwealth. Hag it
glipped the memory of hon. members oppo-
site, bas it never «dawned upon the high:
intelligence of mmembers of another place with
their great administrative ability, that be-
cause the Commonwealth had not the power
to control corporations the whole of the
metal frade of Australia, the whole of the
export of metals and minerals, was in the
hands of Germans? There is every ground
for believing that for many months after
the war began, under contracts which there
was no power to annul, copper and molyb-
denite and other metals produced here were
supplied to our enemies the Germans to
mwake shells with which to mow down our own
men.  What man would hesitate a moment
to safeguard the men who arc shedding their
liteblood in our intsrest in that wav?
The Council, whether willingly or unwill-
ingly, whether knowingly or unknowingly,
have stood in the road of progress and of
our doing what is right at the present time
in order to give the greatest assistance to
the people who are prosecuting the war in
our behalf. The leader of the Opposition
satd that it is not right at this time to
bring forward contentious measures whemn
the hearts of mothers and relatives of
men who have gone to the front are
bowed down in pain and sorrow. Will it
be any #clace to those hearts, will it be any
recompense to them to tell them that the
very Government that asked for their sons,
their brothers, and their sweethearts to go
across the sea refused to take over the con-
trol of the meatworks in their interests when
asked to do so by the Imperial Government ?
I ¢ay that when this measure is submitted to
the people of Queensland, they will give an
emphatic verdict in favonr of this Govern-
ment, and will say, “ As the Council has
stood in your way, we will trust you alone
with power to guard the destinies of Queens-
land in this troublous time.”

Mr. BOOKER (Wide Bay): 1 do not in-
tend to delay the House more than a few
minutes. The hon., member who has just
sat down indulged in a good deal of heroics.
If he had not taken up that line of argu-
ment, I should not have been on my feet
now. 1 just want to tell that hon. member
and the House that there is no necessity to
use heroies. The Premier has emphasised
the statement that the Bills which have
been dealt with by the other Chamber are
war Bills. We accept the statement that
he intended that they should’ be war Bills,
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and I say that every member on this side
of the House is just as anxious to see the
war brought to a successful conclusion as
the hon. member who has just resumed his
seat or any other member on the Govern-
ment side of the House. But, after listening
to the debate, one cannot help coming to

the conclusion that the question of war
has been made an excuse to cover the
determination of the Government to put

through the planks of the Labour platform.
The Premier told us that he is going to
put through the policy he enunciated at
Barcaldine. We know that one ©of the
planks of the old platform of the Labour
party was the abolition of the Upper Cham-
ber.  That was conccived many years ago,
before anyone thought of any war. It has
been stated that the measures the Counecil
dealt with were war measures, They are
not war measures at all. The Meatworks
Bill was not a war measure when it was
submitted to thiz Chamber. Then, again,
the Referendum Bill is not a war measure,
for the State of Queensland has all the neces-
sary machinery to deal with the questions
to be submitted In the referendum. The
Premier did not show in his speech last
night that any one point, if accepted by
the Council, would help the nation in bring-
ing the war to a close one moment sooner
than it would otherwise be. Not one question
raised by the Premier had any bearing upon
the war whatever. The Premier has all
the machinery to acquire all the foodstuffs
and manufactured goods that might be re-
quired by the Imperial authorities or the
Australian aunthorities. There 1is nothing
that cannot be acquired at a moment’s
notice by the Imperial authorities or our
own Australian authorities, and, therefore,
there was no mnecessity for the Premier to
take the action which he has done. Then,
we are told about the voice of the people.
There was an election in May, and the
Labour party was put into power. I would
aslkk hon. members opposite how many votes
were secured by the Government as against
the votes secured by those opposed to the
Government? The difference is not worth
talking about, and the majority gained by
the Government is not material. Have the
minority of the people of Queensland to
have no standing in the community, even
so far as their daily life is concerned? Have
they to have no consideration whatever? I
say that the Upper House was appointed in
the first place to guard the interests of the
people. The intention was, in the first place,
to have a representative body of men to
serve the interests of the people—that is
one whole of the people as against one
section of them. That is why it is necessary
to-day to retain the Upper Chamber as a
revising House. The leader of the Oppo-
sition put the matter well when he quoted
the case of Washington. No one can get
away from the fact that in this Chamber,
day after dav, the legislation submitted is
on the face of it class legislation of a degree
previously unheard of.  Members opposite
say that when the Liberal party were on
that side they passed class legislation. I
have been here seven or eight years, and
I do not recollect that on any occasion was
any measure submitted by the Liberal Go-
vernment that had on the face of it class
legislation at all. (Government dissent.) I
recollect disagreeing with the party I was
associated with in regard to some part of
a proposal, and going across to vote against
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the Government. None of the measures
submitted by the Liberal Government had
any semblance of class legislation about
them, but the legislation which has been
submitted to the House for the last three
months is of such a nature, that it is
absolutely necessary, in the interests of the:
people, that hon. members opposite pose as
the representatives of—the great mass of
the industrial workers of Queensland—that
something should be done to improve it.
The legislation introduced within the last
fevs months, if put into operation without
review, will not be in the interests of the
people whom hon. members opposite say
that they represent. That is why it 1is
necessary, in the interests of the people,
that there should be a second Chamber of
men with calm and balanced minds. Some
of the speeches I have listened to from hon.
members opposite, from the Premier down,
furanish the best arguments for the necessity
of retaining a revising Chamber fto induce
members on this side to cast their votes
against the measure.

Mr. CARTER (Pert Curtis): 1 have
listened with a great deal of interest and
pleasure to the arguments put forward by
the Premier and other speakers on this side
of the Chamber in favour of the abolition
of the Legislative Council, and I do not
think that any stronger arguments can_be
put forward. Of course, on their side they
have a clear case. I have listened with
some interest, and a little amusement, to the -
efforts made by hon. members opposite ta
bolster up a very weak case. I am quite
satisfied that they are divided amongst them-
selves. Some are for a nominee Chamber,
and others have espressed themselves
strongly in favour of an elective Chamber.
Sonie are in favour of a nominee Chamber
for life, and others for a short period of
ten or fifteen years. I have heard nothing
from the other side to justify the existence
of a second Chamber. The hon. member for
Murrnmba made a long defence of the
Denham Government, but he showed nothing
to justify the eontinuation of a second Cham-
ber. Anyone who has studied the history of
parliamentary government must regard it
&3 a purely ovolutionary movement. It does
not matter what we had 1,000 or 2,000 vears
ago, or even 100 years ago; that does not
justify its existence to-day. Circumstances
and eonditions have changed, and we know
that a Government which existed 500 years
ago would be regarded with scorn by hon.
members opposite, and yet they have had
the effronters to tell us that, because a
second Chamber has been in vogue in some
countries for many years, or because im-
Rome thery had two consuls, and all that
sort of thing, we should have it to-day. The
thifig seems absurd to me. I contend that
there has been no onc century that has been
satisfied with the conditions which have
existed in the preceding century. As the
people become more enlightened they will
demand a change; and to-day there is more
enlightenment and education than there has
been at any time. There is no time when
the people have been so well wversed in
economics as the people of Australia are-
to-day. It is unreasonable to think that,
because two Houses and a restricted fran-
chise suited the people fifty years ago, they
will be satisfied with those conditions to-day.
Tt would be as well if hon. members on the
other side contended that, because we had’
slaves in the British Empire 100 years ago,

Mr. Carter.]
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‘we should tolerate that state of things to-day.

Anyone who stops to think will
[10.30 p.m.] regard that as unthinkable, and

if we are not satisfied with con-
ditions of that kind that existed then, why
should we be satisfied with the system of
Parliaments that existed then? It is com-
mon sense to suppose that il a change is
gound in one direction it is sound in another,
All through, thos¢ who have been entrevched
in power have always objected to reform.
To-day, of course, it is only natural to sup-
pose that the Upper House will oppose this
measure, and those who are Tories at heart
and in sympathy with the Upper Chamber
will oppose its abolition, because thev will
gee In the passing away of the Upper House
the destruction of the last fortress that is
buttressing the Tory parties. We have only
to study the growth of feeling in England
to see something of the same thing. A
matter of a few years ago, the House of
Lords had the power of veto. The people
hecoming more enlightened, and seeing the
unwisdom of giving such a power to a
Chamber that was not ¢lected by the people
—a nominee Chamber, practically—an Act
was passed to do awayv with the power of
veto of the House of Lords. If the people
in England—the great centre of the British
Empire—think it necessary to amend the
laws in that direction, and make the House
of Commons all-powerful—that is to saw.
that, after a Bill has been thrice rejected by
the House of Lords, it may be taken to the
King for his assent—if they believe that
there a second House iz an excrescence, may
we not think the same? Then again, look at
the Federal Constitution. The conveition
which drew up the Federal Constitution was
not a Labour convention. It was a conven.
tion chosen from amongst the anti-Lal:our
bodies of Australia, and evervone on that
convention was well versed in the politics of
Augtralia.
of the State Parliaments, and, in spite of
the fact that ther knew all about the politics
of the States, they were so dissatisfied with
the nominee Chamrbers and Chambers elected
on narrower franchises than the lower
Houses, that they thought it necessary that
both Houses should be elected on the very
 broadest franchise.

Mr. MurpHY: Yes, but they proposed to
make the Senate purely a State House.

My, CARTER: We Lknow that they pro-
posed to make it so that it would safeguard
State rights, and so0 as to strengthen the
weaker States as against the stronger Siates,
but I am not dealing with that aspect of it.
T want to point out that the persons who
drew up that Constitution were so dissatis-
fied with the conditions under which second
Chambers existed in the States that they
vwere determined that a change should be
made, and to that end an equal number was
chosen from each State, elected on the broad-
est franchise, and in the broadest possibie
way—that is, each State being one electorate.
Why on earth they had a second Chamber
at all 3s a mystery to me. One would think
that it would appeal to common szanse that
two {"hambers elected on the same franchise
would have the same opinions. Then, to
show how the two Chambers are regarded
Ly the Imperial authorities, we need only go
back to the time when the Governor-General

-econsidered it necessary to dissolve both
Houses of the Federal Parliament. The
“Senate had an overwhelming majority,

[Mr. Carter.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Nearly all of them were members:

Amendment Bill.

but in the House of Representatives the
Government were hanging on by the cast-
ing vote of the Speaker, and as the
Senate would not pass the legislation
of the Government, it was held to be
neceszary to send both Houses to the country.
Must it not be clear to every individual that
the second Chamber under those conditions
was regardsd as a useless excrescence, and
that a seccond Chamber that does not work in
accord with the popular Chamber should be
treated like a naughty child and sent to the
country? That is a strong argument against
a second Chamber. It must be evident to
every hon. member that if the second Cham-
ber obstructs the first, even in a case like

that, it is an unnecessary obstacle, and
how much more should it be the
duty of any Government to send this

second Chamber here to the country on a
referendum, when it is a nominee Chamber,’
and is not elected by the people? Then,
we have the remarks of the late Premier
when the hon. memiber for Murilla brought
in a motion to make the second Chamber
elective. He said on that occasion that
he would rather see it abolished than
make it elective. He also inferred that if
the second Chamber were not in accord with
the Lower House. then it would have no
place. He inferred that he only believed in
it because it was in accord with the Lower
Chamber. Those who are in favour of mak-
ing the Upper House elective have some
argument on their side; they think that if
it 1s right to have a second Chamber, that
Chamber should be elective and should come
with a mandate from the people. But when
we have the late Premier saying that he
would rather believe in its abolition, I can
only think that what was in his mind was
that if the Legislative Council were returned
with a mandate from the people it would
come as a Labour party to that Chamber.
We have an example in the Federal Parlia-
ment. The double dissolution was granted
bhecause the Senate was not in accord with
the other House, and nothing could be done,
and now we have the same party in power
in both Houses, both strongly represented.
Is seems to me that if the second Chamber
is not in accord with the first, it is a pestil-
ence, and should be abolished, and if it is
in accord with the first Chamber, it is an
excrescence and also should be abolished—
undoubtedly, as our friend, the hon. member
for Drayton, would say. {(Laughter.) Any-
one who looks at the two Federal Houses
cannot help but ask himself whether it is
neceszary to have two Chambers. It is only
an unnecessary expense. What I would sug-
gest is to substitute for a second Chamber
a plank in our platform—the initiative and
referendum. On every occasion the people
should be masters of the situation. They
should not only have the power of dealing
with the members of the representative
House, but they should have the power of
reviewing what is done in Parliament and
the right of veto. because it is they who have
to submit to the laws. Why should they have
to submit to legislation passed by a body of
men some of whoni are eighty vears of age
and have been there forty or fifty vears and
are completely out of touch with the political
questions of the day. I do not suppose some
of them read the newspapers. Yet those are
the people who constitute our reviewing
Chamber. Legislators should be people with
fresh, bright minds, who keep themselves
au fait with the politics and the subjects
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of the day. Many of the members of the
other Chamber are so feeble that it is diffi-
cult for them to help to make a quorum at
times; and yet that is the reviewing Cham-
ber that hon. members on the other side are
fighting to maintain. The thing is an
impossibility.

Hon. J. Torumiz: Shocking! (Laughter.)

M¥r. CARTER: It is shocking to think
that they should try to maintain a system of
that kind. Of course, authorities can be got
to support any view, but such authorities are,
after all, but the opinions of individuals.
You can find authorities to support the con-
tention that a second Chamber is a good
thing, and you can get other authorities to
prove that it is not a good thing. But such
opinions do not sway me in the slightest.
I have my own powers of observation. I
can see the effect of two Chambers. I know
what the growth of public opinion is. In
an enlightened community like this, where
the people are so nruch better educated than
in any other part of the world, and where
they have better conditions to live under, it
is natural that the people should want a
better system of government, and for that
reason they are asking us to abolish a use-
less second Chamber.

Mr. Kirwax: And, when it is not useless,
it is dangerous.

Mr. CARTER : T am very pleased to think
that this measure has been brought forward.
I assisted on different conventions to put on
our platform the plank for the abolition of
the second Chamber, and I anticipated that
that plank would have been given effect to
long ago; but it has not, and I am very
glad that I am one of a party to assist in
putting it into effect to-day.

Mr. CORSER (Burnett): I cannot under-
stand the Premier introducing a Bill like
this at a time when he claims that he de-
sires to relieve the country from unnecessary
strife by making arrangements with the Fed-
eral authorities to do away with the neces-
sity for taking the referenda. Yet the hou.
gentleman is now proposing a measure which
involves the taking of a referendum which
will cost, according to himself, £30,000.

Mr. Kirwax: Why don’t you get your
friends in the other place to agree to the
Bill?

Mr. CORSER : The members of the other
Chamber are not part of our party.

Mr. Kirwsax: Everyone of them, except
two, are supporters of your party.

Mr. CORSER: Ther have no parties in
the other Chamber. (Government laughter.)
They do not sit with us in our meetings as
a party, and it is not for us to instruct them
as to what they should do. I hold that, if
the Government had thrown aside party poli-
ties since the election, they would have found
the other Chamber would have assisted them
to the same extent as hon. members in this
Chamber.

The SroprTsaRY FOrR PusLic Lixps: Your
Government did not bring in party measures
last session when the war was on, did they?

Mr. CORSER: They did not bring in
party measures such as the present Govern-
ment are endeavouring to place on the
statute-book. If I were sitting behind the
present Government and found the other
Chamber objecting to their measures, I
would not object and say: ‘“Let us go to
every limit of our powers to wipe the ob-
struction away and enable us to get our
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platform on the statute-book.” In the in-
tercst of the Fmpire I would contend, this
is no time to bring forward the legislation
that the Government have been placing be-
fore us?

My, Corrixs: Is this the time to have an
election in Wide Bay?

Mr. CORSER: It is not a time to have
a referendum over the abolition of the Upper
House—to do away with a part of our Con-
stitution that has enabled Queensland to
put such good mieasures on the statute-book.
New South Wales and Queensland are the
two most democratic States in the Common-
wealth; both have Labour Governments.
Both have a liberal franchize, and both have
nominee Upper Houses. Can it be said that
those Chambers have interfered with or
blocked the passage of the democratic mea-
sures in the past which have brought about
such a democratic state of affairs as we find
in those two States to-day? And yet we
find the Government, at a time when they
should he doing everything possible to assist
the country, proposing a measure which will
have the effect of dividing every element in
the country against itself, and bringing about
war in Queensland which will be more bit-
terly felt than the war on the other side of
the world by the people of the State. This
is a time when we should endeavour to the
best of our ability to bring about peace

- within the community for the one purpose

of assisting our friends who are fighting on
the other side.

Mr. Counixs: Withdraw your candidate
for Wide Bay.

Myr. CORSER: Our candidate for
Bay might well be withdrawn if the
monwealth Labour party would also with-
draw their candidate. and come to some
arrangement. One side is causing the elec-
tion, and the other side have just as much
right to have their candidate. The seat was
held by the late Prime Minister because the
Liberals and farmers of Wide Bay withdrew
their candidate before the last election.

A GovenvyeNT MeuMBER: That is untrue.

Mr., Xmmwax: Yeu did not withdraw your
candidate. He ran. .

Mr. CORSER: To avoid a contest and
prevent strife, we withdrew our candidate—
we could not withdraw his nomination—
and that is the reason why Mr, Fisher was
returned without a contest: We caused no
strife at the last election. But since then
Mr. Fisher has attempted to force his refer-
enda proposals on the people, and he has ex-
pended a good deal of momney in initiating
those proposals, and now he is putting the
country to the expense of an election by tak-
ing the position of High Commissioner, and
it is he who is forcing on an election on
the electorate that returned him without a
contest at the last election.

Mr.d Kirwax: You are great patriots—

s.

Mr. CORSER: Yes, £5,000 a year to Mr.
Fisher. Is it for us to say that we should
again hand over this scat to the Labour
party? Is it not a time when we might
say that it is for the Labour party to do
as we have done on a previous occasion?
By abolishing the Upper Chamber, as is
proposed at the present time, it is making
it possible for the Labour Government te
put in its proper place the Trades Hall of
Queensland. 'The Government claimed that
the Upper Chamber should be abolished, and

My, Corser.
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they are bringing about the possibility of
:giving to the Trades Hall that place which
they hope and trust it will receive. We
know perfectly well that the first plank in
the Labour platform is the removal of
-another place.

Mr. Kirwax: What are you objecting to,
then?

Mr. CORSER: We object to it because
hon. members claim that they are abolishing
the other place for a war purpose. They
are abolishing it simply becauss it is a
plank of their platform, and yet they are
saying the other place should be abolished
becanse it is interfering with certain legis-
lation. or obstracting certain legislation
necessary for the successful prosecution of
the war.

_ The SEcrETARY FOR PUBLIC LaxDS: They
have only brought about their own destruc-
“tlom.

Mr. CORSER: The hon. gentlemen are
bringing about their own destruction by
proceeding in this mutter. The Premier
distinetly stated that the Legislative Council
was deliberately obstructing the passage of
a measure that the Government considered
necessary for the prosecution of the war.
‘That is what he claimed as the reason for
introducing this measure, and yet we know
perfectly well that the reason for introducing
the measure is that it is a plank of the jlat-
form, and they intend to place their planks
on the statute-book of Queersland. 'The
first matter dealt with, on which the Pre-
mier hopes to defeat the Council, is the
Meatworks Bill. The Premier right through-
out his speech did not refer very much to
the other measure objected to by the Coun-
cil.  What is the secret of the Meatworks
Bill? The Meatworks Bill was introduced
simply because a deputation from the Trades
Hall waited on the Premier at the Trades
Hall—the secretaries of the various associa-
tions and those people who have been put
cout of work by the meatworks—waited on
the Premier and demanded that he should
do something to secure work for them. They
claimed that the works should be put into
operation and that there were plenty of
cattle in Queensland to Lkill, and, as a
Labour Premier, ther would compel him to
take such action, and he promised them the
Meatworks Bill. He promised to kill cattle
which the Premier finds do not exist. The
cattle are not in Queensland, and, there-
fore, they cannot operate the meatworks as
promised to that deputation. Yet we find
that this Bill is used not only to try and
-obliterate the Council, but is also used as a
war measure. 1 contend, without a great
knowledge of the Constitution, that we
should not first of all attempt to tamper with
the Constitution Act of 1867, That is the
crux of the situation. I claim that we can
tamper with what the people put there in
1867. But what was placed there in 18557
By an Order in Council in 1855 we were
able to build our Constitution, and instead
of being a Bill, should it not be a petition
that the Premier was presenting at the pre-
sent time? A petition to alter that Order
in Council? The Premier deliberated for a
long timc saying that the Meatworks Bill
was a war measure, and that it was im-
possible for the Government to bring about
successful assistance to the Imperial authori-
ties without that Bill. What did the Coun-
il do? When the Council first amended that
Bill they amended it on the lines of the
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Munitions Act of Great Britain. They in-
serted clauses in the Bill to give to the
Queensland (Government the very same
powers as those handed to the Imperial
authorities in the Munitions Act.

Mr. H. L. Harteey: That is not a fact.

Mr. CORSER: That is an absolute fact;
and surely powers that are sufficient to
operate the great munitions factories of
Great Britain would be sufficient for the
Government of Queensland to operate the
meatworks! What do we find? When the
Assembly objected to the amendments of
the Council—when they sent the Bill back
to the Council without accepting the amend-
ments, what did the Council do? They
did not insist that the Government should
only take those powers that are held by
Great Britain, but allowed the Bill to go
through as the Government wanted it, with
one exception; they asked that compensa-
tion should be paid on just terms.

Mr. Kmrwax: Did the Munitions Act say
that?

Mr. CORSER: No. If the hon. member
had followed my argument he would not
have made that interjection. I stated that
when we refused to accept those amendments
and sent the Bill back to the Council they
only asked for one amendment, and ‘ghdt
was that compensation be paid on just
terms. Yet we {ind the Premier coming
along with a measure to abolish the Upper
House, and claiming that he is doing it be-
cause the Council rejected a proposition to
make it possible to supply meat to the Im-
perial authorities. Is that the case? Can
hon. members say that the Council’s amend-
ment would prevent the Government doing
something that would assist the Imperial
authorities?

Mr. McMmxx: It would open up a big
field for litigation.

Mr. CORSER: It contained no obstruc-
tion, and further, if they object to the term
 on just terms,” we might remind them that
the words “ on just terms”’ were taken from
the Bills passed by their own Labour Go-
vernment in the Commonwealth. The re-
ferenda proposals contained the words ‘‘on
just terms,”’ and the Legislative Council of
Queensland proposed to insert the very same
words in the Meatworks Bill. The DMeat-
works Bill was not for war purposes; 1t was
simply introduced for the sake of carrying
out their platform; carrying out what they
said they would be securing to themselves
—monetary assistance by commandeering
that which belongs to others.

At 11 p.m., .
The SPEAKER resumed the chair.

Mr. CORSER: All that was asked for here
was that compensation on those lines should
be paid. Yet we find the Premier coming
down and saying that the Council obstructed
measures which were necessary for the effec-
tive prosecution of the war. Where did
the Meatworks Bill interfere with the effec-
tive prosecution of the war? The Premier
cannot object to the Council’s amendments
in the Meatworks Bill ag it came back to us
the second time. If it goes to the country,
then the true facts of the case must be
made known to the people. They will not
be made known by hon. members opposite.
The present Queen-street Ministry will not
make them known to the people, It will

i\
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mot be made known by the people who
seized the wealth of the people outside and
commandeered their foodstuffs in order to
enrich their own friends of Brisbane. This
Government is not going to make known the
true facts to the people. The people will
know that they have been once bitten.
“They were taken in once by the battle-cry
of cheap food and shorter hours. Hon.
members opposite will not be able to stack
their cards again. They will not be able
to rig their case to suit themselves. It has
been claimed by the Government that the
people authorised them to carry out certain
propositions. When the pecple returned
them they knew perfectly well that there
was a revising Chamber, which would revise
all the matters which these hon. members
brought forward. They knew that there
was a zafety valve which would check the
-experimental enactments passed by the con-
stitutional representatives of the people in
another place. I have never said that I
believe in a nominee Upper House. It
should be elected on a reasonable franchise.
{Government laughter.) I do not say that
we should not uphold the Council for some
things that they have done for the benefit
of the people of Queensland. No member
of the Government can say that they secured
their present positions at the hands of Labour
supporters in Queensland. They know too
well, and we know alsc to our sorrow, that
many Liberals voted against the past Go-
vernment, and with good reason, They had
good reason for voting against the late
‘Government, and they also remembered that
there was a revising Chamber, which would
revise all legislation until the new Liberal
Government would have its say. We know
that the bicameral system exists in Canada
in two out of the nine States. But they are
not sovereign States. Thevy have not got
the power which Queensland has got to-day.
They have the powers which Queensland
will have if the referendum proposals which
are proposed to be ceded to the Com-
monwealth by the Labour Government
be carried. If we agree to these powers
being handed over, we will have a
miserable State Parliament, having no
more power than those small Parliaments
in Canada at the present time. We have
got a constitutional Government at the
present time and a revising Chamber that
has enabled us ta build up a democratic
British Empire. We have a Parliament of
two Chambers, which we have always been
proud of in the past. It was given to
us by the motherland of which we are
so proud, when we became colonies under
the British flag. Hon. members opposite
have said that there is not much that they
can commend the Council for. Thev say
that the Council is there to obstruct business
which is for the betterment of the people
of this State, and that they have done it on
this occasion. It is my intention to support

the Council right through for their aetion.

Hon. J. A. Fireiry: They cannot form a
quorunm.

Mr. CORSER: They can form a quorum
whenever they want to object to something.
{Loud Government laughter.) That is the
only time that counts. We are told that the
legislation which hon. members propose is
only for the period of the war. It 1s going to
extend far beyond the period of the war.
‘Take the Meatworks Bill, for instance. It
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was introduced as a general measure and
afterwards amended and made a war measure.
By means of the regulations they practically
hold what they seize. The Bill goes out of
operation six months after the war, but
the regulations do not go out of operation.
They will continue like the brook. They
will continue there until the Liberal party
get into power and obliterate them. We
know that many other details can be ex-
posed to the. same extent that the Premier
says he exposed the Meatworks Bill. We
find the same thing in the Workers’ Com-
pensation Bill, the Metropolitan Water and
Sewerage Workers’ Award Bill, Industrial
Arbitration Bill, Workers’ Accommodation
Bill, aud other burgling Bills which will
seize the freehold of the people and compel
them to pay lané taxes. These are the people
we <want to protect, and our objection to the
Trade TUnion Bill is that it will force the
people who are too poor to pay a poll tax to
contribute blood money to the unions in
order to keep the present party in powes.

Mr. Kmrwan: At the last general election’
you got dished badly.

Mr. CORSER: Thing: have altered since
then. Would it not be better that the
£30.000, which the referenca of this quostion
to the people wiil cost, should be devoted to
the production of shells than to spend it on
a referendum?

Mr. Kirwax: The members of the Council
are responsible for that. .

Mr. CORSER: They are not responsible.
The members of the front Treasury bench
are responsible by bringing in class legisla-
tion wnd forcing it through ever since they
secured office at last election by false
pretences.

Mr. McPHATL (TWindsor) : I have listened
to the speeches of meuibers opposite, who
belong to a party which in the past has had
many privileges, and am not surprised at the
line of argument they have followed. They
realise that there is now on the Treasury
benches a party which, for a number of
years, has had a definite platform that they
intended to put into practice when power
was conferred upon them by the people.
And now that we are setting about the busi-
ness in a way which portends trouble to them,
they are trying to bolster up a House which
in the past has always been against progres-
sive legislation. The opposition shown to
this measure is evidence that, even to-day,
there are men who cling to old traditions.
and to whom the breaking down of old
customs is sacrilege. It seems to be their
idea that the Constitution of the past should
be continued, no matter how enlightened we
become as the days go by, and that an insti-
tution which has manifested its conservatism
during the last decade should never be
broken down. But education is giving men
a better understanding of their own posi-
tion than they formerly possessed. Especially
is this the case with working men. I believe
that working men are giving more serious
consideration to these matters now than they
have ever done in the past, and that they
are realising that they have in their own
hands the means whereby they can receive
more of what they have produced than they
have received in the past. And because tha
working man is realising this, the Opposi-
tion are taking alarm, and making every
effort possible to prevent the abolition of a

Mr. McPhadl.]



Constitution Act

Chamber which has always been against pro-
gress. What are the reasons for the intro-
duction of this measure? They are these:
This party has realised the utter uselessness
of the Legislative Council, and its retrogre-
sive nature. We have made in our platform
provision for the abolition of that Chamber,
because we fec] that it is not mecessary.
The hon. member for Port Curtis put the
case concisely when he stated that the Council
is not wanted for two reasons—if it is a
Llock to legislation it should go, and if it is
not a block to legislation, but simply a
reflex of this Chamber, it is not necessary.
I maintain that a Chamber which represents
the people i« quite sufficient, without a revis-
ing Chamber. The desire for the abolition of
the Council is emphasised by the action of
that Chamber during the present session of
Parliament. Every democratic measure that
Las been brought forward has niet with
trenuous opposition there. There are men
in that Chamber to whom the mention of
democratic legislation, such as we have had
before us, is like putting a red rag to a bull.
There are men in that Chamber who have
never in their lives done anything to better
the condition of the working classes. And
beeause of these things, we feel that we are
on solid ground in supporting this measure for
the abolition of the second Chamber. Much
has been said about the bicameral system,
and it has been urged that it has justified it-
self by its revision of legislation. What revi-
sion do we get of Bills which go from this
House to the Council? The composition of that
House is such that its members cannot view
anything except from a biassed standpoint.
We find that it consists of gentlemen who
have been appointed by past Liberal Go-
vernments, There are practically only four
men there at the present time who are doing
anything to assist the Government to pass
their measures. No less than seven members
of the Council are gentlemen who have been
rejected by constituencies—some 'of them
two or three times—and they are most bitter
in their opposition to legislation proposed by
the representatives of the people. Two of
those gentlemen ave political Labour rene-
gades, who have changed their opinions in
a way that has made them more acceptable
to the Liberal party. Then we have no less
than five gentlemen who have been appointed
to seats in that House because they are con-
nected with newspapers which in the past
have rendered material assistance to the
Liberal cause. I also find that one gentle-
man was the shonsor for bringing the late
Premier, Mr. Denham, into political life,
and that was his reward. I find that another
member of the Chamber was a member of
the last Liberal Hxecutive. Then, another
gentleman in the Chamber is a solicitor for
gome companies with a very monopolistic
tendency. Then, again, we have a member,
of that Chamber from Charters Towers, who
js a well-knecwn mining magnate; another
who is a sugar magnate; and another who
i3 a ‘‘ pure merino’’ from the Darling Downs.
Then we find that another is the father-in-law
of one of the Liberal Ministers in the last
Parliament. I am quoting this to show that
these gentlemen are not in a position to
criticise the legislation that goes up to them
from any but a biassed standpoint; and
that is another reason why we should see that
the Council is abolished. The very fact of
the men being appointed for life by one par-
ticular side of the House who may be
power at that time is one reason why the
whole system should be condemned. 1t is a
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House of Liberal principle, and, therefore,
it is not in a position to give what has been
called a fair, unbiassed, and reasonable
criticism of the measures that go up to 1it.
The hon. member for Wide Bay had the
audacity to say—

“I say emphatically and distinctly
that the members of that Chamber do
truly represent the aspirations of the
peeple and the desires of the people and
the interests of the State in the truest
seuse, because they understand its in-
terests and they understand the people.””

And he went further than that, and said—

“In this Chamber, every night and
every afterncon every hon. member says
that he gives a vote according to his
own knowledge and his consclence. I
give the reply, and I say emphatically
"No.

If the members of this Chamber have not
come here with the wish of the people, then
no one in either Chamber has a right to
speak at all on behalf of the people. Mem-
bers can sit there for life and have no
responsibility to the people, and can snap
their fingers at anything thet is said or done,
vet hon. members opposite will uphold the
Council and say it is a Chamber which has
more right to exist then the Chamber the
members of which are directly responsible
to the people. Aunyone who speaks like
that is most biassed, and simply desires the
Chamber to exist becauss it stands for those
interests which he is afraid will be inter-
fered with if democratic legislation is intro-
duced. Even the English Liberals have had
at times to protest against the attitude
adopted by the English House of Lords. I
would just like to quote one or two expres-
sions of opinion by English statesmen with
reference to this matter. When the Commons
have at times come into conflict with the
House of Lords, members have had occasion
to protest against the attitude of a Chamber
which was not directly responsible to the
peopie. Mr. Asguith, in 1909, made use of
these words—

“We are told that there is a possi-
bility that the House of Lords, whether
by mutilation or by rejection, 1nay set
aside the provision which the House of
Commons has made for the financialk
necessities of the State. Talk of revolu-
tions, this would be indeed the most for-
midable and the most fundamental since
the dags of the Loung Parliament. I
assert with confidence that there is no
rule more deeply ingrained in our Con-
stitution, more solemnly hallowed by
precedent, more plainly sanctioned alike
by the traditions of the past and by the
requirements of to-day, than that in
matters of finance the Commons, the
representatives of the people, have an
absolute. an unquestionable, and a deci-
sive voice.”

Then William Pitt, while he was still in the
House of Commens, in 1767, spoke thus—

“The taxes are a voluntary grant and
gift of the Commons alone. The con-
currence of the peers and the Crown to
the tax is only necessary to clothe it
with a form of law. The gift and grant
is of the Commons alone.” i
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And finally, Mr. Balfour, speaking in 1907,
said—
-“We all know that the power of the
House of Lords is still further limited

by the fact that it cannot touch these

money Bills, which if it could deal with,
no doubt it could bring the whole execu-
tive machinery of the country to a stand-
still.”

The opinions of statesmen such as these show
clearly that even gentlemen who ave pro-
nounced conservatives have a fear of the
wielding of the great powers which have
been granted to an irresponsible Chamber.
From our experience of the attitude of cer-
tain members with reference to legislation
which this Government have been entrusted
by the people to carry out, we have reason
to fear that these men who are irresponsible
will exploit the people, and we believe
it is necessary for the Chamber to be
abolished. The leader of the Opposition
discredited all the States with single Cham-
bers, and referred to the States of Canada
as glorified shire councils, with only insigni-
ficant power, but the powers of those States
are more considerable than the hon. gentle-
man would have us believe. We find that
the States of Canada have power to legis-
late on property and civil rights, the borrcw-
ing of money for provincial purposes, direct
taxation, public institutions, licenses, the in-
corporation of provincial companies, and the
solemnisation of marriage. So that they
have very wide powers, and are not small
institutions with practically no power. We
are faced to-day with a fight between vested
interests and the rights of the people. The
-vested interests are represented .in the other
Chamber, and the rights of the people are
represented here, and I believe that when
this question is submitted to the people in a
few months’ time they will endorse our atti-
tude, and say that the Council, having failed
in its duty, shall be wiped out, as it is
an inefficient body. I believe that the people
realise that we have stood for the abolition
of that Chamber for many years. All the
revising of measures that needs to be done
can be done in this House. I believe that
the seventy-two members of this Chamber
are as competent, if not more so, to give
fair and rcasonable consideration to every
measure brought in as are memhers in the
other Chamber. I base my remarks on what
has happened in the past when this Cham-
ber has come into conflict with the Upper
House, and that was the cause of the Kidston
Government bringing in a measure to pro-
vide for a referenda. FEvery measure that
has gone to the Upper House with any
democratic proposal in it, which ‘would
bring relief to or widen the opportuni-
ties of the working class, has had those
proposals removed, and that will con-
tinue to be so while we have an Upper
Chamber constituted as it is at present.
Why is it that we find such inattention to
duty on the part of members of the Opposi-
tion that, since the time the House has been
called together, we have never yet seen in

the divisions a full list of hon. members
opposite? Why is it we find
[11.30 p.m.] that the average number of

members on the Opposition side
in a division works out at something about
fifteen ? Simply because they are satisfied
that the Upper House will do the work that
their numbers will not permit them to do,
and therefore they are relying on the other
Chamber to throw out measures which they
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know that the people have not allowed them
the power to throw out. And therefore it is
necessary for good government, for the ad-
vancement of democracy, that the platform
which the Labour party has stood for, has
worked for, and has spoken for for so many
years should be carried into effect, and that
that Chamber should go. Go it will, I be-
lieve. We have been told very bravely to-
night that the only desire of hon. members
is that we should go to the country. I am
quite certain that the people, who will be
the final arbiters, will give their verdict with
no uncertain sound, and endorse the atti-
tude that we, as a party, have taken up it
this matter. We have been told that the
whole thing hinges on the question of war
measures. The Labour party have been told
that this is not the time for the referenda
to be taken—that the war clouds were ob-
scuring every other issue, and that nothing
should be done to cause strife among the
people at this particular juncture. But when
we find that an agreement has been come to
whereby certain powers will be handed over
to the Federal Parliament temporarily—only
for the duration of the war and for twelve
months afterwards—an agreement’ which
will prevent the referenda being taken, they
turn round, and the cry of ceasing strife has
no weight, because they immediately say:
“Go to the people with your referenda.”
What are we to think? Are these men sin-
cere, or are they simply political hypocrites?
Gentlemen should stand by their colours—by
their opinion—and the best thing for them
to do, if they are prepared to stand by their
opinion, is to be silent now. We are sincere
in this matter. We desire to get on with the
legislation that we have been put here to
carry out, and we are prepared to do it, and
we are prepared to stand by the result. We
do not fear what the result will be, and I
sincerely trust that, before the end of mnext
vear, not only will the war have ceased, but
the Upper Chamber will have ceased in
Queensland also.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. McPHAIL: In conclusion, let me say
that, when the Federal Senate was estab-
lished, it agreed that it was intended to be
a House to represent the States, but when
the Labour party captured it, when the Lib-
erals found that the people were electing
men to it to practically overwhelm them,
they found that it was a useless Chamber,
and wanted it abolished. So far as the Fed-
eral Senate is concerned, it is useless, and
should be abolished according to Ltberal
views; but, so far as the Queensland Legis-.
lative Council is concerned, a nominee body
—a Chamber to which the members have
been appointed because of past services
rendered to past Liberal Governments and
because of their political views, it is a uscful
Chamber. and should not be abolished.
Surely, if any Chamber should be abolished,
it is the one that is not responsible to
the people? The people can turn out the
members of the Senate; its members are re-
sponsible to the people, but the Legislative
Council is not. I sincerely trust that the
good sense of the House will carrv this mo-
tion, and if the other House rejects the Bill,
that eventually the people will carry it, and
that the incubus of this nominee Chamber,
which, at present, rests like a heavy pall on
the political institutions of the State, will be
cast aside, and the will of the people, freely
expressed in a large majority on this side
of the House, will carry out the wishes of
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the people, put planks of the Labour plat-
form on the statute-book, give reliet to
those who are seeking relief, and eventually
prove that the. people themselves are the
right people to judge. As has been pointed
out by other speakers, we propose as another
plank of our platform the initiative and
referendum. By that means we get into
direct touch with the people, and ascertain
their will at once.

Mr. StEVENS: It has been a failure in the
United States, where it has been tried.

Mr. McPHATIL: I am glad that the hon.
apember has introduced the question of the
‘Constitution in America. America to-day
is an evidence of a state of things we object
to. We find that in America the trusts and
other institutions of wealth are growing
stronger and stronger, simply because they
have allowed their Constifution practically
to be annulled. They have allowed the whole
position to be twisted and turned, and the
result is that the money interests can snap
their fingers at the rest of the community.
We do not want to see that happen in Queens-
land, and T am quite convinced that the goed
sense of the people will prevail and eventu-
ally, before very long, the last stronghold
of vested interests in this State will disap-
pear, and the people will come into their
own—those rights which have been withheld
from thein for very many years.

Mr. BARNES (Warwick): I think it is
distinctly regrettable that perhaps the most
important motion that has ever come before
this House should be rushed through in one
sitting. Many hon. members would have
liked to give their best to this matter, but
the weight of the-evening is pressing on
them, as is evident, and it is manifestly
unfair that a momentous matter of this sort
should be forced through in such a way.
Simply because I do not desire that a matter
of such consequence should go without some
expression of opinion, T rise to my feet. We
have listened this evening, as for some days
past, to many arguments which are simply
repeats of things we have heard from time
to time. We have been told that certain
things have led to this action being taken,
but other hon. members have been good
enough to acknowledge that the abolition of
the Upper Chamber has been in the minds of
hon. members opposite for twenty wears.
Under those circumstances it is downright
hypocritical for them to come along at this
juncture and tell us, as we have been told
by the Chief Secretary, that other considera-
tions have led to this action. We know that
the matters which he mentioned are no more
war matters than any other thing that might
have been named. Tt is all very well to
trade upon a question of that character just
now. but it is distinctly wrong—in fact, one
might use stronger terms than that—to say
that the war is the real reason why the dis-
solving of the Council is before us at the
present time. 1 recognise the splendid work
that has been done by the Coundil.

Mr. PerersoN: They have carried out
your wishes.

Mr. BARNES: If they had carried out
the hon. member’s wishes he would now be
championing their cause. It is not that
they had carried out my particular wishes.
So far as T am able to perceive from my
observation and from my contact with the
people, they have correctly interpreted the
wishes of the people who form the bone
and sinew of the country., They have studied
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the interests of those people throughout this
session. At cne time there was a feeling
in the country that the other Chamber
should be made elective, but the present
feeling is that the other Chamber is an
absolute necessity. What has given rise to
that revulsion of feeling?! I know, from
rubbing shoulders with the people in the
country, that they are now distinctly in
favour of the preservation of the other
House, and they are thankful to the mem-
bers of that House for the stand they have
made in cobnnection with various matters.
Two reasons have been given by the Pre-
mier why this Bill should be passed. First,
because of the Council’s amendment of the
Meatworks Bill. That is a reason of the
very flimsiest description. Now that it has
been explained that that Bill is a war
measure, it nas been practically accepted by
the other Chamber except in one small par-
ticular. And what man with any sense of
responsibility can object to the amendment
made in the Bill? It is unfair to do so. So
far as the Commonwealth Powers (War) Bill
is concerned, the feeling of the people in
the country is distinctly in sympathy "with
the action of the other Chamber in reject-
ing that measure. The people of the country
are not in favour of handing over all our
rights and interests and simply reducing the
Parliament of this State to the status of a
local governing body. It is easy enough for
hon. members opposite to give everything
away-—the other Chamber and everything
else that we possess—but this side of the
House takes a different view. We are in
favour of preserving every right that we can
retain.

The PreMier: Those powers are necessary
for war purposes.

Mr. BARNES: Reverting for a moment
to the Meatworks Bill, might T ask whether
we could by any possibility have sent away
more meat than we did send?

Mr. BaviEy: No. .

Mr. BARNES: Did we even send -away
all the meat we possessed? Were we able
to find freights for that? The thing is per-
fectly ridiculous. We were not able to find
freights for all the meat that was offering
in January last.

Mr. Booker: From January to May.

Mr. BARNES: T had cattle for sale my-
self, and just at the moment they were ready
for inspection the buyers were called off
because freights could not be secured. Many
a man lost heaps of money in consequence.
I myself was a loser. Cattle have died
since. There is nothing in that argument.
The Premier states that for war purposes
certain powers were required.

The PreMiER: VYes; these powers to the
Commonwealth are necessary.

Mr. BARNES: Is there anything in_ this
world that the Premier would like to do_ in
order to help the motherland in carrying
on this awful war? The other day the
bon. gentleman formed one of a number of
Ministers who decided to commandeer the
wheat stocks of Australia. They had power
to do that,  and what further power Iis
needed now to enable them to do all they
want in other directions? Nothing is ap-
parent to the lay mind. . .

The PrEMIER: It took a long time to do
that. That conference had to be summoned,
and it took some weeks.

Mr. BARNES : At any rate, it was done;
and, whilst I am not going to refer to it,
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what a bungle it is going to be, according
“to what we saw in to-day’'s ¢ Courier ’?
However, let that go. The objections to the
-other House have been stated to be many.
Why, the strength of the Government posi-
tion to-day—if there is any strength at all
in it—is because of a certuin Referendum
Bill that was passed through the other
Chamber. The Government hope to succeed
because of the passage of that measure. I
do not think they will succeed, judging by
the remarks of the Attorney-General of the
time the Bill was passed: I do not think it
has the slightest application to these pro-
ceedings. Still, the Government are build-
ing upon that Act to enable them to get this
Bill through. It all comes to this—that the
other Chamber has to go, although it has,
on the whole, passed legislation that has
been neccessary for the good government of
the country.

The PreEMIER: Don’t you adimnit that more
powers are necessary for the Commonwealth
to have?

AMr. BARNES: Not to the extent that it is
propased to hand over at the present time.

The Prexmier: But all the Opposition
voted against the second reading of the Bill.

Mr., BARNES: It would be regrettable if
we handed over all the powers that were
asked for.

The PREMIER:
hand over any.

Mr. BARNES: We might have made a
mistake there; but I consider that, if it
would be unwise to hand over permanently
certain powers that we possess and that
we prize, it is unwise to hand them over
temporarily. I think that, on the whole,
we would lose in standing, and it would be

You would not agree to

a distinct disadvantage to Queensland to .

abolish the other Chamber. And certainly
no one could ask the other Chamber to help
in their own destruction in the direction in
which the question is being submitted to
them at the present time.

Mr. DUNSTAN (Gympic): The political
arrcgance of the Tory minority is one of
the most amazing things witnessed in this
Chamber. We have the amazing spectacle
of the party opposite—who have been thrown
out of office, who have had their policy dis-
carded by the people, and who oniy muster
an average of about fourteen members in
any division in this Chamber—seeking to
regain part of the strength shorn off them
by the people by relying on the autocrats
of another Chamber. I do not propose to
quote any authorities to justify the policy
of this party in seeking to abolish the Upper
House. The only authority that I pay any
regard to is the authority of the peopls,
and we had that in no uncertain way at
the last general election. It is inconceivable
that this party, which has a great majority
of member« and a mandate to carry on the
Government of the country. should sit here
powerless at the domination of men +ho
represent the political opinions of forty years
ago. I think hon. members opposite can
hardly hope to raise to the level of a
supreme political instrument, and make it
the only real form of Government, a mere
Order in Council of the Tery brand. so that
this party, elected by the will of the people,
with a definite commission to carry out a
definite policy, should sit here practically
impotent and powerless at the dictation of

- gentlemen in another place. It would be a
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strange thing if the people of Queensland
found that every mandate they gave and
every commission they issued to any party
was contingent on the gracious permission of
men who are absolutely irresponsible to and
unrepresentative of the electors of the State.
1 trust that this party, having the genius and
capacity of government, having a definite
mandate from a great majority of the
electors of Queensland, and having won to
the gates of administration, will not sit
meekly by powerless and impotent and frus-
trated while the gentlemen in the Tory
citadel entrench themselves across the path-
way -of reform. I trust that this party
will go straight ahead and will hew a clear
rond  of polifical progress, frec and open
to the realisation of the people’s wishes
and the establishment of the people’s will.
The Premier the other night ssid the time
had come when the Upper House must
go, and I also say that the time is rotten
ripe for its departure from the political
schemme of this State. so as to enable the
electors of Queensland to translate their will
into Acts of Parliament, and set their seal
on the political progress of this State.

Mr. BAYLEY: This is a very important
matter we are discussing, and, although the

hour is late, I would like to say a few
words in reference to same. We have
all listened to what has been said by

members on both sides of the House with a
great deal of interest, but I cannot say
that any very strong argwmnents have been
adduced by mmembers of the Government to
should
be abolished. I do not think that the Pre-
mier even advanced any strong arguments
in that direction. He certainly offered strong
objection to the Council turning down the
referenda proposals, and I think the Council
acted well within their rights in so doing.
It was stated by the Premier amongst other
things that these proposals were brought
forward as a war measure. As has been
pointed out by different members on this
side of the House the proposal was in the
platform of the Labour party for years, and
we know it is not a war measure at all.
The Premier had no authority from this
House to make the compact he did, in
common with the other Premiers of the
States, with the Commonwealth Prime Minis-
ter, and that being so, I do not think that
this House or the Council could be expected
to endorse what was done by the Premier
on that occasion. Now, with regard to the
Meatworks Bill, as has been pointed out by
members on this side of the House, all
the power required is already in the hands
of the Government. and that measure was
introduced by the Government simply as a
blind. As to the validity of the constitutional
powers claimed by the Premier, I am going
to say nothing. I am not even a bush
lawyer. Tt has been pointed out that in
all the leading countries of the world the
bicameral system of legislation obtains. If
at the present time there was only one
Legislative Chamber in Queensland, what
would have happened? We would have
found, as already pointed out, that twenty-
three Labour members would be in a position
to govern Queensland, although there are
seventy-two members sent here by the people
of Queensland to represent them and their
varied interests. It would not be well for
the prosperity of Queensland if that took
place. According to our platform, the Country
party is in favour of an elective Upper
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Chamber on a reasonable franchise. The
Council is about the only bulwark
[12 p.m.] which exists between the pros-
perity of Queensland and univer-
sal justice, and the Government, caucus,
and confiscation generally. For this reason
I think we should do very well indeed to
consider the advisableness of retaining the
Council in its present state. It is a very
good thing for the people of Queensland
that we have a Legislative Council. We
who believe under ordinary conditions in
an elective Upper Chamber are in the
same position at the present time as the
military authorities in Great Britain. They
have been confronted with tactics by the
foe which will not bear investigation, and
much as they object to doing so they have
been forced to adopt certain tactics. Owing
to the methods adopted by the foe, the
British authorities have been forced to adopt
the use of poisonous suffocating gases, al-
though this kind of warfare is very far
from being in accordance with their wishes
and ideals. Here in Queensland we have been
brought face “to face with the confiscatory
methods of the Government, and we are only
too happy to avail ourselves of all the help
we can get from the Council, constituted
as it is at the present time. What has the
Council done? Why does the Council exist?
What are the duties of the Council? The
duties of the Council are to check over
hasty legislation. We have passed a lot of
hasty and ill-considered legislation during
the past- few months, Party fceling runs
high in this House at times, and many hon.
members do not weigh things as carefully
and with as much consideration as these
matters really deserve. It is a good thing
that we have the Council to go through
those Bills which are passed in such a hurry
by this House. They consider them in a
calmer atmosphere than obtains here. The
Legislative Council is freer from party
strife.  Although hon. gentlemen opposite
have criticised the personnel of the Council,
still we must adinit that the ajority
of the members in that TUpper Chamber are
men of mature experience.

The PrEmMiErR: They are mostly rejects of
the people.

Mr. BAYLEY: They are mostly men who
have made good in their own professions
and life. When we find that men have made
a success of their own private undertakings,
we can reasonably expect that they will
manage the affairs of the country in the
same way, and with the same degree of
business acumen. The Premier has told us
that the Government promised the electors
of Queensland that certain things would be
done. He claimed that the Qouncil frequently
refused to pass the legislation promised by
the Government prior to the last election.

The PrREMIER: Is not that right?

Mr. BAYLEY : No, I do not think it is
so. The Government have far exceeded all
their pledges and promises which they made
to the electors prior to the last clee-
tion. They brought forward many mea-
sures not outlined during  the elec-
tion campaign. The GrovernmemL are 1in
their present position because of the cheap-
food cry and because they persuaded the
people that the Liberal Government stood
for all that was bad so far as the workers
were concerned, that they stood for dear
food, low wages, and bad conditions, and
for this the Government are in power at

[Mr. Bayley.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Amendment Bill,

the present tinie. The Government have:
far exceeded, so far as enactments and legis-
lation are concerned, all that they promised
to the electors. The hon. member for Bowen.
talked about the liberty of the down-trodden
masses of the people of Queensland. He
quoted from Carlyle at the time of the-
Hrench revolution, and England duung the
timé of Cromwell. Fancy comparing present.
conditions in Sunny Queensland, the paradise
of the working man, with those times!
Queensland is the happy hunting-ground of’
the working man. The masses of the people
have thé power now and they are the masters
of the situation. If we want proof of that
we have only to look at members opposite.
Their presence here in Parliament in such:
numbers is surely ample proof that my
statement 1s correct. The working men of’
Queensland have every liberty and every
power that they can possibly ask for. A
good deal has been said about the Upper-
House containing prosperous merchants and:
successful professional men. Is it a crime to-
be prosperous in these democratic days? I
see on the front Treasury bench a highly
successful business man and a successful pro-
fessional man too, and 1 give them credit for-
it., Why decry in members of the Council
what we esteem a virtue in hon. mem-
bers opposite? Why should we abolish the-
Council? 1If the Government think that the
Council should not be nominee, but should
be elective, why do not they take steps in
this direction? Why should they not take-

steps to constitute it an elective
[12.10 a.m.] Chamber instead of abolishing it

altogether? At present we can
look “to the Legislative Council to protect
Queensland, and we need all the protection:
it can give us. The Council deserves the
thanks of the responsible people of Queens-
land, the people who have something at
stake—something that can be confiscated—
for the action they have taken during the
past few wecks. For many years the Labour
party have been fighting for the liberties of”
people who were dow and demanding
better conditions and decent wages for men
and women, and they deserve credit for the
good they have accomplished in that diree-
tion. Now, generally speaking, men and
women are well paid, have fair hours of"
labour, work under good conditions, and
enjoy every liberty; and now the Labour
party are trying to take away the liberties
of other citizens of the State, and are attack-
ing the rights and privileges of other sections
of the community. For that reason we look
to the Council for assistance, and I am glad
to have this opportunity of raising my
protest against the action of the Go-
vernment in introducing this Bill,

Mr. MURPHY: For the last eleven or
twelve years I have cheerfully voted for the
abolition of the Council, and I think I
should take the opportunity to-night to =ay
a few words on the question. Some mem-

bers on both sides of the House have referred

to the fact that legislation is of a biassed
nature. Under the party system of govern-
ment how are you going to escape from
legislation of a biassed nature? The legis-
lation introduced by every Government is
passed because it fulfils the promises which
the Government have made to their sup-
porters. Our system of government enables a
party which obtains a majority of represen-
tatives of the constituencies to carry on the
business of the country just as they think fit.
That being so, how can anybody who believes
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‘in the democratic principle of majority rule
.agree that any second Chamber should have
power to block the legislation submitted by
‘the Govermmnent? There is one matter to
‘which no reference has been made in this
<debate. I have listened to members on
both sides of the House making specches in
favour of the abolition of the Council on
many occasions since I have been in this
Chamber, and I have sat behind Govern-
aments and joined in the ¢ hurrahs!” and
“hear, hears!” when the Premier of the
day thundered against the second Chamber;
but T have heard none of those gentlemen
say what is going to happen when the second
‘Chamber disappeared to provide protection
to judges and other high officials such as
“that which is given them under our two-
chamber system. We pride ourselves that
Rritish rule is the cleanest in the world.
“Why has it been so clean? Simply because
the judges, the Auditor-General, and other
high officials of the State have been given
‘their positions on the understanding that
they could only be removed by a resolution
-of both Houses of Parliament. That is a
point which I am looking at from a mnon-
party point of view, and T should like to
‘have some informiation in regard to what
will be the positions of those oﬁicers if the
‘Council is abolished. I helieve that when this
matter goes before the people the second
Chamber will disappear. We know that
<during the past ten or twelve years this
House has come into conflict with the other
‘Chamber on several occasions. In 1804, the
present President of the Council—who was
‘then Premier—thundered against the Couneil.
and he afterwards became a member of
it. Mr. Kidston, when he was Premier,
also thundercd against the Council; and I
would point out that. although some mem-
bers on the other side of the House have
«denounced that gentleman as having de-
parted from his democratic opinions, it was
‘he who passed the Act of 1808, which will
give the people of the State an opportunity
.of taking action on the matter now before
the House. The essence of the British Con-
stitution is that the people should be su-
preme. and they can only be supreme if the
majority are given an absolutely clear
field to carry out the legislation they pro-
mise. and to conduct the affairs of the State
in the manner they deem to be in the
interest of the people. For six months of
‘the vear we have Cabinet rule, and not the
‘people’s rule about which hon. members
‘talk so much. The Constitution Act Amend-
ment Aet gives to the people the right to
say whether they will have a second Cham-
‘ber or not. That Act was passed for the
purpose of getting over deadlocks between
the Assembly and the Council. It provides
that, when the two Houses come into con-
flict. the matter shall be submitted to the
people; and as this Tlouse and the Council
‘have come into conflict in regard to cer-
tain legislation which has been passed by this
‘House, it is right that the people should
have an opportunity of sayving whether the
‘Council shall be abolished or not. It is
desirable that some information should be
given as to the position which will arise on
‘the abolition of the second Chamber, with
regard to those high officials of State who
‘have been appointed on condition that they
-can only be removed from their places by a
vote of the two Houses of Parliament. That
matter should be explained, in order that the
people may thoroughly understand the posi-
#ion of affairs when they are called upon to
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vote on this important guestion. I con-
sider that I have raised the most important
point in connection with the abolition of the
second Chamber. The people will decide
whether the T.egislative Council shall be
abolished, and if it is abolished it will be
for the Cabinet to take some steps in order
that the fountain of justice may be as pure
as it is to-day. The Auditor-General has the
power, under present conditions, to criticise
the Cabinet with regard to the dealings with
the finances of the State, and he is .abso-
lutely free. The Government cannot dismiss
him, as it takes the two Hcuses of Parlia-
ment to do it. With the abolition of one
Chamber, the position may arise that the
judges, the Auditor-General, and other high
officials of the State may become abwolutely
zubject to the dominant party in this House.

The PreMizr: How do those high officials
get on in the State of Canada, where there
is only cne Chamber?

Mr. MURPHY : The Chief Secretary may
be able to give us some information on that
point. We kncw, in conneetion with Ameri-
can history, from reports published not only
in papers owned by vested interests but in
those owned by the Democratic party, that,
as far as justice is concerned, it has been
bought in America. It is the duty of a
Cabinet which abolishes the Legislative
Council to safeguard the interests to which
I have referrcd.

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): I am sorry the
discussion on this Bill to abolish the Legis-
lative Council has to go through this even-
ing, because there is a general feeling that
there has to be @ cortain amount of limita-
tion of speeches. I think it is a very unfair

. thing that we should be asked to put through

such an important matier like this in one
night.

The PreMiER: The final decision does not
rest with us: it rests with the people.

Mr. VOWLES: We know that it is no use
trying to convince hon. members opposite.
because they are not open to convietion, and
do not dare to vote against what they have
been told to do. It is one of the planks of
their platform, and they mwust at all cost
support it; but what necessity is there to
rush the matter on in this way? It has not
been done in New South Wales, where it is
a plank of the Labour party. The prin-
ciple of twe branches of the Legislature is
adopted in the Federal Constitution, in Great
Britain, and through every important part
of the English-speaking world. It has been
pointed out that some of the States in
Canada have the unicameral system as
against the bicameral system; but they are
not States of the importance that Queens-
land is. They are not sovereign States—they
are only glorified municipal councils. They
are exactly what we would be, if the refer-
enda proposals were accepted, as compared
with the Federal Government.

Mr. T. L. Joxgs: Is it wrong if the people
want it? That is the issue.
Mr. VOWLES: We are asked to give

away our patrimony, hut that is one of the
things which. if vou give away, you cannot
get back. The slectors were induced by a
false story at the last elections to put the
present party into power. They thought the
Government were going to reduce the price
of food, but they have discovered that they
have not done so. If we give away our
birthright, there is no getting it back by
The Premier said
that this was the most important and the

Mr. Vowles.]
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most necessary motion moved this session. I
submit tha# it iz the most unnecessary, and
I want to know what was the object of the
introduction of the 1908 Act, if it was not
for cases such as this. Is there any need to
abolish the Upper House for the purpose of
deciding whether a trifling ammendment is to
be included in the Meatworks Bill or not?
The Act of 1908 gives the Government the
power to submit that question to the people.

My, H. L. HARTLEY : How long will it take ?

Mr., VOWLES: Just the same time as it
will take to submit the question of the aboli-
tion of the Upper House.

The PremirR: We would have to keep
doing it on every Bill.

Mr. VOWLES: We arc told that it is
absolutely essential that the Upper House
should Dbe abolished, because thov lave
blocked what is called *a war measure’—
something that we understand is NecesEury
for the carrying out of the war.

The PreaniEx: That is the
reason.

Mr. VOWLES: And what is the imme-
diate result? It is exactly the same as in
1908—let us send it to the people, and carry
on under our Constitution as heretofore. T

have come to this conclusion,

[12.30 a.m.] and I think that evervhody else

. will come to the same conclusion,

that this question of the Meatworks Bill is
a blind to cover up something else,

OprosiTioN MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. VOWLES : It is a popular crv.
13 meat,” “,

immediate

It is
: something like the cry at the last
election. We recollect that when the Go-
vernment introduced that measure, it was
not introduced as a war measure, and it
only was made a war measure because of
the efforts of this side. We said, “If that
is the intention, put it in the Bill,” and we
had to ask a hundred times before it was
agreed tfo.

The Premier: And then the Upper House
threw it out.

. Mr. VOWLES: They interfered with it
Their amendments came back here, and
they were sent back to them, and when we
get to bedrock, what is the question at
issue! The only matter of difference be.
tween the Government and the Upper House
is_that when the Government wishes to take
advantage of the Act, wishes to confiscate
the property of the companies, the Upper

ouse wants them to do it “on just terms,”
and the Government will not accept that
amendment. And they are going to make
that the excuse for throwing out the Legis-
lative Council*~because they will not agree
to take the meatworks over on just terms
because apparently they want to take them
over on unjust terms. -

The PreEmier: Can you be serious?

Mr. VOWLES: Of course, I am serious.
It is a very serious matter, and I would like
to have an explanation from the Premier
himself as to why he will not accept that
amendment.

The SPEAKER: Order! We are not now
discussing the Meatworks Bill.

Mr. VOWLES: I am discussing what is
claimed by the Premier to be the whole
bone of contention as to whether the Upper
House should be abolished.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : No.

Mr. VOWLES: I am asking the Hon. the
Premier whether he can give us any other

[Hr. Vowles.
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interpretation than the one I have just given-
of his refusal to accept those words. Any-
body who knows the amendment about which:
the dispute is must come to the conclusion
that it is a cloak, that it is an excuse to
bring some popular matter before the people
to gull them again, so that they will not give:-
their attention to the one question—* Are you
in favour of the abolition of the Upper House
or not?”’ They are asked to vote ““yes”
because it is said that the Council have
been interfering with war measures—and I
must say that the Premier has been trying
to trade a good deal on our sentinients.
Every measure we are asked to congider is
a ‘“ war measure.” It is claimed that the
Upper House is standing in the way of a
war measurc because they will not agree to
this arrangement entered into by the Pre-
mier. Because they will not allow them-
selves to be dictated to, because they would
not allow the Premier to go down there and
bind us in something which we were not in-
clined to agree to, they are blocking a war
measure, and the Premier turns round and
tries to trade on our sympathies and says
that we should do tkis because of the war.
We are getting sick of that parrot cry. We
want to deal with these things on their
merits.

The Premier: Did you sce what Senator
Millen said?

Mr. VOWLES: Yes, and I saw thar you
sald “ The Times’’ expressed the opinion
that the compromise was an ecminently
sensible one.  “ The Times,” no doubt, did
not know that one section of this House had
not been consulted in that settlement. Had’
we been consulted and we had known
exactly what we were doing it would have
been a sensible compromise.

The Prrmier: ““The Times” says that it
was sensible. Had you been consulted, it
would not have been.

Mr. VOWLES: It would not have been:
sensible if we allowed one section to dom-
inate us, to ignore our official head and’
slight the Upper House. I have no inten-
tion of dealing with the comstitutional ques-
tion. We all know that the Constitution
Act says thsat our Parliament is to consist
of two Houses, and we also know that sec-
tion 9 makes provision by which the consti-
tution of the Upper House may be altered
under certain circumstances, and we know-
that is was necessary to get validating Acts
because seemingly the Constitution Act was
ultra vires in certain respects. We know
that in 1908 Mr. Kidston brought in a Rill
to prepare the way for the Referendum Act,
but there is one question on which I think
there might be an argument. It is not one-
about which we can come to any finality
here. It is the question whether the 1908
Act is properly on the statute-book, and if
it was passed in accordance with the law,
and it appears to me the more I look into it
that it was not, that it is there wrongly.
We are distinctly told in the Instructions
to Governors and the Order in Council itself,
that if certain alterations are made, the Bill
which makes them has got to be referred,
not to the Governor of the State, but to the-
King himself, through one of his Secretaries
of State, for approval. We know that that
was not done in connection with that Act.
The dates themselves show that. It was
passed here on 10th March, 1908; it was
agreed to by the Council on 2nd April; and
it was assented to on the 3rd April. The
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question is whether the Governor did not
exceed his functions in assenting to the Bill.

The PrEMIER: Is not that only a quibble?

Mr. VOWLES: No; there is a great deal
in it; and, if that was wrong, then the
whole of this procedure is wrong also.
Speaking last night, the Premier read cer-
tain cablegrams, and T asked the hon. gentle-
man to table all the cablegrams relating to
the meat business. I do not know whether
the Premier is aware of it, but the papers
only go back to January last.

The PreMIeR: They go back to August, 1914,

Mz, VOWLES: I am sorry I said that,
but I took the word of the hon. member for
Murrumba for it. The hon. member told
me that certain papers were not among the
papers that were produced. However, the
Premier claimed last night—though I may
say the statement has been disclaimed by
Mr. Bonar Law—that the Imperial Govern-
ment requested the Government of Queens-
land to take over the meatworks.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier
made certain statements last night regard-
ing the meat business, and I allowed the

- hon. member for Murrumba to-day to occupy
the whole of his time in referring to the
statement made by the Premier in connection
with those cablegrams. They have nothing
whatever to do with the subject-matter now
before the House, and I do not intend to
allow hon. members again to open up the
quession.

Mr. VOWLES: All right. I am sorry I
have not the same right as has been extended
to other hon. members. I think the right
that is extended to one hon. member should
be extended to every other hon. member.

The SPEAKER: Order! I allowed the
hon. member for Murrumba to occupy the
whole of his time in referring to the matter.

Mr. VOWLES: That is no reason. why
you should not allow me to refer to it.

The SPEAKER: I am not going to allow
any hon. member to refer to the matter.

Mr. VOWLES: It appears to me, judging
by the feverish haste with which all this
class legislation that is being rushed on to
the statute-book, that the Government are
opening their eyes to the fact that the popu-
lar pendulum is swinging in the other direc-
tion, and they have to bustle and hustle
these things—likewise the question of abolish-
ing the Upper House—and get these mea-
sures through before the people deal with
them again. The benefits of the Upper
House have been shown by hon. members on
this side; hon. members on the other side
have declared that that House is unnecessary.
I agree with what was said this afternoon
that the other Chamber is a ‘“ cooling Cham-
ber,” where legislation is dealt with free
from that party feeling with which it is re-
garded in this Chamber. That is evidenced
by the fact that many of the amendments
made by the other House have been accepted
when the Bills have been returned here,
although the same amendments were refused
when moved from this side. That showed
the reasonableness of the amendments, and
I think it also showed the insanity of the
other side in refusing to accept those amend-
ments when we moved them. It shows that
the Government cooled down when they had
time for reflection. The object of sending
Bills to the other Chamber is to give the
Government time to cool down. We have
had admissions made by Ministers in this
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Chamber that, although they were advocating
certain things, they did not personally
approve of them.

Mr. K1rwaN: That is not true.

The PreMIER: Who said that?

Mr. VOWLES: The Home Secretary and
the Secretary for Railways.

Mr. KirwaN: The Home Secretary never
introduced any Bill this session.

Mr. VOWLES: I refer to the Assistant
Home Secretary. When we find admissions
like that coming from the front Treasury
bench, what position musi ordinary private
members be in when the whole Government
parly are being driven by a force outside
this Housc? The object of having au Upper
House is to prevent bullying such as that—
to prevent coercion,

The Premier: The power outside is the
people of Queensland.

Mr. T. L. Joxgs: What about the power
that coerced the other House with reference
to workers’ eompensation insurance?

Mr. VOWLES: I would like to hear the
hon. member speak on this question, but he
keeps discreetly quiet. e has the credit
ot being the most hypocritical member of the
Labour party.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. T. L. JONES: It is scarcely necessary
for me to ask you, Mr. Speaker, to deal with
that remark.

The SPEAKER: I ask the hon. member
to withdraw the statement.

Mr. VOWLES: 1 stated that the hon.
member had the credit of being the most
hypocritical member of the party. I did
not say he was

The SPEAKER: I must ask the
member to withdraw the statement.

hon.

Mr. VOWLES: I withdraw, but I must
say——

Mr. Kirwax: He has been a member of
the exccutive of the party for over twenty
vears.

The SPEAKER: Does the hon. member

withdraw the statement?

Mr. VOWLES: Certainly I withdraw it,
because I am obliged to withdraw it; but
1 say, notwithstauding, that that is the hon.
member’s reputation.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. BrrTraM : If you said that he was the
least hyvpocritical member of the party, you
would be about correct.

Mr. T. L. Joxes: I will give you the
credit of believing that you will be sorry for
saying it when you think it over.

Mr. VOWLES: We will not prosecute
that further. The more I think about it the
more convinced I am. I will now give
some instances of what the Legislative
Council has done in the matter of passing
democratic legislation which was brought in
by Liberal Governments with which I was
associated. Some of the measures sanctioned
by the House that we are now told is so
undemocratic are the old age pensions,
women suffrage, early closing, one man one
vote, and payment of members, (Government
laughter.) It is all very well for hon.
members opposite to laugh. They were not
sitting on the Treasury benches when any
of these measures were placed on the statute-
book. and they would never have got on
the statute-book if the Government of the
day had not been willing to introduce them.
They could never have got om the statute-
book under our Constitution unless the

Mr. Vowles.]
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other Chamber that we hear so much about
had been willing too. It appears to me that
this i1s an opportunity, end an opportunity
that is not going to be missed. It is the
desire of the Ryam Government to go to the
people on a referendum on some subject
which will be popular. If they want to
deal with the Upper House, why not deal
with it on its merits and ask the people,
“ Are you, from a constitutional point of
view, preparcd to abolish the Council or
not?” They are going to the people on the
popular cry of the meatworks—dear food
again—and they are going to get the public
to vote for the extinction of a very im-
portant part of our Legislature on a false
1ssue.

Mr. Kiewax: Do you see the writing on
the wall?

Mr, VOWLES : I would sooner have seen
the Premier do what he should have .done.
If he is being thwarted in the way he says
he is he should have resigned and gone
to the country himself, Had he done that,
then he would have been genuine, and had
he done that, then he would have been, found
sitting on this side with very attenuated
numbers.

The PrREMIER: What better off would we
be if we came back and the other House
still there?

Mr. VOWLES: They would have had
this claim on His Excellency the Governor:
that they could turn round and ask him to
swamp the Upper House, because it was
the will of the people. They know very well
that that course is open to them if they
are willing to take it. Their own scalps are
in jeopardy, and they are risking somebody
else’s scalp.

The Premier: You people have been
hoping to drive me to resign, and you have
got no hope.

Mr. VOWLES: We know we have got no
hope. Nothing in the world would drive
him out. Look at the emoluments attaching
to the office. They are not to be disregarded.

The Premier: The emoluments are not
so great as they were when 1 was over there.
You believe that don’t you?

Mr. VOWLES: I will take your
word for it. I have heard no argu-
ment adduced on the other side of the Cham-
ber to show why we should alter the Con-
stitution of Queensland, +which is the Con-
stitution of the Commonwealth and the Con-
stitution of Great Britain. We are told that
there are certain German States which only
have one Chamber. Surely to goodness we
don’t want to work on German lines? We
are asked to talke the whole of their teach-
ings, and we know & little about their
“kultur.”  We will stand by the British
system every time; it is good enough for
us. Queensland wants to get ahead of the
other States in the Commonwealth, and
ahead of the Commonwealth itself and ahead
of Great Britain, simply for political pur-
poses. I think the most pertinent question
that has been raised during the whole of this
debate is the one raised by the hon. mem-
ber for Burke; that is: How are the higher
officials connected with the Justice Depart-
ment, connected with the Land Court, the
Anditor-General-—a gentleman who can casti-
gate the Government under the present Con-
stitution—how are they going to be regu-
fated in the future? ~Is it desirable that
any Government should have the power to

< [Mr. Vowles.
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sack the judges, particularly when we know
that during the last month there has been
friction between the Cabinet and the judges.
We saw the opinion of the amateur Min-
ister put up against that of Mr. Justice
Lukin.

The SPEAKER: Order, order!

Mr. VOWLES: When we find that sort
of thing, is it desirable that we should alter
our Constitution which will permit the
Executive of the only Chamber to dictate
to the Chief Justice. He should be beyond
the control ot Parliament. The Chief Jus-
tice, the judges generally, ,and all those
high officials already referred to should
be safeguarded, and the safeguard lies
in the other place; it lies between the two
Houses. Suppose the present Government
could turn round and dispense with the ser-
vices of any judge at their own sweet will,
what security was there for good men taking
such positions? We know that once a pro-
fessional man gets out of touch with his
clients and on to the bench, he has an un-
derstanding that he is there for the rest of
his life, providing he behaves himself decently
and his health and everything else permits,
but if, after five or ten years, he can be told
to get out, there would be no security. The
fundamental bases of our Constitution is that
the judges should be completely beyond poli-
tical control; that their positions are secure,
and that only by a vote of the two Houses
can they be removed. It is my intention to
opposc this Bill, and I hope there will be a
division on it. Everybody who has the good
of Queensland at heart, no matter on which
side of the House he may sit, should con-
sider very seriously before casting a vote in
favour of this Bill. It is only a whim of
a party; it is something that is popular.
Tt has been in the New South Wales platform
ever since Labour has been in power, and it
has never been found necessary in New South
Wales to alter the Constitution. They have
not told us what they are going to substi-
tute for this Chamber if it is abolished.
According to the platform of the Labour
party, they propose to abolish the Council

with the view of substituting the

{1 p.m.] initiative and referendum, and

notwithstanding that, the Govern-
ment are now trying their hardest to dodge
it. If thev were genuine about abolishing
the Council, they would accompany the pro-
posal with the initiative and referendum.
As they have not done that. we can come to
the conclusion that we will hear about it
when the next election is in view.

Question—That the Bill be now read a
second time—put; and the House divided :—

ATEs, 38,
Mr. Adamson Mr. Kirwan
., Barber . Lared
, Bertram ., Larcombe
. Carter ,, Lloyd
., Collins ., May
., Cooper ,» McLachlan
., Coyne +» McMinn
., Dunstan 5+ McPhail
. Fihelly ., Murphy
., Foley ., O’Sullivan
,, Free ,» Payne
., Gilday s, Peterson
., Gillies ,,» Pollock
,, Hardacre .+ Ryan, D.
., Bartley, H. L. ,, Rvan, H. J.
., Hartley, W. ,, Ryan, T. J.
,, Hunter ,» Smith
,, Huxham ,, Stopford
,, Jones, T L. ,» Winstanley
Tellers: Mr. Bertram and Mr. McPhail.

%
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Nogs, 17.
Mr. Armstrong Mr. Gunn
,, Barnes ,» Hodge
,, Bayley 5 Moore

,» Bebbington ,» Somerset
ell

. Stevens

,, Booker ,» Swayne
., Bridges ,s Tolmie
s, Corser ,» Vowles
,»» Grayson
Tellers: Mr. Bell and Mr. Corser.

Paims.

Ayes—Ar. Armfield, Mr. Lennon, Mr. Gledson,
Mr. Wellington, Mr. Bowman, Mr, Theodore, and
Mr. A. J. Jones.

Noes—Lieut.-Col. Rankin, Mr. Appel, Mr. Walker,
Mr, Macartney, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Forsyth, and
Mr, Stodart.

Resolved in the affirmative.

The result of the division was received
with loud Government cheers.

Hon. J. Tormie: You will be sorry.

COMMITTEE.
(Mr. Coyne, Warrego, in the chair.)
On clause 1— Short title '—
Question—That clause 1 stand part of the
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Bill—put; and the Committee divided:—
. Axzms, 37,

Mr, Adamsen Mr. Land

,» Barber ,» Larcombe

»» Bertram 5, Lloyd

,» Carter . May

., Collins s» McLachlan
4> Cooper 5s MeMinn

, Dunstan s+ McPhail

» Fihelly 5, Murphy

., Poley ,» O’Sullivan
. Free s> Payne

., Gilday ,» Peterson

» Gillies »» Pollock

., Hardacre +»» Ryan, D.

., Hartley, H. L. ,» Ryan, H, J.
., Hartley, W, ., Ryan, T. J.
,» Hunfer 5»  Smith

,» Huxhamn . “topford

,, Jomes, T. L. ,»  Winstanley
» Kirwan

T'ellers: Mr. Dunstan and Mr, H. L. Hartley.

NoEes, 17.

Mr. Armstrong Mr. Gunn

,» Barnes ,» Hodge

.» - Bayley ,» Moore

,» Bebbington ., Homerset

,, Bell ., Stevens

5, Bnoker 5, Swayne

4, Bridges y» Tolmie

,, Corser ,» Yowles

,, Grayson

Tellers: Mr. Bebbington and Mr. Swayne.

Pairs.

Ayes—Mr, Armfield, Mr. Lennon, Mr. Gledson,
Mr. Wellington, Mr. Bowman, Mr. Theodore, and
Mr. A. J. Jones.

Noes—Lieut.-Col. Rankin, Mr. Appel, Mr. Walker,
Mr. Macartney, Mr. Morgan, Mr, Forsyth, and
Mr. Stodart.

Resolved in the affirmative.

On clause 2—‘“Abolition of Legislative
Counecil’—

Mz, MURPHY asked what would be the
position of the Auditor-General and the
judges when the Council was abolished?
What protection would they have against
the dominant party if they could be removed
from office without a resolution of ‘#wo
Houses as was required at the present time?

The PREMIER veplied that the protec-
tion of such high officials would be as great
as it was at present. The judges of the
High Court of Australia could be removed
from office, under certain conditions, by a
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vote of both Houses of Parliament. The
Senate was composed of nearly all Labour
members, so that a resolution of two Houses
was practically the same thing as a resolu-
tion of one House. The members of the
Legislative Council in Queensland were
nearly all Liberals, and a resolution of
both Houses would have practically been mno
more than a resolution of one House whan
a Liberal Government was in power. The
offices referred to were usunally held during
good Dbehaviour; the persons holding them
might be removed on the ground of misbe-
haviour, and, unless the fact of misbehaviour
was established, a right of action would lie
against the persons who removed those offi-
cers from office. That was proved in South
Australia in the case of Mr. Justice Boothby,
where both Houses of Parliament en-
deavoured some years ago to remove him
from the Supreme Court bench. He had
no doubt that the hon. member for Burke
had raised the question in all sincerity. The
seme argument that could be applied to
Queensland could be applied to the various
States in Canada—where there was only one
Chamber—in regard to the judges or other
high officials. There was no use in raising
bogeys: because, after all, it was a bogey,
although he did not think the hon. member
for Burke raised it as such.

Mr. MurpHY: No.

The PREMIER: But it was seized on
now by members of the Opposition who had
not the initiative to raise the point itself.
(Government laughter.)

Mr. SWAYNE trusted that the Govern-
ment would substitute an elective body for
the present nominee Upper House, and
amend the clause in that direction. As the
hon. member for Burke had pointed out,
there was a certain amount of protection
to the judges under the two-Chamber sys-
tem. and with the abolition of one Chamber
their position would be insecure, as they
would really hold their positions at the option
of the Government of the day. In the case
of the Canadian provinces, their judiciaries
had the protection afforded by the power of
veto possessed by the Dominion Government,
and, being subject to Dominion courts, were
of less importance than ours.

Mr. MURPHY was pleased the Premier
had dealt with the question he had raised,
and he was satisfied, after listening to the
hon. gentleman, that the interests of the
officials to whom he had referred would be
properly safeguarded.

Question—That clause 2 stand part of the
Bill—put; and the Committee divided :—

Axrs, 37.
Mr. Adamson Mr. Land
., Barber ., Larcomhe
,» Bertram 5, Lloyd
s Carter ., May
.. Collins ,, McLachlan
,, Cooper ,» McMinn
., Dunstan ., McPhail
. Fihelly . Murphy
., Foley ., O’Sullivan
;s Free ,» Payne
., Gilday .s Peterson
s Gillies ,» FPollock
,, Hardacre »» Ryan, D.
. Hartley, H. L. ,» Ryan, H. J.
,» Hartley, W. ,, Ryan, T. J.
. Hunter s» Smith
,» Huxham ., Stopford
., Jones, T. L. ,» Winstanley

. Kirwan
Tellers: Mr. Peterson and Mr. Smith.

Mr. Murphy.]
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NoEs, 17.

Mr. Armstrong Mr. Gunn

,» Barnes ,s Hodge

,, Bayley ,» Moore

,, Bebbington ,» Somerset
,» Bell ., Stevens
,, Booker ,, Swayne
,, Bridges ,» Tolmie
,» Corser 5, vowles

,, Grayson
Tellers: Mr., Grayson and Mr. Hodge.

Pairs,

Ayes—Mr. Armfield, Mr. Lennon, Mr. Gledson,
Mr. Wellington, Mr. Bowman, Mr. Theodore, and
Mr. A. J. Jones.

Noes—Lieut.-Col. Rankin, Mr. Appel, Mr. Walker,
Mr. Macartney, Mr. Morgan, Xr. Forsyth, anl
Mr., Stodart.

Resolved in the affirmative.

Clause 3 and the schedule were carried on
divisions, in which the voting was exactly
similar as the division on clause 2.

The House resumed. The CHAIRMAN re-
ported the Bill without amendment. The
third reading was made an Order of the Day
for the next sitting of the House.

PUBLIC CURATOR BILL.
MESSAGE FROM COUNCIL.

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of
a message from the Council returning this
Bill with an amendment, in which they in-
vited the concurrence of the Assembly.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the con-
sideration of the message in Committee was
made an Order of the Day for the next sit-
ting of the House.

TRADE UNION BILL.
MessagE FROM COUXNCIL.

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of
a message from the Council returning this
Bill with amendments, in which they in-
vited the concurrence of the Assembly

On the motion of Hox. J. A. FIHELLY,
the consideration of the messag,e in Com-
mittee was made an Order of the Day for
the next sitting of the House.

The House adjourned at a quarter to 2
o’clock a.m.

Questions.





