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FrIDAY, 27 SepreMBER, 1918.

The Speaxer (Hon. W. McCormack, Carins)
took the chair at half-past 3 o clock.

QUESTIONS.

STRIKE BALLOTS UNDER INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION
Acr.

Mr. SWAYNE (Mirani) asked the Secre-
tary for Public Works—

“How often since the coming into
force of the Industrial Arbitration Act
of 1916 have the results of ballots, held
in connection with the strikes that have
since occurred, been communicated to
the Registrar as required by section 65 of
the Act ”

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS
{Hon. E. G. Theodore, Chillagoe) replied-—

“The Registrar has received official
cognisance of strikes, or notifications of
results of ballots, in connection with dis-
putes which actually occurred in twenty-
nine instances. The Registrar also re-
ceived five notifications of intention to
strike where no strike subsequently took
place.”

BoriNng For CoAL AT DBARALABA.

Mr. PETERSON (¥ormanby) asked the
Premier, for the Secretary for Mines—

“1. In_view of recent boring opera-
tions at Baralaba could he give any in-
formation as to whether a workable scam
of coal had been located?

2. If a suitable seam of coal has been
found, can he indicate when operations
are hke]y to be commenced in order to
develop same?”

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

“1. A workable seam of coal was
located by two shafts before boring was
commenced, the object of the boring
being to prove whether the seam ex-
tended over a sufficiently large area to
warrant the outlay of capital in opening
it up and to indicate the best position
for development.

‘9. Barlier bores proved only a small
area of coal round the first shaft, but
recent bores have indicated the likelihood
of a fair area of coal round the second
shaft, and boring is being continued with
the ob]ect of proving the extension of
that area and indicating the best position
from which to open out the coal.”

CONSTITUTION ACT AMENDMENT
BILL.

SECOND READING.

The PREMIER (who was received, on
rising, with Government cheers) said: I
rise to move the second reading of a Bill
to provide for the amendment of * the
Constitution of Queensland by abolishing the
Legislative Council.” VYesterday, in speak-
ing on the introductory stages of the Bill,
I referred to its contents, the only difference
really between it and the Bill as it was
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introduced and passed by this House on
the last occasion being that provision is made
for a revisory committee,

Mr. G. P. BARNES:
a “think *’ since.

The PREMIER: I think it is a good
thing to be always thinking, and I am
inclined to think that the people should be
given an opportunity on this occasion of
thinking in the direction of passing this
measare.

Mr. DBACARTNEY :
right,

The PREMIER: The revisory committee
that is provided for in the Bill is to con-
sist of members from both sides of the
House as nearly as possible representing,
in proportion o numbers, His Majesty’s
Government and His Ma esty’s  Constitu-
tional Opposition. Their duty ‘will be—

“To take such Bill into consideration
with the object of ensuring that the
provisions of the Bill are a clear expres-
sion of the will and intention of Par-
liament, and that so far as such Bill
deals with existing legislation it dea,ls
with the. same clearly and effectively.”

Their function is to report to the House
on each Bill, and—
“if  deemed necessary, make such
recommendation with respect thereto as
will, in the opinion of such committee,
cnsure the objects aforesaid.”

The Assembly shall thereupon take such
report and such recommendation into con-
sideration, and * make any such amendments
in such Bill as the Assembly may deem
necessary.” If a report is not made within
the time fixed, the Bill is to be presented
to the Governor for the signification of His
Majesty’s assent thereto. It is fortunate
that the people of this State—because eventu-
ally it must go to the people of the State for
decision—will be able to approach the ques-
tion without the legal difficulties that were
thrown in their way on the last occasion
by representatives of the Legislative Coun-
cil. 1 was glad to hear the leader of the
Opposition say yesterday afterncon that they
were not going to rely upon the legal
position.

Mr. MacaRTNEY : I was speaking for my-
self and for this party.

The PREMIER: The hon. gentleman
belongs to the legal profession himself, and
he knows that he has got no law to rely
upon. {(Government laughter.) He is well
advised to say that the Opposition and the
Legislative Council will not rely upon the
law. But I think it well that I should
point out now that, because of the fear in
the minds of the members of the Legislative
Council, and more particularly in the minds
of those outside whom they represent, on
the last occasion they immediately took
steps to prevent the sense of the people being
taken on the matter. They issued a writ
when we decided to hold a referendum, and
had an injunction glantcd and it was only
on the eve of the taking of the referendum
that the High Court of Austmha in Sydney
set aside that injunction, and allowed the
referendum to be taken. In the circum-
stances, not only was it impossible to have
a complete campaign having the Iissues
clearly put before the people, but I know
that I was personally prevented from taking
the platform, except, I think, on one

You have been doing

They are thinking, all
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occasion. 1 think I was only able to address
a meeting at Warwick In support of the
Labour candidates, and incidentally on the
%ucstlon of the abolition of the Legislative
ouncil. Now all that difficulty has been
cleared away. The High Court of Aus-
tralia, by a unanimous judgment, hus held
that the Parliamentary Bills Referendum
Act is a valid and effective Act of Parlia-
ment,, =and also it has ‘Theld further
that there is power to abolish the Legisla-
tive Council of Quecensland by an Act passed
by the Legislative Assembly and to refer
the question to the electors in accordance
with the provisions of the Parliamentary
Bills Referendum Act of 1908. That much
is clear. 'The road is open to us. We need
not expect to have any iore obstructive
tactics through courts which give decisions
with some alacrity in favour of the posi-
tion taken up by the Legizlative Council.
We are able to have a fair campaign, and
I hope that the issues will be fully and
clearly put before the people. I think it is
the duty of the Government to see to it
that an opportunity will be given to have
a full and effective campaign, so that both
sides of the question may be put to the
people; and T think that such steps ought
to be taken before the referendum is actu-
all¥ taken as will enable that to be done.
I would just Jike to refer for a moment to
the fact that there ar¢ many States which are
governed by only one Chamber, and that there
is really no logiec in the position taken up
by our opponents that a second Chamber
is necessary. Indeed, they do mnot think
that a second Chamber is neces sary. What
they do think is necessary is that there shall
be a sccond Chamber where their interests
are representative of the majority.

GovERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear,
Mr. MACARTNEY interjected.

The PREMIER: It is an easy process.
Fortunately, the electors of this State are
intelligent enough to be able to see through
the situation if they are given an opportunity
of having it fully placed before them.
Now, I would warn hon. gentlemen opposite
not to have anv overweening confidence in
the matter. (Opposition laughter) They
feel that because they had a majority of
62,000 on the last occasion, they can there-
fore rest on their oars and sit back and say
that the Council is safely entrenched there.
I think they will find that when the next
poll is taken they have somewhat miscaleu-
lated the position,

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS :

Mr. MACSRTNEY :
vou are with us.

The PREMIER: Of course, it is very
ensy for hon. members opposite to say that
they have a suspicion that I am with them,
but it is by their deeds that you know men.

GoveErNMENT MEMBERS : Hear,
Opposition laughter.

The PREMIER: I think the day is very
far distant before we will be thinking
together, and we can only think together
when hon. gentlemen opposite change their
views to the views held by me or by this
party. (Hear, hear!) I was referring to
single Chambers., In Canada there are seven
States without a second Chamber, and two
States only that have a second Chamber.

Mr. Vowres: Are they sovereign States?

Hon-T.J. Byan.]

hear!

Hear, hear!
I have a suspicion that

hear! and



2628 Constitution Act

The PREMIER: Yes, they are sovereign
States. The hon. member need not think
that there is any magic about the word
“sovereign.” After all, the word “‘sovereign’”
only indicates that, to some extent, the par-
ticular State has dircet communication with
the Imperial Government, and enjoys re-
sponsible government, For example, Queens-
land is a =overeign State, but not com-
pletely sovereign, because there is an ambit
which lays down the respective spheres in
which they work. Queensland is not entirely
a sovereign State; it is only a sovereign
State to the extent that its powers are not
curtailed even by the Imperial Parliament
or by the Commonwealth Constitution. I
was referring to the fact that there were
seven States in Canada which had only one
Chamber, and two which had a second
Chamber. The second-Chamber Houses are
the States of Quebec and Nova Scotia.
Quebec has an area of 706,800 square miles,
and a population of 2,002,000, Nova Scotia
has an area of 21,400 square miles, and a
population of 480,000 people. Against those
two States, which have two Legislative
Assemblies, we have the following States,
which have only one legislative Chamber.
namely, Ontario, with an area of 407,000
square miles, and a population of 2,523,000:
British Columbia, 395,600 square miles in
area, and a population of 539,000; New
Brunswick, 27,900 square miles, and a popu-
lation of 351,800; Prince Edward Island,
2,180 square miles, and a population of 93,000 ;
Manitoba, 51,980 square miles, and a popu-
lation of 451,000; and Alberta, 53.000 square
miles, and a population of 550,000 people.
“ Keith,” in his book, ‘‘ Responsible Govern-
ment of the Dominions,” volume 1, page
518, makes the following reference to this

fact, speaking of Canada. He says—
“Therc are no seccond Chambers in
the other Canadian provinces at the

present day. In Ontario and British
Columbia none has ever existed; that of
New Brunswick disappeared in 1891 (it
had twenty-three members); that of
Prince BEdward Island, elective from 1862
onwards, was merged in the Assembly
by an Act of 1893, c.” 21, and that of
Manitoba was abolished by a local Aex
(c. 28) im 1876. The new provinces of
Saskatchewan and Alberta have a
single Chamber only.”

I would just like to read a quotation from
“ Temperley,” a distingnished writer on the
subject of Senates and Upper Chambers. He
makes some observations that are zomewhat
appropriate on the matter of second Cham-
bers generally. On page 47 of his book,
*“ Benates and Upper Chambers,” he says,
speaking of South Africa—

“It 1is quite clear that the Upper
Chambers in the Transvaal and Orange
River colony are only temporary ones in
their present character, and it is by no
means certain that it was not intended
that they should be abolished altogether
in the future. As for the Federal Senate
of South Africa, the Constitution gives
it no special protection after ten years;
and furthermore (this is an open secret)
there was a strong party in the conven-
tion in favour of doing without it alto-
gother Whatever may have been thought
of a single-Chamber Government in a
unitary State, it had always been previ-
ously considered that another Chamber
was indispensable for a Federal State.

[Hon.T. J. Byan.
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If the collective wisdom of South Africa
could for a moment ser}ously contem-
plate doing without one in_ the Federal
Constitution, it is quite evident that it
absolutely condemn: the bicameral sys-
tem for unitary States, and in this judg-
ment we sec the severest criticism that
the two-Chamber system has hitherto re-
ceived. But in any case the general testi-
mony of cur other colonies to the worth
of the bicameral system must be regarded
as o somewhat ungracious one. Nowhere
is the Upper Chamber really imposing
in the unitary colonies. In few is it
actually powerful; in many it is regarded
as a rather tedious relict of a bygone
age.”’
(Government cheers.)

The PREMIER—

“Tn Canada and South Africa, cer-
tainly, it is looked upon as an ancestral
relative, whose death would not cause
any particular grief to the colonies in
question, though they do not care to
terminate its existence by speedier means.
The home Government stands by acting
the part of the family doctor bidding
the eager heirs to have patience, and
meanwhile doing its best to keep the
aged parent alive by cordials and by
encouragement.”

My, Kirwax: That is pretty rough, is it
not ?

The PREMIER: I think it is a very ap-
propriate quotation from a d1stmgmshed
writer. and describes very well the position
occupied by the sccond Chambers in the
different Dominions. Now, apart from the
question of States successfully governed by
a single Chamber, and the tendency referred
to in the writer from whom I have just
quoted to have single Chambers generally,
I would like to quote the analogy to the
House and to the people—because eventually
this question must be arguéd out before the
people who will have to give thé final
decision upon it—between the situation which
now obtains in Great Britain with regard
to the House of Lords through the operation
of a measure—or, at all events, a measure
which ¢an be operated if the Government
desire to operate it—which practically does
away with the power of veto of the House
of Lords. I refer to the Parliament Act
under which in the case of money Bills,
if they are sent up from_the Commons and
rejected by the Fouse of Lords, there is pro-
vision whercby they can be forthwith pre-
sented to His Majesty for his assent without
the concurrence of the House of Lords.
And with respect to other measures that they
may be sent up three times in  different
gossions. which may be during the wsame
Parliament. and if rejected by the House of
Tords on those occasions such Bills may be
then presented to His Majesty for his assent,
having been passed only by the House of
Commons. So that practically the power
of the House of Lords has been taken away,
and the House of Commons can prevail,
(Hear, hear!) The Legislative Assembly of
Queensland cannot. The Leglglgmtlve‘(}(_)unml
has the power not only of revision—ig is not
a revisory Chamber at all—it has the power
of rejection—which it exerciscs.

Mr. Pererson : Of mutilation.

The PREMIER: And, as my friend the
member for Normanby says, the power of
mutilation. After all, power of mutilation
is only a power which is used for the
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purpose of destroying a Bill—of rejecting it—
a means for preventing the accomplishment
of the will of the people. And it is signifi-
cant that, notwithstanding the fact that they
have the Parliament Act in force in Great
Britain, which destroys the power of veto
of the House of Lords, the tendency is shown
to go in for the complete abolition of that
Chamber, as is indicated in a cable which
I read when I was going to Melbourne the
other day, in the * Courier” of Tth Sep-
tember, 1918—

“It is significant that the Liberal
programme prepared for the Liberal
federation meeting at Manchester on
28th September makes winning the war
the first plank of the platform. . . .
The programme also contains the pro-
posed abolition of the House of Lords.”

Mr. Kirwan: Fancy these chaps being
behind the Liberal porty in England !

Mr. Sizer: That is nothing new.

The PREMIER: 1 agree with the hon.
member—it is nothing new; but our friends
opposite would have the people of Queens-
land believe that it is something new. (Hear,
hear!) That is exactly what I have been
trying to prove—that it is nothing new, that
it is somcthing that has been adopted by
other paris of the world, that it is some-
thing that the British people—

Mr. S1zer: They have never adopted it.

The PREMIER : It is quite evident that
public opinion there is being educated to
a great oxtent, because, notwithstanding that
they have destroyed the power of the House
of Lords to veto a measure, we have a great
party like the Liberal party finding it neces-
sary to include in their programme a plank
which will provide for the abolition of the
House of Lords altogether. But why should
the position be as it is? What merit is
there in having two Chambers? We have
an illustration in the Government of the
Commonwealth « at the present time. We
have a National Government, with a
large majority in ‘the House of Repre-
sentatives, and also a large majority in
the Senate. What is the difference, in
effect, between having one and having
two Chambers? They can do what they
like—what they can pass in the House of
Representatives they can also pass in the
Senate. Was it not also so when the late
Labour Government was in power in the
Commonwealth Parliament?
majority in the House of Representatives
and also a sweeping majority in the Senate,
and it was never said that because they had
such a majority as that, and they could do
what they liked, therefore, they would do
something which would destroy the stability
of the community. No; whether it is a single
Chamber or two Chambers that you have
governing with a majority for ome party
in each, the ultimate responsibility falls
upon the party in power—upon the Govern-
ment in power. They have to be strong
enough and courageous enough to do what
in their opinion is in the interests of the
people—what is the right thing. On the
one hand they must not be frightened by the
bogeys of those who are opposed to them
in front. For example, here we have the
LW.W. theory trotted out by hon. members
opposite in an endeavour to frighten the
people.  They say that we stand for
LW.W.-ism and go-slow-ism. The people do
not believe it, and that is why they have
placed us here.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS :

Hear, hear!

[27 SEPTEMBER.]
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The PREMIER: But while ther do not
believe it, still we must make it clear that
we do not stand for those things. I have
never hesitated to make it clear, and the
party have never hesitated to make it clear,

that we do not stand for go-slow-ism. (Hear,
hear!)

Mr. MacarTNEY: Only when it comes to
action.

The PREMIER: We stand for efficiency,
and we have the courage to stand up and
say that we stand for efficiercy. We do
not stand for speeding up, but we do not
stand for going slow. There is a reasonable
medium; we expect the fair thing. Any
community which does not is going back,
losing its stamina and its virility, and,
therefore, it must be for parties and for
Governments to have the courage to do what
is the right thing., That is the only safe-
guard for the good government of ‘the
country, and any Government that is in
power, and any party that is in power, which
suffers from dry-rot or lacks courage to
say and do the right thing, the people can
scon deal with—and will soon deal with.

I would like to remind hon. members oppo-
site of the fact again—I have reminded them
previously this session on the matter—that,
notwithstanding the majority of 60,000 that
was cast against the referendum on the last
occasion, there has been a decision of the
people since then, a docision of the people
on the 16th March last.

Mr. MoORreaN: Not on that question.

The PREMIER: On that question—I say
upon that question—a decision of the people
on the 16th March last, and when the refer-
endum is finally taken during next year on
this matter, I think it will be shown that
my conclusion that the issuc was decided

on the 16th March last is correci. (Hear,
hear!) .
Mr. Vowres: If it is not so, will you

resign ?

The PREMIER: We made it an Issue.
The leader of the Opposition made it an
issue. 1t was made an issuc by their repre-
sentatives outside—the National Political
Council. 7

Mr. MACARTNEY: Where in this speech did
vou make it an issue?

The PREMIER: I made it the istue, the
whole trend of the issue. I said that we
were out bto accomplish what the people
sent us to accomplish—and 1 say we pro-
pose to do it again—and in a speech at
the Centennial Hall I said that it was within
our power to take a certain course if those
measures were rejected. We have decided
to take the course which we took before.
We rely on the good semse of the people.
We have once asked them for a decision
on the matter. and we are not afraid to ask
them for another decision on the sume matter.

Mr SmizEr: If you do not get i1t will you
resign ?

The PREMIER: Well, if we do not get
it-—the hon. member need not expect to get
the same answer as he got from the Prime
Minister of the Commonwealth—if I cannot
accomplizh the purposes for which I am sent
here, well then, someone else can carry on
the government of the party. (Opposition
laughter and Government ‘ Hcar, hears.”)

Mr. Vowires: That is what your party
want.

The PREMIER: I want to quote in this
speech remarks made by me on 5}

Hon.T J. Ryan.]
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question of the abolition of the Council in a
speech  delivered here recently, and which
appear at pages 2017 and 2019 of * Hansard »
for this session. in order to complete my
argument that the question was clearly made
an issue by both parties at last election, by
the National Political Council, and also by
the Press, and the people gave an overwhelm-
ing decision in favour of the abolition of the
Council. I would ask ieave to have that
inserted in my speech.

The SPEAKER: Is it the pleasure of the
House that the hon. member’s previous rve-
marks be inserted?

HoxovraBLe MeMBErs: Hear, hear!

Mr MacarTxey: I would like to hear what
they are.

The PREMIER: I do not wish to pro-
long my speech by going over all the quota-
tions, which the hon. member has, and can
see for himself.

Mr DMacartxiy: I have not.

The PREMIER : He can get them. I will
send them over to the hon. member.

Mr. Macartyev: I have got to keep my
eye on you. (Government laughter.)

The PREMIER—
[Extract from speech of 4th September,
1918, pp. 2017-2019.]

*“The PrEMigR: They (i.e., hon. mem-
bers opposite) told us that if the
Government were rveturned to power
the Legislative Council would be abol-
ished. They said that was the issue.
What do they say of the issue now? Do
they say that was the issue now? So
soon as ws were returned they ran with
memorials to the (Governor. They en-
deavoured to get his ear to tender
advice.

“ Mr. Vowles: Did you get his car?

“The Premier: I do not discuss in
this Chamber matters that are properly
only between the Goversor and  his
responsible Ministers. I am now deal-
ing—and 1 want to keep entirely o it—
with the attitude of the party opnosite
in the country. T can give illustrations
from the last election campaign to show
that the issue according to hon. members
was whether the Upper House was to
go. Do they say that is the issue now?
Do they say that we have the right to
say that the Upper House shall go?
They say. * Oh, dear no, that has nothing
to do with the matter at all.” I just
want to say a word on this maeatter,
becauss s:zveral matters were specifically
put before the people in the policy
speech  at Townsnille, and specifically
approved of by the people, with regard
to which the people were specifically
told that a certain course would be taken
in order to secure that passage. Those
measures. were the Chillagoe Railway,
the Land Act Amendment Bill—raising
the bar of 50 per cent. upon the Land
Court—the State Iron and Steel Works,
the Public Works Commission, the
Workers’ Compensation measure with
reference to indusirial diseases, such as
miners’ phthisis, the Initiative and Re-
ferendum, the Income Tax dct Amend-
ment Bill, and an amendment of the
Regulation of Sugar Cane Prices Act.

[Hon.T.J. Ryan.
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Those are amongst the measures which
were specifically put to the pcople. We
specifically put it to the people during
that campaign that the issue was that
those measures were to go on the statute-
book We won ensily.

“ Government Members: Hear, hear!

“The PremizrR: The people =xaid,
¢ They are to go on the statute-book.” I
ask this: ‘Is 1t to be that we shall not
find a means of placing those mecasures
on the statute-beok?” The people have
asked that they go there, they have de-
liberately expressed their will that they
shall go there, and yet we have a Cham-
ber that attempts to stand in the way.
If I liked to refer io speeches of indi-
vidual Ministers and other prominent
members of the party, I could show that
they specifically referred to the issue
with the Legislative Council. I refer to
a speech of my colleague the Treasurer
at Toowocomba, delivered on the night of
18th February; to a speech delivered by
Mr. Weir at Maryborough, on 4th March
—1I am quoting now from Press cuttings
—to my own speecch in the Centennial
Hall on the night of 4th March, when I
said this, as reported in the ¢ Courier’ of
5th March—

Mr. Ryan cited the various ways in
which he alleged the Government had
assisted the primary producer. IHe
said the policy hn was now submitting
he was now asking the electors to
approve, and if the Legislative Coun-
cil was obdurate, it was open to the
Government to make recommendations
to the Governor of a suitable number
of appointments to that Chamber to
see that the recommendations were car-
ried out. The Government stood for
a single Chamber.

“ The ‘Daily Standard’ of 5th March
also contained a report, perhaps a little
fuller even than that. The report was as
follows : — ’

THE UPPER HOUSE QUESTION.

Mr. Ryan went on to refer to the
many great issues that had arisen dur-
ing the terms of office of the Govern-
ment, and which were not before the
people when the Barcaldine nolicy
specch was laid down. All he could
say with regard to that specch was that
the Government carried out that policy
in so far as it was allowed to do by
the Legislative Council. For the
policy which the Government was now
submitting to the people, it was ask-
ing their specific approval, and the
Council, it was to be hoped, when the
measures were put before them, would
allow them to be placed on the
statute-book as having received the
approval of the people. (Applause.}
Of course, it was open to the Govern-
ment if the Council did not do so to
make a recommendation to the Go-
vernor with a view to making a suit-
able number of sppointments to sce
that these measures were carried.
Moreover, the Government stood for
a single Chamber, but if a mecasure
was introduced to abolish the Council,
and twice rejected, just as on the pre-
vious ocecasion. the people would have
the final say under the Parliamentary
Bills Referendum Act as to whether
they were going on with one Chamber



Corstitution dct [27 SEPTEMBER.] Amendment Bill. 2641

or two. He wanted that position to
be perfectly clear.

“What is the attitude of the leader of
the Opposition? In his policy speech
delivered in Toowcomba, he is reported
in the ‘Courier’ of 22nd February to
have said—

But the Ryan Government and party
are still advocuting the destruction of
the Courcif, and are hoping to again
secure & majovity which would give
them a chance during the currsucy of
the next Parliament of obtaining a
majority aiso in the Council, and then
to pass an Act abolishing the second
Chamber.

“ That is the specch of the leader of the
Opposition, when he was endeavouring
to nave us defeated. We will take
another one—that of Mr. R. M. King,
who stood for Logan, reported in the
¢ Courier’ of 2nd March, 1918. He said—
If the Labour party got back into
power—and he hoped it would not—
it would swamp the Upper House so
that it could vote for its own aboli-
tion.

“ Very plain language! Mr. Macgregor,
as reported in the ¢ Courier’ of the 4th
March, said this at Merthyr—
He strongly urged electors to main-
tain their second Chamber, and that
could only be done by voting National.
“Mr. Elphinstone, the hon. member for
Oxley, according to the ¢ Courier’ of the
15th  March—

urged the electors to retain the Upper

House. which the caucus party was so

anxious to abolish.”

“ Mr. Roberts: He won his seat.

“The PremiEr: I know that, but I
am arguing that that was the issue. He
won his scat, but we won -a majoricy of
the wscats. (Hear, hear!) That is the
point. According to his interjection, the
hon. member would arguc that because
one man won a eeal over there, the
Council would have to remain. (Hear,
hear!) Mr. Macartney, in a speech de-
livered on 5th March at Gladstonc—he
was getting out into the country and was
putting the real issue—said this—

If Labour was returned, in its !iad-
ness, it would remove the TUpper
House.

“ Here is an extract from a manifesto to
the electors of Queensland issned by Mzy.
Macartney, and published in  the
¢ Courier’ of 16th March, the day of the
election—

A Government which is pledged to
do away with the Legislative Council—
the only safegunard against the dicta-
torship which spells the wiping out of
all those institutions and provisions
which stand for honest Government
and that freedomn which is the right
of cvery citizen.

Yours faithfullr,
EpwarD H. MACARTNEY.
“ The ‘Daily Mail,” a prominent organ
of the opposite party, on 2Ist February,
winds up its leader in this way—

There is, let it be repeated, no room
for misunderstanding. Between the
people and a complete one-Chamber

domination stands the barricr of the
Legislative Council. Which is to pre-
vail will be determined on 16th March.

“That is very plain—

Which is to prevail will be deter-
mined on 16th March.

“The ‘Courier’ on 27th February, in a
leading article, said—

One result of a caucus victory at
the polls will be a stiffening of the
party rosolve to emasculate the legis-
lative system. Representative candi-
dates have stated explicitiy that a
favourable verdict will be regarded as
a mandate from the people to proceed
with the abolition of the second Cham-
ber. Electors, therefore, will do well
to remember that whatever their
wishes may be, if they vote for 3inis-
terialists, they will help to place
ueensland and &all its varied interests
at the merey of a single Chamber
Legislature dominated by an irrespon-
sible outside organisation.

Further on they say—

The probabilities are that there are
many electors inclined towards other
planks of the caucus platform who are
strongly opposed to a one-Chamber
system. Such voters must choose be-
tween the Ryan Coverament and the
Legislative Council. They cannot have
both. 1f the Ryan Governmen: con-
tinues in office 1t will not rest until
it has destroyed the Council.

“A very good tip there. (Government
laughter.) The ¢ Courier,” on 6th March,
in a leading article, stated—

Some questions for Mr. Ryan—
The Prewmier says the caucus party
stands for a single-Chamber system of
government. That is a plain and
definite statement. Taken in conjunec-
tion with a more explicit declaration
by the Treasursr, it means that if the
Government sccurcs a majority on the
16th instant, it will regard its success
as a mandate to proceed with the
abelition of the legislative Council.

“J am quoting this because I think it
will be very helpful to the people of
Queensland in making themselves con-
versant with the situation which now
exists, where thiz Government are nof
able—up to the present, at all events—to
have the will of the people expressed on
16th March put into execution. The
* Courier’ of 14th March, 1918, sets out—

Most of those German descendants
are producers. They know how the
caucus has treated them during the
last three years, and they know that if
the Ryan Government be restored fo
office, the Legislative Council—ihe one
brake on the caucus machine—is to be
removed, and the party can wun its
Bolshevik *whole hog® riot without
let or hindrance.

“Here are some of the advertisements
paid for by the National Political
Council—

AN ELECTIVE COUNCIL.

The Ryan Labour’® party if re-
turned to power intends to abolish the
Legislative Council in spite- of the
fact that sixty out of seventy-two elec-
torate voted last May that it should

Hon. T . Ryan.]
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not be abolished. The National party

intends to carry out the people’s own

wish and to keep the Council in exis-
tence, but it is going to make it clec-

tive, so that the people can have a

say in the choosing of its members.

Isn’t that quite a fair thing? ’

Vote National.
“ In the ¢ Courier’ of 11th March, 1918,
there is another big poster—

The Ryan Government has declared
that if it is returned to power it will
take it that the people wish it to
abolish the Counecil.

If you are prepared to run the risk
of this it is your own lookout.

But the issue is so grave, the danger
is g0 great, that we urge you to think
earnestly as to what your vote may
mean to you.

If you vote the Ryan Government
into power; if it then abolishes the
Council; if it takes over your home
and your Savings Bank account;

Don’t say you were not warned.

© They were warned, and still they said
abolish the Legislative Council.”

“Hon. W. H. Barnes: What did they
say when they were directly appealed
to1 with respect to the Legislative Coun-
cil?

““The I’rEMIER: Then, on 12th March,
another advertisement in the ¢ Courier,’
signed by the representative of the
National Political Counci!, states—

KEEP THE COUNCIL—KEEP YOUR HOMES—

KEEP YOUR SAVINGS BAXK DEPOSITS.

If you vote for the Ryan party in
this election you will be voting for the
abolition of the Legislative Council
Once the Legislative Council is abol-
ished the Ryan party will be able to
do exactly as it likes.

It will, for instance, be able to put
into ~operation the mad scheme of
the Labour convention, which is to
take everything you own; to make it
‘eommon property’ and to abolish
wages so that you will be entirely at
the mercy of the Ryan party.

If you are inclined to think this is
a laughing matter read the speech of
Mr. Demaine, president of the Labour
convention, as reported in the ¢Daily
" Standard ’ of 2Sth January last, and
vou will change your views.

Keep the Council—Your homes—
Keep your Savings Bank deposits.

Vote National.

(Government laughter.) Here is a real
beauty on 14th March, on the eve of the
election.”

“ Mr. Collins: A whole page.

“The PremMIER: A whole page; pre-
viously they were given a quarter page—

If, therefore, you vote for the Ryan
Government nominees, remember that
you are voting to create a Parliament
which will as surely as night follows
day (Messrs. Theodore and Fihelly,
two of Mr. Ryan’s colleagues, have said
it) try to accomplish by Act of Par-
liament the abolition of the Legisla-
tive Council which vou have said shall
not be abolished.

If the Ryan Government’s candidates

[Hon.T.J. Ryan.
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are clected, you will then be faced

with " one-Chamber Government, which

means in plain and simple language
absolute and unfettered control by the
agitators of the unions.

“The Treasurer: They made it the
issue.

“ The PREMIER: They made 1t the
issue. Then, on 16th March, the * Courier’
has a column headed ‘ Most Komen-
tous Iszues,’ in which it endeavoured
to influence electors as they went to the
polls. What was it they cndeavoured to
emphasise—

A caucus victory to-day means the

abolition of the Legislative Council.

“That was their last note to the people.”
Notwithstanding the overwhelming majority
which we received at the polls on the 16th
March last, giving us a majority of two to
one in the House, the Legislative Council
has persisted in a definite policy of obstruc-

tion. They apparently have made up their
minds to give just as little as
[4 p.m.] they can—to just give away as

little as possible—in order to
try and retain their positicn as a second
Chamber. For example, the Land Act
Amendment Bill, which proposed to place
the big squatter in the sante position, as
far as the rental of his holding was con-
cerned, as the ordinary selector, was thrown
out most unceremoniously; cut to pieces. for
a start, leaving the title, and then even the
title was cut out. The Initiative and
Referendum Bill was mutilated in such a
form that it was practically destroyed. The
Wages Bill and the Meatworks Bill were
seriously mutilated. The Valuation of Land
Bill was thrown out on the second reading.
Our taxation measures were held up for quite
a considerable time, and they eventunally
backed down because they felt that if they
did not, that was the end of them.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The PREMIER : During the previous ses-
sion the State Iron and Steel Works Bill
failed to pass owing to drastic amendments
by the Council. Again, the Industrial Diseases
and Miners’ Phthisis Act was limited to two
years in its operation. The Workers’ Com-
pensation Act was allowed to go through by
accident—which they admitted. It is a very
important thing to remember that, because
hon. gentlemen opposite claim credit for
having had the Legislative Council agree to
the Workers’ Compensation Act. We all
know that it was a mistake on their part.

Mr. O’SvLLivanN: And they call themselves
a revisionary chamber!

The PREMIER : Exactly—they call them-
selves a revisionary chamber. They sent
down to this House, as you will remember,
and asked to have the Bill taken back there
to amend it into a different form. We know
the great advantages that that Act has con-
ferred upon the worker, how the benefits
have been increased by 75 per cent. (Hear,
hear !)

Mr. PETERSON: Also the employers.

The PREMIER: To both employers and
employees, which Act we got through by an
accident against their will. We all know the
litigation which followed in the Supreme
Court of Queensland and finally in the Privy
Council, when they were again defeated, as
they were defeated in their legal proceedings
with regard to the abolition of the Legislative
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Council. The people should be reminded of
these things.

(GOoVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The PREMIER : They should be reminded
that it was against the will of that Chamber
that they enjoy these advantages. We should
also point out to them that, if that Chamber
is  removed, those advantages can be
increased.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The PREMIER: And similar additional
advantages conferred upon them at the ex-
pense of the big capitalist; because, after all,
what are the measures that they are most
concerned about? They are measures that
concern the big capitalist—the Tramways
Bill; something dealing with the pastoralists,
the shipping companies, the gas companies,
‘the coal and copper kings, the meat com-
panies, the Colonial Sugar Refining Company.
These are the interests that they are concerned
with, and they are the interests for which they
stand. That is the revision they do, not a
revision in the interests of the people of
Queensland—a revision which could take place
under the Initiative and Referendum Act—
but a_ revision in the interests of the big
capitalistic concerns,

Hon. W. H. BarNes: The public know how
unirue that statement is.

The PREMIER : The public will have an
opportunity of pronouncing again upon the
matter. Again I would remind the hon.
‘member that he need have no overweening
confidence in this matter.

Hon. W. H. BaRrNES:
confident.

The PREMIER: I have had the experi-
ence of several campaigns in Queensland,
and I am satisfied that if the people of
Queensland get a fair opportunity of hearing
the issues put properly they usually do the
right thing. ) .

GoVERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

‘The PREMIER: I am not going to them
with any bribe or bludgeon. We come to them
with full confidence in the logic of our argu-
ment. (Hear, hear!) We come to persuade
them, and I am satisfied that we will be able
to persuade them that the proper course is to
remove that Chamber. If revision is wanted
—if they want to be very sure upon that
point—it is provided by a revisory com-
mittee; and also, do not forget, by the
people thems;elves, who are given an instru-
ment by which they can initiate and pass
new legislation themselves, or by which they
can repeal legislation that is objectionable
to them.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

The PREMIER : Now, those are the two
safeguards of the people. The Legislative
Council is not a safeguard for the people,
but a safeguard for the capitalistic concerns
that hon. gentlemen in that Chamber re-
present.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

The PREMIER : Everybody knows that the
large majority of hon. members who have
seats in that Chamber have been placed
there by a long series of Tory or Liberal
Governments; that, in the past history of
Quecensland, no matter what Government sat
on the Treasury benches, they were able to
command a majority in that Chamber. In a
sense, when a Liberal or a Tory Government
were in power, they could say they were a
revisory body; but when, in 1915, the people

You are not very
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of Queensland decided to place the Labour
Government in charge of the affairs of the
State, we had an Opposition in that Cham-
ber which was able to control the whole
actions of the Government. The Opposition
were a majority. We have added thirteen
to that Chamber, but still we are in a
minority of about two to one, or they are
fa a majority of about two to one, and it is
impossible for the Government to pass any-
thing through that Chamber against the will
of the nominees of former Tory or Liberal
Governments.

A GoVERNMENT MEMBER: Some of them
have been there for over thirty years.

At a quarter past 4 o’clock p.m.,

The CHATRMAN OF CoMMITIEES (Mr. Berfram,
Maree) took the chair as Deputy Speaker.

The PREMIER: Some have been there
for over thirty years. I do not want to make
any personal references to those gentlemen,
but many of them were defeated candidates.
It was a kind of consolation stakes for defeated
candidates. The people of Queensland know
that, and they want to be reminded of it.

Tion. W. FI. Barnes: And some of yours
are defeated candidates.

The PREMIER: Now those gentlemen
were placed there, as I say, not to revise
our legislation, but to mautilate it and to
reject it. Of course, when the people decide
—as I' feel sure they will decide, by their
votes, when they get the opportunity—on
the abolition of that Chamber, it is not the
intention that the individual members should
suffer any personal detriment. 1 do not see
that there could be any objection to their
retaining, if they want, the little privileges
that they have.

HoNoURABLE MEumBERS : Hear, hear!

The PREMIER: That is not the ques-
tion we are fighting at all. It is not a
question of a railway pass for any particular
hon. member there. Of course, there is no
intention of doing any personal detriment to
anvone who is theve. The officers connected
with that House, of course, will be provided
for in some other way. But we must remove
the - obstacle; the people must remove the
obstacle that stands between them and the
accomplishment of their will. (Hear, hear!)
Now. I hope that, during the campaign, the
question will be fully and clearly put; be-
cause this is a question that ought to be
debated before the people from both sides;
and the more it is debated, the more con-
fident I am of success.

Mr. Macareney: Will our
hearing ?

The PREMIER: Well, if I can give them
a hearing, they will have a hearing; and
the more they arc heard, the betier I will
like it.

(lovERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr Kirwax: No. 1 uppercut.

The PREMIER: It will be suggested—as,
indeed, it has been suggested—that the ex-
pense of holding a refercndum will be very
greas. Someone mentioned £30,000.

Mr. MAcartNeEy: £13,000.

The PREMIER: Well, £30,000 I heard
mentioned. Supposing it were £30,000, 1t
is a bagatelle compared with the amount
that is held in the pockets of the rich—of
those who can afford to pay—by the action
of the Legislative Council. Take the case

side get a

 of the squatting interests alone, in connection

with this Land Act Amendment Bill, which
Hon.T. J. Ryan.]
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has been rejected, which proposed to remove
the barrier of 50 per cent, placed upon the
power of the Land Court in fixing the rent:
of pastoral holdings. We estimale to rais

from that scurce alone $£100,000 a year
That is only one source vhat will be tapped,
and a sourc: which, eversone will admit, can
afford to pay. (Ilear, hear!) What is
£30,000 to be spent In removing a barrier
that stands between us and that amount?
If it cost £30.000 a year, what would it
matter, if you get £100.000 a year from it?
I only mention that as an 1llustration so
that the people may faﬂy understand that
this question of expenss 1s couly being put
up to deceive them, to ‘mislead them as to
what the true issue is. The question will be
put to the people in a plain way. It has
been suggested that on the last occasion
there might have been some misunderstanding
on account of the form in which the ques-
tion was put, Well, T am prepared to say
that if the vote then recorded represents
the actual will of the people—assuming that
it does, and that they were not misled in
any way by the legal difficultiex placed in
their way by the action of the Council;
assuming all thesc things in their favour,
still T have confidence that if the case is
properly put before the people and they are
not allowed to be misled, that 60,000 majority
will be turned into a 60,000 majority the

other way. (Hear, hear!)
Hon. W. H. Barnes: I think you protest
too much,

The PREMIER : The hon. gentleman may
say that I protest too much, but he has had
experience of campaigns conducted bv this
party before. There was no campaign on
th@ last occasion, But on this occasion we

will go out and put our case fully and
fanlv before them, confident in the intelli-
gence of the people. The hon. gentleman
will go out and put his case, confident—not
in the intelligence of the people, but in the
power of the purse behind him to be able to
deceive the people. and think his party will
get the verdict they got before. But I am
certain that when the issues are properly
put before the people, the verdict will be
very different. If overy member of this
ITouse will go out into the countrs and
show the arguments in favour of the Upper
Housc being abolished ; if they show that
there is no logical basis for the existence
of the Upper House; if they show that there
are single Chambers governing larger popu-
lations than we have in Queensland and a
larger area than Queensland; if they point
out that there is no difference between a
single Chamber and two Chambers in which
there is an overwhelming majority support-
ing one party: if they point out that the
logal difficultics placed before them on the
last occasion have been removed; if they
point out that any beneficent Iegislation that
1s on the statute-book is only there by acei-
dent: 1if they point out what is the action of
the Council on all occasions, how full are
the attendances of members and how keen
is their interest when anything concerning
capitalists, such as shipping companies, beef
trusts, tramway companies, and so on, is
under consideration: if they show that the
only concession the Legislative Council give
to the people’s House is just as much as
they think they have to give in order to
save their skins; if they remind the people
of the circulars issued by the Pastoralists’
Assomatlon and the insurance companies

[Hon.T.J. Ryan.
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with regard to the raising of funds to keep
this par*v out of power—why, 1 was told the

other day that as soon as the Legislative
C( uncil was threatened money poured in on
the last occasion, and, no doubt, it will
pour in uo(vln—but I am quite coaﬁdcnt :
Mr. Speaker, that notwithstanding the power
of money T do not care how much money
pours in, as long as we get the opportunity
of puttmg the case to the people, and of
representing the situation as it is. and of
showing that there is no fear of hasty legis-
lation, that there is absolutely no posmble
chance of having errors in draft smanship if
we appoint such a committee as is provided
for in this Bill, and especially in view of
tho fact that the people themselves will be
the safeguard and check upon Pa111ament
if any safeguard or checlk is required, w hon
we pass the Initiative and Referendum Bill :
if all these things are made clear, I have
every confidence that the people will fully
understand the issue, and that they will
remove that Chamber, which I sar is an
anachronism and a reproach to a virile and
self-reliant democracy, and which is a hin-
drance to the achievement of their aspira-
tions. I move the <econd reading of the
Bill. (Government cheers.)

Mr. MACARTNEY (7oowong): The
Premier, in a very short speech, has moved
the second reading of whas is a very im-
portant Bill. It is a Bill which has been
before Parliament before. 1t has been fully
discussed Dby both sides of the House on
more than -one occasion, and it has been
discussed in  ‘‘ another placp I do not
know whether the hon. gentleman regarded
it as unnecessary to cover the whole ground
in the speech lie has just made, but I think
it would have been an advantaffe if the matter
had been fully discussed, in order that the
measure could go to the country just in the
way it has been put to this House. The time
-allowed the Opposition to consider this im-
portant Bill has not been very great. At
9 o’clock this morning I saw a copy of
the Bill for the first time, and I am called
upon at this period to make what must be
a more or less important speech on the
second reading of the Bill. This hardly
affords the time which is necessary to give
full consideration to the subject. The ques-
tion which this Bill covers has already been
submitted to the country. It has been sug-
gested by the hon. gentlomdn in his speech
that the queetlon was not understood by the
people when it was put before them, and
that the question was not put in a plain
fern. I should like to ask who is respon-
sible’ fm that? Was the question not pub
with the full knowledge and formal ap-
proval of the hon, gentleman himself? 1
must say that at the time I felt that there
was a certain difficulty in the wav the ques-
tion was put. There was another referendum
taken at the same time—a referendum on
the liguor question, and it was the opinion,
not only of myself, but of many others, that
that question was submitted to the people
in a form which was in favour of the liquor
trafic. And one can realise that, having
put that question in that particular form, the
Government had to follow pretty well the
same form in connection with the question
of the abolition of the Legislative Council.
At the same time, I think it is a serious
reflection on the Government that it should
be possible that the great Labour party should
shield themselves behind an excuse of that
sort. It is also a reflection on the people
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of Queensland to say that they were unable
intelligently to wunderstand the question
submitted to them.

The PrEmMiER: You know I did not say
that, but you have made up your speech
in anticipation that I would say it.

Mr. MACARTNEY : The hon. gentleman
suggests that my specch has been prepared
in anticipation of what he was likely to
say. Cannot we see through the hon. gentle-
man sometimes? There cannot be very much
question about that matter. Reference has
been made to the issues before the people at
the last election, and the hon. gentleman has
quoted a couple of pages of the * Hansard ”’
report of a debate which took place during
the present session. 1t is quite contrary to
our Standing Orders that that debate should
be referred to in that way. However, the
hon. gentleman has done i$, and I presume
that the speech to which he referred will be
reproduced in ¢ Hansard” for the delecta-
tion of the people. I have been unable to
read it, but glancing at it, I say the hon.
gentleman was  at  considerable pains to
apologise, practically, for his own attitude
in connection with that question during the
last general election. The hon. gentleman
made his opening speech in Townsville, and
he was particularly careful to avoid raising
the issue of the Upper House at that time.

The PreEMIER: I raised it all through the
speech., .

Mr. MACARTXNEY : It is quite true that
during the election campaign the hon. gentle-
man sitting beside him, the Treasurer, raised
the question on the Darling Downs, and
other irresponsible members of the Cabinet
—(Government laughter)—also allowed that
the question was an issue, but no one for a
moment dreamed that the Premier, whose
duty it was to state the policy of the Go-
Vlelrnment, had ever raised the question at
all.

The Previcr: 1 specifically raised it.

Mr. MACARTNEY : The hon. gentleman,
in dealing with the State Iron and Steel
Worlks Bill, said the Upper House unfortu-
nately had, encouraged by the Opposition in
the Lower House, made modifications in the
Bill which had compelled its withdrawal, but
when the hon. gentleman was referring to
the legislation of the Government, what
were the hon. gentleman’s words? The hon.
gentleman said, referring to his policy—

“That policy, I am glad to say, was
accepted by the great majority of the
electors, and the history of Queensland
since has been a record of honest, deter-
mined, and in the main, successful en-
deavour to realise it by legislation and
administration. The career of the pre-
sent Government has been unique in that
it has almost completed three years of
office without ircurring ths charge of
breaking its promises or leaving its
pledges unfulfilled.” .

What is that but a frank admission that he
has attained all the legislative assistance
from thce Unper Chamber that he felt that
he was entitled to, and which practically,
and in substance, gave him, through the
help of the Upper Cnamber, a fulfilment of
the pledges which he had made to the
people? The question .of the abolition of the
Upper House was submitted, as the hon.
gentleman said, to the country, and it was
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turned down by a particularly heavy vote.
I: was turned down by a vote of 179,105 to
116,180. It might be wise to accentuate the
meaning of that big vole. Twenty-nine
thousand electors more than the number who
voted at the elections of 1915 voted on that
referendum, and out of the seventv-two
electorates only twelve showed a majority
for abolition. The highest majority for the
abolition of the Upper House occurred in
the electorate which the hon. member for
Flinders represents.  That majority was 727,
and I should say that perhaps the elec-
torate of Flinders, being about the most
remote eclectorate from the seat of Govern-
ment, was sbout the least able to judge of
the issue that was involved. Against that
there were two majorities exceeding over
3.000. One of those majorities was in the
electorate which I have the honour to repre-
sent, and the other was in the electorate of

Murrumba. In addition to that, eight other
olectorates provided majorities excceding
2,000. In the sixteen metropolitan electo-

rates the majorities approximated 26,000
against abolition. Tf ever therc was a deci-
stion clear and substantial, the decision on
the 5th May, 1917, was that decision, and
for the life of me I cannot sce any justifi-
cation for an attempt to submit it to the
people at the present time. The hon. gentle-
man, however, for some reason of his own,
has brought forward the Bill, and the ex-
pense is to be incurred. The expense on the
last occasion approximated something like
£14.000. The hon. gentleman makes light
of £14.000 at the present time.

The Prewitz: I do not make light of it,
but it is not much compared with the issue
at stake.

Mr. MACARTNEY: £12000 would give
to Government members, forty-eight in num-
ber. the £500 per annum they so ardently
desire, and a little more. £14,000 would go
a long way towards helping te halance the
revenuc and expenditure. In these days,
i a time of war, a time of uncertainty, a
time when monev is a consideration, one
would expeet the Government swould nob
unnecessarily incur such an expense in sub-
mitting to a referendum a question that the
people have so clearly and definitely turned
down. Tt is strange that, at the present
time when the Empire is engaged in war—
when Australia, as part of the Empire, 13
engaged in war for protection against &
foreign yoke—we find the responsible repre-
sentatives of the peopls, who might be at
least assisting the Commonwealth in _the
direction to which I have referred, _mal;mg
war upon our cherished Constitution;
making an attempt to destroy the Consti-
tution; to practically perpetuate partisan-
<hip war at 2 time when the mind of our
people might be otherwise directed. We
know, of course, that the abolition of the
Upper House finds a special place in the
Labour platform. Tt is one of the attractive
planks, and really the introduction of the
question at the present time might almost
suggest camouflage. or at least suggest the
idea of drawing the minds of the people
away from the mistakes and errors whic
the Government are committing from day to
dav. I have a very grave doubt. after
hearing the very definite views from the
Premier, whether that hon. gentleman is in
earnest. I really doubt it, bul hearing him
speak, reading his words, and taking them
with a liberal meaning, there can be no
question about it. I realise that the hon.

Mr. Macartney.]
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gentleman knows just as well as I do where
the road leads to. and the warning he has
given to hon. members on this side as to the
danger that rests with the referendum, is
‘a suggestion to us, that although he is com-
pelled as a political slave to introduce the
measure, and to carry it through its formal
stages—he is really giving us a warning that
wr have to be up and doing lest the injury
which will result will fall on the State.
{Government laughter.)

Mr. Corrins: Twisting.

Mr. MACARTNEY: We know what the
‘position of the Upper House is. We know
that the hon. gentleman himself has nomi-
nated a number -of members for appoint-
ment to the Upper House,” and a number
in excess of the number ordinarily forming
ihe Upper House has been appointed af
the hon. gentleman’s request, and if the
Upper House were not satisfying the hon.
gentleman we quite understand that he has
the right to make representations to His
Excellency the Governor for more. He him-
self has denied through the Press, during the
last few days, that he has made any such rep-
resentations to His HExcellency the Governor
with regard to the failure, that he allcges,
of the Upper House to do what he calls its
duty.

The PrEMiER: You may be sure that any-
thing you see in the Press from me is true.

Mr. MACARTNEY: We must accept the
statement, but it gives. at least, some evi-
dence of the want of sincerity on the part
of the hon. gentleman, because we must take
it, if he has not done that, that he is pre-
pared to conform to the Upper House as
it is, and the introduction of this measure
is only a formal introduction tc satisfy some
of the more cnergetic spirits that sit behind
him. We must recognise that the question
before the House is one that deserves very
much consideration, as it involves a very
serious and far-reaching change in the State’s
‘Constitution, which has provided good results,
I think it must be acknowledged on every
hand, for a period of something like sixty
vears. Not only is the matter of far-reaching
importance to the State of Queensland, but
the question involved is ome of Imperial
importance—a fact which was accentuated
when the matter of the last referendum came
before the Lords of the Privy Council. Vis-
count Haldane there made some remarks

which I think are worthy of

[4.30 p.m.]} quotation. I might say that the

Premier has not been altogether
candid or fair when he made reference to
what he calls the legal position. I had said
that we on this side are not going to spend
cur time in arguing on the legal technicali-
ties of the posttion, and the hon. gentleman
has told us this afterncon that the question
is free of any legal doubt. When he says
that it has been decided once for all by the
High Court of Australia by a unanimous
judgment, he is not placing before the House
the whole position. As a fact, an attempt
was made to appeal from the judgment of
‘the High Court to the Privy Council, and
the Privy Council, in view of the fact that
the referendum was over and had been
decided in the negative, expressed the
opinion that it had become a purely academic
‘question which they were not prepared to
consider ; but they left the way entirely open
for the future to go into the subject and
«decide it according to its importance. I

[Mr. Macartney.
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assume the hon. gentleman has made what
vou might term a cheap sneer at the highest
judicial authority in this State.

The PreMiER: Oh, no! You misunderstood
me.

Mr. MACARTNEY : He said that it was
a court only too ready to lean to the Upper
House, and he hoped that on this oceca-
sion these dificulties would not be again
created. I take it that the court we have
here is a court of justice, acting on ordinary
rules, and that the court will be bound by
the judgment of the IHigh Court.

The Prewier: I suggested no impropriety
—only an imperfect knowledge of the law.

Mr. MACARTNEY: I only know the
words used by the hon. gentleman so far as
they go; but I take it that, if this matter
does go before the Full Court again, the
judgment will be given in terms of the judg-
ment of the High Court. This court will
feel bound to follow the High Court. But
in that case the persons who appeal to the
Full Court of Queensland will have the
right, I take it, to go direct to the Privy
Council, and the question will then come up
for review again.

The Premigr: Is that the move?

Mr. MACARTNEY: I am only talking
about what the legal position is. But 1
would ask the hon. gentleman, who is going
to England shortly, if the move is that he
is to remain in England until the appeal
in the case we have heard about to-day
comes on and until the possible appeal in
this matter comes before the Privy Council.
If that is so, the hon. gentleman’s Privy
Council practice is going to be a very re-
munerative one. I am reminded that, as
senior counsel, so to speak, the hon. gentle-
man has opencd this very important case for
his side, and, in doing so, has said that if
the people of Qucensland have the facts
properly placed before them, and are not
allowed to be misguided, the result of the
referendum will be in favour of the Labour
(Gtovernment:; and, after having made that
prodigious statement, the hon. gentleman
will probably leave for the other side and
leave it to his junior counsel, the Hon. Mr.
Theodore, to prove the case. (Laughter.)
I think it might be just as well to place on
record the remarks of Viscount Haldane
during the argument which took place before
the Privy Council. On page 195 of the
“ Queensland Law Renorts’” for September,
1918. will be found the report of the argu-
ment. His first remark was—

“That is only a theoretical declara-
tion.”

That is referring to the judgment of the

High Court—
“Tt is a declaration .of the court no
doubt, but—so far as this matter—it is
a thing at present pure and simple, if the
referendum rejected the Bill.”’

Viscount Haldane later on said—
" “There passes through my mind a
long vista of awkward situations, which
exist everywhere in the Empire, and
which we leave till they turn up.”

Later on he said, referring to the Colonial
Laws Validity Act—
¢ That is another thing; and if that
applies, then you may be right or you
may be wrong, but there is a question
which affects the entirety of the Hmpire:
there is not a Dominion, there is not a




Constitution Act

Crown colony to which that section does
not apply. That Act was passed, a very
remarkable thing, I think, without much
discussion, but it is a tremendous charter,
and the tribunals have refrained from
expressing an opinion upon the extent
to which that section has given Legis-
latures abstract powers to alter their own
Constitution by virtue of the section.
If that section applies to that case, all
I can say is—I do not know what my
friends who are with me will say—that
it is a ‘sleeping dog’ which I am very
reluctant to awaken.”

The PrEMIER: That is rather against you.

Mr. MACARTNEY : He further said—

“You know, if this question really
were to be argued, it should not be
argued in a Iitigation affecting only
one litigant, the Legislature, and only
a State Legislature. There is a pro-
cedure which is open to the Crown, which
is under the Act, 3 and 4 William IV., to
refer to the Judicial Committee of the
Privy Council a general question of this
kind, and, when that is done, the advan-
tage that the Judicial Committee pos-
sesses is that it can advise the Crown
to mou!d the procedure. If that question
was raized in an abstract form, we should
probably direct that we should be
attended by the Attorney-General of
England as representing the Empire, and
we should take care to secure that there
should be a rcpresentation of the other
parts of the Empire, so that this tre-
mendous question which affects every one
should not be determined behind their
backs: and we are most reluctant, speak-
ing f9r myself, at any rate, to interfere
now.

Later on he remarks—

¢ The electors of Queensland appeat to
have said that they are not going to let
it arise in a practical form. It may be
that this Act is a nullity. That is not

a question we wish to determine in the
abstract.

““Of course, I presume if your Lord-
ships do not grant my petition, there will
be nothing said—I mean to say, it cannot
be said that I should be precluded from
raising this on another case?”’

And it was made clear by their Lordships of
the Privy Council that nothing that took
place then would prejudice the determination
later on of the question invelved; so that it
i3 quite clear, notwithstanding the statement
made by the Premier, that it has yet to be
decided in a formal way what the legal
position 1s.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION :
Then, if the people carry the referendum,
you are going to do your utmost to prevent
its being given effect to?

Mr. MACARTNEY : The hon. gentleman
is trying to introduce the personal equation.
I am only stating the position. At the same
time, I do not mind saying, if it will please
the hon.’ gentleman, that, rather than see
Queensland suffer, as she would suffer under
a one-Chamber system, if it were in my power
—unfortunately, it is not—I would use every
effort that the law allows to stop it.

OpposITION MEMBERS : IHear, hear!
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Mr MACARTNEY: An attempt has been
made by the Premier to afttack the bi-
cameral system. The hon. gentleman was
bound, of course, to give some authorities;
but T am sorry to say that he did not
attempt to give very much authority. He
confined himself practically to the Provin-
cial Legislatures of Canada. Now, we know
that the Canadian system differs from the
Australian system. In Canada, the Federal
Legislature has full powers, and the Pro-
vincial Legislatures derive their powers from
such authority as the Federal Legislature
chooses to extend to them. In Australia, the
position is entirely different. The Federal
anthority derives its power from that autho-
rity which the States have specifically sur-
rendered to it; the States remain sovereign
States. The hon. gentlemun has not made
reference to the fact that the bicameral system
is known practically wherever the British
language is spoken—that wherever there is
a sovereign Legislature the system or Con-
stitution is bicameral. He knows that the
bicameral system obtains in all the great
Buropean countries, and he also knows that
it has been followed even by the Eastern
communities. The hon. gentleman, I notice,
omitted to tell us as to what is the proposi-
tion for a Constitution in a country we hear
so rruch about—I refer toe.Ireland. I suppose
the constitutional question has been con-
sidered in Ireland, probably at the most
recent date of any, and we find that the
convention representing all interests in Ire-
land recommended that the bicameral sys-
tem should be embodied in the Constitution,
and that a nominated Senate of sixty-four
members, including  archbishops, lord
mayors, representative peers, and representa-
tives of trade, commerce, and labour, should
constitute the Senate. As a matter of fact,
we find that the Senate recommended in
that case was partly hereditary. There are
minor exceptions, we know. The hon. gentle-,
man has stated one or two, the circumstances
of which, to my mind, offer no application.
We find that in Bulgaria, Greece, in minor
German States, and, perhaps, some minor
States of America, there are examples of
single-Chamber Constitutions. But we have
also the knowledge to guide us that in the .
past there have been many single-Chamber
cxperiments. The United States Constitution
is one itself. I will read an extract from
Professor Lecky later on which will develop
that point. It is generally known that in
France the experiment was tried, and then
in democratic France they found it neces-
sary to revert to the two-Chamber system.
In England we ‘also have the example
furnished by the days of Cromwell, when a
single-Chamber system prevailed, but it was
found impossible to carry on under it, and a
subserjuent reversion fo the two-Chamber sys-
tem was the result. I think we can say
that Russia, which is said to have been a
one-Chamber country, is, perhaps, a dreadful
example through the condition which exists
to-day in that country of a single-Chamber
Government.

OpposiTION MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. MACARTNEY : I propose to read a
perhaps somewhat lengthy exfract from Pro-
fessor Lecky, which I think puts the case
pretty clearly, It may be that the book
was written a few years ago, but the state-
ments are as capable of application to-day as

Mr. Macartney. ]



2638 Constituiion Act [ASSEMBLY.] Amendment Bill.

when the book was written, In Chapter IV.,
page 299, of Professor Lecky’s book on
“ Democracy and Liberty,” he says—

*“Of all the forms of government that
are possible among mankind, I do not
know any which is likely to be worse
than the government of a single omnipo-
tent democratic Chamber. It is at least
as -susceptible as an individual despot to
the temptations that grow out of the
possession of an uncontrolled power, and
it is likely to act with much less sense
of responsibility and wmuch less real
deliberation. The necessity of making a
great decision seldom fails to weigh
heavily on a single despot, but when the
responsibility is divided among a large
assembly, it is greatly attenuated. Every
considerable assembly also, as it has been
truly said, has at times something of the
character of a mob. Men acting in
crowds and in public, and amid the
passions of conflict and of debate, are
strangely different from what they are
when considering a serious question in
the calm seclusion of their cabinets.
Party interests and passions; personal
likings or dislikes; the power of rhetoric;
the confusion of thought that springs
from momentary impressions, and from
the clash of many conflicting arguments;
the compromises of principle that arise
from attempts to combine for one pur-
pose men  of different opinions or
interests; mere lassitude, and mere
caprice: all act powerfully on the de-
cisions of an assembly. Many members
are entangled by pledges they had incon-
siderately given, by some principle they
had admitted without recognising the
full extent to which it might be carried,
or by some line of conduct they had at
another period pursued. Personal in-
terest plays no small part; for the
consequence and pecuniary interests of
many members are bound up with the
triumph of their party, while many
others desire beyond all things a re-
newal of their mandate. They know
that a considerable part of the con-
stituencies to which they must ulti-
mately appeal is composed of fuctu-
ating masses of very ignorant men,
easily swayed by clap-trap, by appeals to
class interests or class animosities, and
for the most part entirely incapable of
disentangling a difficult question, judg-
ing distant and obscure consequences,
realising conditions of thought and life
widely different from their own, estimat-
ing political measures according to their
true proportionate value, and weighing
nicely balanced arguments in a judicial
spirit.”

Later on, he continnes—

“There is certainly no proposition in
politics more indubitable than that the
attempt to govern a great heterogeneous
empire simply by such an assembly must
ultimately prove disastrous, and the
necessity of a second Chamber, to exer-
cise a controlling, modifying, retarding,
and steadying influence has acquired
almost the position of an axiom. Of all
the many parliamentary constitutions
now existing in the world, Greece,
Mexico, and Servia are, I believe, the
only ones in which independent and
sovereign nations have adopted the
system of a single Chamber, and, among

[Mr. Macariney.

these, Servia is only a partial exception.
According to the Constitution of this
little country, legislation is, in ordinary
times, conducted by the king and a single
national assembly, in which one out of
every four members must be neminated
by the king, and which exercises strictly
limited and defined powers; but the
sovereign has a right of convoking when
he pleases a second and much larger
assembly, which alone is competent to
deal with grave questinus affecting the
Constitution and the territory of the
State.”’

Later—

““The experience of the past abund-
antly corroborates the views of those who
drecad government by a single Cham-
ber. In thc English Commonwealth such
a system for a short time existed; but
the abolition of the Flouse of Lords was
soon followed by the expulsion of the
Commons, and when Cromwell rezolved
to restore some measure of parliamen-
tary government, he clearly saw that two
Chambers were indispensable, and he re-
vived on another basis the House of
Lords. In America, Franklin had
strongly advocated a single Chamber;
and in the American Confederation,
which was formally adopted by the
thirteen States in 1781, and which repre-
sented the TUnited States in the first
years of their independent existence, the
Congress consisted of only one branch.
It was invested with very small powers,
and was almost as completely over-
shadowed by the State rights of its con-
stituents as the Cromwellian House of
Commons had been by the military power
of the Commonwealth. But the very first
article of the American Constitution,
which was framed in 1787, divided the
Congress into a Senate and e House of
Representatives. In all the separate
States the bicameral system exists, and
it also exists in all the British colonies
which have self-governing powers.”

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION :

And yet the Liberal party propose to put in
their programme for the next election the
abolition of the second Chamber.

Mr. MACARTNEY-

“In France, Turgot, and Sievés advo-
cated a single Chamber, and in the
French Constitution of 1791 all power
was placed in the hands of such a body,
the result being one of the most appal-
ling tyrannies in the history of man-
kind, In 1848 the same experiment was
once more tried, and it once more
conducted France through anarchy to
despotism.”

Attempts have been made in England to do
awav with the House of TLords. The hon.
gentleman has suggested that the power of
veto has been taken away. He pointed out
that in connection with financial measures
it has heen provided that on the rejection of
a Bill by the British Upper House it may
be submitted to the King for the Royal
assent; and that in comnection with other
measures they must be rejected three times
in three successive years before they can
be presented to His Majesty for the Royal
assent, and it is left to His Majesty to
say whether or not he will give assent to

But the conditions there are  very

different from the conditions which arc
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suggested by this Bill. The proposal of this
Bill is a very much more dangerous proposi-
tion. An attempt has been made, as T have
said, to show that the people of England so
realise the wisdom and need of the Consti-
tution as they have it that they have on all
ocecasions resisted any attempt to wipe out
the House of Lords—I am talking now of
more recent days. An attempt was made in
1895, and at thut time there was any amount
of representation made to the people of
England that the House of Lords had inter-
fered with industrial iegislation and reform.

Mr. Coirins: Part of the people of Eng-
land, you mean.

Mr. MACARTNEY : Lord Rosebery, who
was a Radical Premier, was the leader of the
Government at the time, and yet Lecky
tells us—

“ On the eve of the election Lord Rose-
bery clearly and émphatically told the
country that the real and supreme ques-
tion at issue was the House of Lords,
and that Home Rule and ell the other
Government measures were involved in
the destruction of what he somewhat
absurdly called its ‘legislative prepon-
derance.’

** The country had now the opportunity
of expressing its opinion about these men,
their objects, and their methods, and it
gave an answer which no sophistry could
disguise and no stupidity could misunder-
stand.”

Those remarks apply to the 5th May, 1917—
“ The complete, crushing, and unequi-
vocal defeat of the Radical party in
1895 is certainly one of the most memor-
able events in the present generation.
No circumstance of humlhatlon was
wanting. The majority against the late
Govermment was greater than any which
had been seen in England since the elec-
tion of 1832. 1In addition to several less
important members of that Government,
four Cabinet Ministers, including those
whese attacks on the House of Lords I
have quoted, were defeated at the poll.
In nearly every portion of the kingdom
and in town and country alike, the
verdict was the same.”
and a Tory Government was returned.

Now, the very measure which we are dis-
cussing to-day provides internal evidence of
the necemty for a bicameral systam—(Hear,
hear !)—the necessn‘.y for a revising Chamber.
This Bill has been before this Chamber on
different occasions before, and yet it has
been found necessary to revise it again and
ingert a very large number of amendments—
showmrr the need for carefully revising the
measures which are attempted to be dealt
with under our present system. And the
very fact that in the measure it is found
necessary, to establish a committee which is
to take the place of a revising Chamber pro-
vides further substantial evidence that a re-
vising Chamber—a bicameral system—is an
absolute essential. And I am inclined  to
think that the hon. gentleman, in putting
that clause in, has given information to the
publie, information which will weigh with
them, as to the necessity of a second Cham-
ber. And when you come to look at it,
what is the committee that is suggested?
A committee merely of representatives, pro-
portionately to numbers, of the parties
on either side of the Chamber—a partisan

SEPTEMBER. ]
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committee, both sides fighting for the view
which they respectively take, with no real
desire to revise or alter or protect the
country against hasty legislation. What a
substitute to suggest for a revising Chamber !

Now, there are two sides to every ques-
tion. Tor the moment the Labour party is
in power, and if the second Chamber is done
away with the Labour party will rule; the
proposals of the Administration for the time
being will be carried through this Chamber
just 1n the same way as they are being carried
through now—without discussion. The real
debates of Parliament will take place secretly
in some other place. What safety have the
public got under legislation carried out in
that way? But, without going into that for
the moment, what will be the position when
a Liberal Government is in power? What
has been the attitude of the Upper House
in days gone by to legislation fathered by
Liberal Govemments or Tory Governments,
if you like to call ¢thom such.” Their attitude
has been one of caution, it has been one of
moderation, and the Governments of the
days gone by have received just the same
checks from  the Upper Chamber that the
present Government may have experienced at
any time during the last two years—very
common-sense checks, too.

Hon. W. N. Gurrmms: Do you expect any-
body to believe that?

Mr. MACARTNEY: And if a proposal
was made to alter the franchise or do one of
those other things which might be likely
to improve the position of e Liberal party,
could we not hope, or would we not hope,
from the Upper House the same protection
of the interests of Labour and the interests
of the country which they are offering to
the country at the present time?

Mr. Free: No.

Mr. MACARTNEY : Of course, the hon.
member’s prejudices are such that he can
only seec that it applies to the present
moment. The hon. member is unable to look
ahead, unable to look at the matter dis-
passionately, and I say that that is a point
of view to which the members on the other
side of the House cught to give careful con-
sideration. It 1s quite possible that in the
course of time a Liberal Government may
find itself on the other side of the House,
and it is quite possible that that Liberal
Government may be led by men who see the
necessity for reform, and might proceed with
their views, and if there were not a second
Chamber hon. members need not think very
long to see that there would be a possibility
of danger to those institutions which they
claim so continually and emphatically are
important.

The Upper House has tried to reform itself.
The Upper Housc has realised, since as far
back as 1896, that advantage "nlght attach
to reform. No doubt, some of the men there
have been there for very many years, No
doubt some of those men are approaching
their allotted span of life, and no doubt that
was the reason for the suggestion of 1896 of
that far-seeing. cool-headed Scot, Sir Hugh
Nelson. that the time was arriving when
something should be done to put the Upper
Houwxe on a basis of something like con-
tinuity, and provision was therefore made for
the gradual retirement of some members and
the election of others. TUnfortunately, for
reasons I am not aware of, the measure was
not proceeded with, but at that particular

Mr. Macartney.)
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time—and I guote it only for that purpose—
the Upper House itself was prepared to
grant a measure of reform so far as the
constitution of the second Chamber was con-
cerned.

Now, there is another reason why this Bill
is unnecessary. The hon. member has quoted
the fact that the power of veto has been
taken away from the House of Lords. That
is practically the position here, because under
the Parliamentary Bills Referendum Act of
1908, & special means is provided of sub-
mitting to the country questions on which
the Chambers differ. And I am reminded
of something else by the reference to that.
The hon. member referred to the failure of
the Upper House to pass the Land Act
Amendment Bill (No. 2), which would permit
the Land Court to increase rents over and
above the limit included in a statutory con-
tract which exists between the Government
lessees snd the Government itself. In that
other House the other side are represented by
their nominces or men who vote with them,
to the number of eighteen. There is a
slightly greater number of what is termed,

or what the hon. member is

[5 p.m.] pleased to term, the Opposition,

but if you run through the pro-
ceedings of the other Chamber you are
astonished to find that the representatives of
the Government do not vote in accordance
with the numbers that represent them in
that Chamber. Taking this particular Bill
in question, you will find that the second
reading—or the third reading, which ever
it was—was rejected on a vote of something
like thirteen to eleven.

The Premier: There is no use of their
attending; they can accomplish nothing.

Mr. MACARTNEY: I want to point out
this: We know the composition of the Upper
House. We know that some of the gentle-
men who occupy seats in that Chamber are
approaching the allotted span. We realise
that, if the Government were anxious to
carry their measures—if they were not more
anxious to obtain a plaint against the Upper
House, and their members attended the
Upper Chamber in numbers, some -of their
proposals—if not all—would be carried by
the weight of numbers.

The Primier: Oh, no!
two to one.

Mr. MACARTNEY : Here is the Land Act
Amendment Bill to which I have referred—
one of the measures upon which the hon.
gentleman lays great stress—and we find that
it has only been rejected by, I think, thirteen
te cleven.

The Premier: Yes; but there is no use
our men attending, because your side brings
just one or two more. That is part of the
game.

Mr. MACARTNEY: I would like to say
it is somewhat pleasing to notice that there
are some of the hon. gentleman’s nominees
who, since their appointment to the Upper
House, have realised by cxperience the good
work which the Upper House do, and the
need for a revising Chamber.

The Premier: That is a savage attack
upon someone.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS:
they ?

Mr. MACARTNEY : T just take the facts
as far as they are necessary. I think what
I have said will be borne out. It has
already been borne out by a publication

[Mr. Macortney.

Your party has

Who are
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which T have not by me at the moment,
but which I do not think it is necessary to
quote. We must all realise that the Upper
House has been really the bulwark of true
freedom, and it has been the bulwark also
of the true interests of Queensland.

Hon. W. . Bannes: IHear, hear!

Mr. MACARTNEY: We must realise that.
The hon. gentleman knows that, too. The:
hon. gentleman knows that, if this question:
goes to a referendum and is turned down,
his window-dressing still remains; that he
can still fulminate in rounded periods against
the Upper Chamber; that they still have a
case to go to the country on. 1 do not think
for a moment, as I said at an earlier stage,
that the hon. gentleman is truly sincere in
regard to the wiping out of the Upper
Chamber. The hon. gentleman must know
that if the Upper Chamber were wiped out,
the occupation of the hon. member for
Bowen would be almost gone: he would have
nothing about which to complain. Just
fancy what the position would be, with a
Government on the other side led by the
hon. member for Bowen. and ounly one
Chamber !

Mr. CorrLiNs: I am inclined to think that
vour occupation will be soon gone.

Mr. MACARTNEY : Is that what the hon.
gentleman would have us believe he seriously
suggests to the country? I do not think
for a moment the hon. gentleman suggests.
that. Now, we realize that the Upper Cham-
ber is a deliberative assembly; that it is a
revising body. It is better constituted to
study the questions which come before it.
Its members are not responsible to the votes
of the constituents to the extent to which:
members in this House are. The Minister
for Education knows that he is unable te
express his honest opinion in this House,
because he is dependent upon the votes of
his constituents.

The PremiER: That is an argument against
our having constituents at all; it i1s an
argument against an elected Chamber
altogether.

Mr. MACARTNEY : The Premier himself
knows that that is so. It shows the counter-
balance that it is necessary we should have
—a Chamber working in calmer circum-
stances, able to deliberate and revise, apart
from the more bitter partisanship that exists
in the representative Chamber. Now. it has.
been a check for years on hasty legislation
and of dangerous proposals—and that, irre-
spective of the Government in power. The
history of the Upper House has shown its
willingness to at all times pass legislation
when it has been shown beyond question
that it is the wish of the constituencies. We
hear hon. members say that when a party
succeeds at an eclection, the people have
endorsed every issue which has been included,
either on the platform delivered by the leader
of the party or in the spceches which were
made at the clection. I say that that is an
absolute fallacy. You cannot suggest that
the minds of the pcople have been applied
to the hundreds of questions which are dis-
cussed during an election. I say it is the
duty of the Upper House to give considera-
tion to a distinction between those issues
which have been deliberately decided by the
people and those which the people have not
had an opportunity of definitely expressing
themselves on. The Upper House has exer-
cised that function. When a measure has.
been sent up, the Upper House. as a rule,
has been found to be reasonable throughout.
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The Upper House should be representative
oi all districts and interests and all classes.
I think we can say that at the present time
the [Touse i practically so constituted. They
have representatives of the various interests;
they have representatives of most districts;
and I think they have a number of repre-
sentatives of both classes, although they are
members ¢f what the hon. gentleman styles
the ““ Opposition side © of the House. Any-
one who reads the procecedings in that Cham-
ber for the last {ive or teu years will recog-
nise that there is a division of opinion there;
they will realise that there are a number of
members on the Opposition side of the House,
so called, who are ready and swilling at times
to vote with their friends on the other side.
1t i# practically a non-partxy House, in the
best senze of the word. We see that they have
rejected  violent proposals of the Govern-
mrent. Ther have temporarily rejected pro-
posals which I have no hesitation in char-
acterising as an abuse of the taxing powers
of the Government—propossls which are
designed to cxtinguish, so to speak, a limited
class in the community—u class which are
ertitled to the comsideration of the Govern-
ment in common with all -other classes 1n
the community. They have also rejected
proposals which would damn any country in
the eyes of outside peoples.
OrrostTION MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. MACARTNEY: Proposals which
would dishonour the State; proposals which
would., in the course of time, prove a diffi-
cult in the way of the State’s obtaining
those funds which are necessary to ade-
quately proceed with its development. I say
the Upper House could fulfil no higher func-
tion than they did when they rejected such
measures. We need only refer to our statute-
book from year to vear to =ee that, with
the concurrence of the Upper House, laws
have been passed for the advancement of
the interests of the working classes of the
Stato—those humane laws which are assist-
ing in improving the conditions and allevi-
ating the hardships of the workers. There
are notable instances to' be found in
our factory legislation, accommodation for
workers, compensation for injuries, for the
protection of children; the establishment of
wages boards. the industrial courts, for the
relief of the dostitute, old-age pensions, for
the establishment of charitable institutions
and hospitals, for cnabling the worker to
provide his own dwelling. ~All those things
were founded by Liberal Governments before
Labour Governments attained to power.
Anything that Labour has done in the last
three or four yvears has only been in the
nature of an addition to the foundations
alreadr so well and truly laid by preceding
Governments. with the econcurrence of the
Chamber which the Government would
abolish. It is not necessary for me to refer
to individual representation in the Upper
House. We know that in Mr. Kidston's
time, he being then leader of the Labour
party, a large number of appointments were
made to the Council, and we know that
recently the present Government nominated
Labour men as members of that Chamber,
and that thoss men are exercising their
voices and influence on all the measures
submitted to the Council. Tt may be
well to refer to just what was the
position of legislation during the last
Parliament. The record of Bills dealt with
by the Upper House during the first sesvion
of the last Parliament is that thirty-six of

1918—7 v
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the Bills introduced in this House by the
Government were passed by the Council, and
only three were rejected. In the second
session thirty-two Bills were passed, and nine
were rejected,  In the third session twenty-
one Bills were passed, and seven were re-
jeetad, A total of eighty-nine Bills were
passed in those three sessions, and mineteen
wwere rejected.  During the same period there
were six Bills introduced in the Council,
and four of those were rejected by this
Chamber, which lcads one to the conclusion
that this Chamber was very much more
barsh in its treatment of the pronosals of
the Upper Houss than the Upper IHouse
was in 1ts treatment of the proposals of this
Chamber. The Upper House is not a wanton
destroyer of legisiation. It may not agree
with the caucus attitude which is to be se2n
in the attitude taken up by the Government
ever since they have been in power. Busi-
ness has been introduced here after having
been privately discussed in a secret caucus.
The Bills have been thrown on the table
of the House, and have been hurricdly
rushed through the Chamber with very little
debate, or with only such debate as pro-
cewds from the Opposition. The public have
no opportunity of learning from the repre-
sontatives of the different constituencies om
the Government side of the House the views
which operated with themr In supporting
legislation, and yet we are asked to do
away with the only Chamber which does
fairly and properly discuss legislation, and
provide the necessary safeguards.  The
Premier objects to the rcjection of a Bill
which he calls an urgent war measure. I
refer to the Meatworks Bill. The only
difference between the two Fouses in regard
to that measure has been the fwo simple
words ‘¢ just terms.”” That Bill. I suggest,
is representative of that fraud which the
Government of this State have tried,
from time to time, to impose on the
legislature by calling it a war measure,
though beneath it is hidden the collateral
intention of promoting the socialistic schemes
of the Government. I say that in the
rejection of such measures the Upper
Tlouse is perfectly justified. and that it is
just as well that the country should know
what the nature of that measure is. There is
anothsr Bill which was rejected by the
Council—a Bill which was designed to hand
over cortain of the State rights to the Com-
monwealth.  What do we find now? We
find that the very Government who intro-
dvced that Bill are not in favaur of its pro-
visions, so that the Upper House, in reject-
iny the Bill, acted in accord with the desire
6f the Covernment themselves, During the
last Parliamoent Acts were passed with the
concurrence of the Upper House dealing
with trade unionz, workers’ sccommodation,
and workers’ compensation—Acts which were
an extension of the provisions of cxisting
Acts—a Factories and Shops Act, which was
a measure of a similar character. and that
huge measure, the Industrial Arbitration
Act, which contains provisions that are not
to be found, perhaps, on the statute-book of
any country. All those measures were passed
in +ka interest of Labour, and they were
passcd with the concurrence of the Legis-
lative Council. As I have said, it is only
when the Government prostitutes its plat-
form and fraudulently uses legislation, that
the Uppor House intervenes. I refer to such
measures as provide for the imposition of
improper taxation, the repudiation of a
solemn contract, and other practices of the

Mr. Macartney.]
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Government, which the Upper House have
undertaken to check, and I say that in the
doing of that they should have the support
of c¢very honcst member of the community.
To pass this Bill is to give power to the
caucus to do that which is the converse of
true democracy. It will hand over to a
minority the right to rule. To illustrate
what I rean, I may remind hon. members
that it is a well recogmeod caucus method
that when a matter is submitted to the caueus
by the sovernment, under the rules and
regulations under Whl(‘h they carry on, the
decision of the majority must prevail.  If
the party arve forty-eight strong, as they are
at the present moment, it is possible that
iwenty-five of those fortv eight may dictate
to the other twenty- three, whatever the
-conscience of the twenty-threc may be, what-
wver opinions they may hold, or whatever
fear they may have as to the danger of any
'ploposal submitted, they have to concede
their point of view to the majority.

The PREMIER:
hension.

Mr. MACARTNEY: Instead of the ma-
Jm]ty ruling, which is said to be the prin-

That is quite a misappre-

ciple of \domocram the minority praetically
ruled.
The Presier: I have seen thiz party

divided again and again on railways.

Mr. BMACARTNEAY : The hon. gentleman
may say that, but it is too thin. Even rail-
ways, so discussed and voted on, are an excep-
tion. The matter I have referred to is one
which the constitucncies should appreciate—
twenty-five members of the Caucus overriding
the other twenty-three. Those twenty-three
add~d to the twenty-four members who sit on
this side of the House would make forty-seven.
The result 1s that twenty-five members cof
the caucus may override the studied oninion
of forty-seven members. That is a danger
which the country should not submit to.

The Premigr: What is the rule of your
caucus?

Mr. MACARTNEY: All T can say in
reply to the hon. gentleman is that we do
meet and discuss ma‘rterq in a way, but no
member ol our party is depriy ved of the
power of expressing hlq consclentious opinion
or of voting as hL pleases.

Hon. W. N. (GJLLIES:
nembers of this party.

Me. MACARTNEY: I do not believe it.
{ have never yet seen any appreciative sign
n proof of that statement. 'The proposal
places in the caucus party power to do those
things which max not only be disastrous to
the tew but destructive to the many. I do
not know that I desire to take up the time
of the Chsmber ot any greater length, but
1 say that the elemonts “which are covered
by the proposal whici has been placed before
the Chamber by the hon. gentleman this
aftornoon are of a truly dangerous charac-
ter. I, perhaps, may feel it wise to restrain
my 1cmnka in regard to what may happ on
in the tims to come. It may be as well,
perhaps, when the matter comes to be dis-
cussicd before the country, to state those
things which one can easily imugine. FPro-
posals may be made from the other side that
would go far to reduce this country to the
condition in which we find Russia to-day,
having regard to the elements which are exis-
tent in the community, and havicg rogard

TMr. Macartney.
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to_the elements which hon. members on the
other #ide, including the Premier himsels,
allow 1o influence them in connection with
the government of the country. It is no
use for the hon. gentleman to disclaim the
I.W.W. The hon. gentleman savs this is
a bogey used for flantemng the peonle. We
kuow there js an LW, W. element exisling
here, and we know that it exists to a greater
extent in the North perhaps than in other
parts of Queensland. The hon. gentleman,
it is true, has said that he does not approve
of it. Tha Treasurcr has =aid that he doos
ot approve of it; but we realisc that in
party politics they teke advantage ol all
the help they can gect from all The disin-
tegrating e elements in the community, includ-
ing the LW.W. A littie action is inuch
better than good words, and I would like
to sce some action taken by 1he Government
that would prove their bona fides—would
prove the truth of the statements that they
make.

The Previer: What about the fande pro-
vidod for fighting the Australian Workers
Union?

Mr. MACARTNEY : I have no knowledge
of anything of the sort.

The Preuirr: You
quiries,

ought to make in-

Mr. MACARTNEY: If the hon. gentle-
man would give me the information, I will
be very glad to have it. As “ar as this

party concerned, thes vealiseo that there is
the greatest possible danger in the proposal
before the Hceuse, and they deem it their
duty to oppose it on every orcasion.

OprostrioNn 3pMeERs : Hear,

Mr. MORGAN (Murilla): T listened very
attentively to the speech delivered by the
Premier, and also to the speech delivered by
the leader of the Oprosition, and I feel
certain that 1f those two speeches were placed
before the clectors of Queensland side by
side that the decision would be in favour
of the arguments pub foerward by the leader
of the Opposition. I hope, should a referen-
dum be taken on this 1mp01tant que%’rlolh
that when the Premier, who has contrel of
the public purse, is dcllmg with the matter,
and is ~(>11f1mg literature throughout the
length and breadth of this State in favour
oi the abolition of the Upper House, that
be will also_see that the arguments aszalnst
the proposal are treated in a similar way
¢n far as public expenditure is concerned.
When the Federal Government decided to
tuke a referendum of the people those in
favour of the proposal were asked to sub-
mit their ease, and those against were like-
vise asked to submit their case, and side
side the cases for and against were sub-
mitted to the veople of Australia in pamph-
les form. On this occusion, no doubt, when
the referendum is being submitted to the
])“Opl(\ the Government will have at their
dispozal special trains for the purpess or
carrying the Premier and other Ministe
as well as the rank and file of the Labom
party, throughout the length and breadth
of  Queensland.  The Premier distinctly
stated that he was desirous of secing hoth
sides of the_  question placed before the
people, and I ask. if it is the intention
of the Government to use public funds, in
order to try and bring about the abolition
of the Lppm House, that he will consider
any application that may be made to give
the Opposition an opportumty of placing

hear !
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their cass before the electors of Queensland
free of expense.

The PrEMIER: I am prepared to consider
any such suggestion

My. MORGAN: I am pleased to Lknow
the hon. gentleman is prepared to consider
any such suggestion. The Premier said that
money is Itkely to flow into the funds of
this party, but I am quite satisfied. from the
experience of the last elections, and of
other elections, that the Labour party have
the handling of a greater amount of money
than the party on this side of the House.
That is borne out by absolute experience.
There is a large amount of money obtained
one way and another towards the support
of the Labour party.

The PrpmIR: You want to talk to the
National Political Counecil.

Mr. MORGAN: I know, so far as my
own eclectorate is concerned, and speaking
for other hon. members on this side of the
House, that not one-fourth of the amount of
money s spent in connection with elections
b% hon. members on this side as 1s spent
by the Labour party. The Premier, by in-
troducing this Bill at this time, is over-
riding the will of she people as expressed
ouly a few months ago, as, naturally, one
romes to the conclusion that the pecple have
not changed their views since May, 1917.
The electors, in the last general elections,
did not vote in favour of the abolition of
the Upper House. The Labour party went
to the country with numerous planks in their
platform, and simply because the party were
returned with a majority, it does not say
that a majority of the electors of this State
were in favour of every plank in the Labouvr
platform. They may have agrced with
twelve out of fifteen planks in the Labour
platform. A large number of the electors
who voted against the abolition of the Upper
House voted for the Labour party at the
recent general clection. They said, ‘‘ We
belicve in a majority of the planks of the
Labour platform, and owing to that fact,
we are prepared fo give our votes to the
Labour party,” but they were not pre-
pared to vote for the abolition of the Upper
House, and I feel sure, notwithstanding what
the Premier has stated, that thay will again
vote against the proposal. In fact. I look
upon his suggestion that this side should be
alive to the situation as a sign of weakness
on his part. He recognises the fact, and
the moderate section of hon. members oppo-
site recognise the fact, that the people of
this State will do as they did recently, and
turn  down the referendum. Although
matters may be discussed in caucus by the
Labour party, we know things leak out. and
we know that quite recently there have
been some very boisterous meetings of the
Labour perty. We know that only by threc
or four votes was it decided to submit this
question again to the people. Some hon.
members wire desirous that a general elec-
tion should take place, as they thought the
Government had more chance of carrying
their proposal if they placed the whole of
the Labour platform before the people, in-
stead of one item onlv. I ask hon. mem-
bers on the front Treasury bench can they
deny that what T say is correct? It may not
be correct so far as the number of votes
were concerned, but we do know that this
question has Dbeen a verv debatable peint.
It has been debated with much heat, and
there was a very close shave in connection
with the voting. The Premier told us what,
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of course, we already knew—that certain
powers have been taken away from the House
of Lords. Well, in Queensland, if a Bill is
twice passed by this House, and twice rejected
by the Legislative Council, the hon. gentleman
has power, under the Parliamentary Bills
Referendum Act, to submit that Bill to the
neople, and, i a majority of the electors
vote in the affirmative, then that Bill be-
comes law in spite of its rejection by the
Legisiative Council. What could be more
democratic than that?

Hon. W. N. Griies: Look at the expense!

At half-past 5 o’clock p.m.,

The SPEsKER resumed the chair.

Mr. MOGRGAN: The hon. gentleman is
associated with a party which has tried to
push the Popular Initiative and Referendum
Bill down our throats, and, under that Bill,
a vote could be taken covery other week.
Has the hon. gentleman thought of the ex-
pense involved in connection with that ?

Mr. Grepsox: No; there must :be a
petition of the people asking for it.

Mr MORGAN :That is so. but under the
Bill a referendum could be taken every other
week, provided a certain number of people
presented a  petition asking for the sub-
mission of the particular question they were
interested in. We have a Constitution that
any country might well he proud of. Per-
sonally, I "believe that the Upper House
shosld ba an clective body. I submitted a
ragolution in 1914 in favour of an elective
second Chamber, when I was sitting behind
the Liberal Government. When I spoke
during the campaign last year against the
abolition ¢f the Legislative Council, on every
platform I advocated the retention of the
Upper House, but suggested that it should
be made clective, and every time I spoke
my remarks in favour of an elective House
were received with applause. It seems to be
the almost unanimous desire of the people
to retain a House of reveiw, and it seems
also to be their almost unsnimous desire to
have that ITouse of review an elective House.
The Premicr evidently expects this Bill to
Le rejected by the Legislative Council, and
that. ultimately, it will have to be submitted
to the people by a referendum. and I would
ask the hon. gentleman, when submitting
the matter to the people, to allow the peo-
ple the choice of three questions:—“(1} Are
vou in favour of the abolition of the Legis-
Iative Council?” ¢(2) Are you in favour of
a Nominee Upper House?” and *(3) Are
yon in favour of an Elective Upper House?”

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION :
On what franchise should it be elected?

¥r MORGAN: That is a debatable ques-
tion. I am not prepared to suggest what
the franchise should be, but thut is a matter
that could be arranged.

he Previzr: Do you think it would be
fair to put three questions like that?

Mr. MORGAN: Yes. 1 think the people
are intelligent enough to answer three ques-
ticns,

The Prewisr: If that were done. I would
win by a street, because your side would
be split up and mine would not.

Mr. MORGAN: That is mot so. I am
sure the vast majority of the people of
Queensland are in favour of an elective
second Chamber. We could allow the elec-
tors to exercise a contingent vote, just as
they do when there are three candidates in

Mr. Morgan.)
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a State election. They could put the cross
against the question they preferred, putting
the figure **1°° against their second choice,
and then, when the ballot-papers were being
counted, the votes which were given for the
question which secured the smallest number
of supporters could be counted for which-
ever of the other two they indicated as their
eocond choice. That would enable the will
of the people to be clearly ascertained, and,
I have no doubt that, if there was a majority
of 62,000 last jear in favour of retaining
the present nominee Chamber, there would
be a majority of 162,000 in favour of an
elestive second Chamber.,

The Premier: Which are you in tavour of 7

Mr. MORGAN: I have already said that
I am in favour of an elective Upper House,
and that in 1514 I subwmitted a resolution
in this House in favour of an elective second
Chamber, and I may say that the Premier
spoke against that resolution, and, when it
came to a division, he and the other mem-
bers of the Labour party crossed the floor
and voted with Mr. Denham for the present
nominee Chamber, and against the seventeen
or eighteen Liberals who voted with me in
support of the motion,

The Preyigr: You wanted an elective
Chamber with a narrow franchise—about the
worst form of second Chamber

Mr. MORGAN: In my motion there was
no mention of a franchise at all. 1 left that
open as being a debatable question.

The SECRETARY ¥OR DUBLIC INSTRUCTION :
Victoria has an elective Legislative Council
of forty-eight rich landlords.

Mr. MORGAN: Victoria has absolutely
the best second Chamber in Australia. Its
members are directly responsible to the peo-
ple, and thai is what I want to see I am
quite satisfied that the Legislative Council
of Victoria is the most intelligent Upper
House in Australia.

The Provier: Would you pay them?

Mr, MORGAN: That also is a debatuble
question. That is a matter that the people
could decide. The hon. member for Bowen
and other hon. members on the other side
are continually talking about “the will of
the people.” That is a very fine phrase
when used on the platform or from a soap-
box in the street. But it is not very long
since the people by an overwhelming majority
decided against the abolition of the Legis-
lative Clouncil, and vyet,
that fact, we have the Premier coming for-
ward with thiz Bill to refer the question
again to the people. We know that the
hon. gentleman is being forced to do this
by the extremists in his party. They are
shoving him along and compelling him to sub-
mit the question again to the people. I feel
sure that, if we could see the hon. gentle-
man’s ballot-paper at the last referendum,
we would find that he had votod against
the abolitien of the Legislative Council.

The Prrwier: What is the use of talking
rubbish ?

Mr. Greosox: What is the gocd of talk-
ing slander?

Mr MORGAN: I do not know that the
Premier voted at all. The hon. gentleman
is just as much intercsted in the continuance
of the Upper House, or in the existence of
a House of review, as anyone in Queens-
land. because he is a large property owner

[#r. Morgan.
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and a man of wealth. He and the hon.
member for Maranoa are both wealthy men,

am sure that, if riches were taken inte
consideration, we should find that some of
the richest men in this Ilouse are silting on
the other side, and, naturally, theyv want to
soe the property that they have accumulated
protected. The Bill provides for the appoint-
ment of a certain number of members from
cach side of the House in order to review
Biils,

Tion. W. N. Gmries: That is democratic.

AMr. MORGAN: It would wimply mean
that they would mect tegether for the pur-
pose of reviewing the phrascology of the
Biil, as the principle of the Bill would
have been already desided by the pariyv in
power—first of all by the Trades Hall,
sccondly by the caucus, and then by submis-
sion to the Chamber for a decision. As the
leader of the Opposition mentioned, members
of ths Labour psity have nct on any coca
sion voted against any measurce that has
been submitted; they are consolidated in
that respect. Although there may ke objec-
tions rals:d in caucus to a Bill, and it may
ounly be carried by one or two votes, when
it is submitted to the House the party are so
solid that they support the principles of the
Rill, although in caucus they have opposed
it

The Preyicr: Will you give me an assur-
ance to that effect?

Mr. MORGAN: We know swhat is hap-
pening to-day; there is no neces:ity for me
to give the Premier an  assurance. He
kuows that that hos not only been the result
during the period he has led the Labour
party, but in connection with the Labour
party since its inception. If a man walks
across the Chamber and votes in opposition
to the caucus, what is the result? He is dis-
miissed from the Labour party. (Government
dissent.) The late mrmber for Mount Mor-
gan kept a promize he made to his electors
while contesting the seat, by walking across
the floor of the House and voting for a
particular measuve. The next day he was
brought up be’ore the caucus to show cause,
and was prevented from entering the csucus
meeting: .

Mr. GLEDSON:
Mr. WINSTANLEY : Absolutely untrue.

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber for Murilia must cornect his remarks
with the Bill.

Mr. MORGAN: I am endeavouring to
connect them by showing that, so far as the
Labour member: of the committee of review
were concerned, they would come along with
their minds made up, and it would only be
necessary for the committee to dot ““i’s’” or
cross “t's,” or make any alteration

That is absolutely wrong.

that
might be necessary in the plrascology. As
far as making any alterations in the prin-
ciple of the Bill was concerned, the majority
would rule, "and the majority would repre-
sent the Government which had brought it
forward, The committee of review would
be useless, and would eonly be something
with which to throw dust into the eves of the
electors.  The Labour party would be able
to go before the clectors and sav. “ We pro-
vided for a committer of review,”” and the
electors are mot well versed in the rules
of Parliament or parliamentary Government.
That is what the Government are relyirg
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on in order to reverse the majority of 62,000
sgainst the Bill on the last referendum.
They are relying on the fact that the Bill
contains a provision for review, but any
man of cxperience knows that it is use-
less and of no consequence, and might as
well be left out of the Bill altogether. It
would nol have been included in the Bill
had the Government not thought that by its
inclusion they would obtain votes. I hope
that when the matter is submitted to the
pecple they will have an opportunity of
hearing the position explained, and of being
enabled to decide intelligently the question
submitted to them. I suggest that beforc
the questions are framed and the ballot-
papers issued, the Premier sheould consult
the leader of the Opposition and other
Opposition members who may be appointed
for the purpose of arriving at a counclusion
a: to the questions to be submitted. The
Government «aid that the question sub-
mitted at the last referendum was put in such
a way that it was not intelligent; in fact,
; great number of Tabour peopls claimed
that the electors were not intelligent enough
o know from the question whether they
were voting in favour of the abolition of the
Upper House or against it. The Premier
says he desires that the people should have
every opportunity of deciding the question
upon its merits, and, if that is so, there will
be no harm in submitting a draft of the
question to the Opposition before its form is
finally decided, so that the psople will be in
a position to give a correct unswer to the
question put before them. I feel sure that
the result of the referendum will be similar
to what it was previcusly. Notwithstanding
the bombastic, hluffing attitude of the Pre-
mier, I feel sure that the people will reject
© this proposal. They will prefer to remain,
like other countrics, with a house of review.
The Premier said that some of the small
States in Canada had only one Chamber,
but he did not say anything absut tho sue-
cess of those States. We also know that
some of the Balkan States have a single
Chamber. But are we going to ignore the
fact that right throughout the English-
speaking countries of the world, with few
small exceptions, we have second Chambers?
As the leader of the Opnosition poinied out,
in Ireland, the convention which met to
draw up a Constitution was in favour of a
Senate, consisting of a certain number of
nominees. Kven in Ireland they have
decided in favour of two Chambers.

Mr. O’Suvrrivan: They did not have a
plebiscite on the matter.

Mr. MORGAN: Those delzgates were
selected by the people. The people of
Queensland have alreads decided that there
should be some Chamber of review. Wo,

as experiencad members, know that when
Bill have left this House Labour Govern-
ments have welcomed the opportunity of
having amendments made in them by the
Upper House, owing to the fact that they
were in_ an imperfect condition. The same
has applied ever since Queensland has been
a separate State, and it will continue. and
I say that =imply because the constitation
of the Upper House may be something of
which the Governmesnt do not approve. that
is no redson why the Chamber should be
abolished. Fvidently the Governor has not
consented  to the “ swamping’ of that
Chamber, and so the Government have intro-
duced this Bill.
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The PrEMIER: It is true that he has not
consented beecause he was never asked to
“gwamp 7 it.

Mr. MORGAN: We are glad to have the
Premier’s word, at any rate, that he was
never asked to “swamp’’ it, but there are
some of us who are just a little bit doubtful
about that particular question. But had the
Premier been able to appoint sufficient men
to carry this Bill, the question would never

. have been submitted to the people at all;

the Council would have been abolished with-
out the wishes of the people being taken
into consideration at all.

Hon. W. N. Gmres: Perfectly right.

Mr. MORGAN: The Labour party are in
favour of the people being consulted, pro-
vided they are in agreement with something
ther desire, but if the people, no matter by
what majority, decide against the Labour
Government, then they are prepared to place
that particular proposal on the statute-book
even against the will of the people. And
that is what they are endeavouring to do
by the second introduction of this Bill. They
are endeavouring to place on the statute-
book something which the people have
already rejected, something which the people
will reject agein, and continue to reject. As
I have already indicated, the Premier no
doubt thought that an opportunity would
arise whereby he would be able to have
sufficient members in the Upper House of his
own appointment to carry this Bill through
without opposition from that Chamber, but,
unfortunately for Jiim, he has been disap-
pointed, and that is the recason why at this
particular juncture we receive this Bill and
the country is to be put to expense, as the
Premier said, up to £30,000.

The PreMier: I did not say that.
it was said by others.

Mr. MORGAN : The Premier did not say
it, but he insinuated it. No doubt, he would
like somebody on this side of the House to
say that it would cost £30,000, so that if it
does cost £20,000 he will be able to say that
it was only what some member of the Opposi-
tion said 1t would cost. No doubt, when all
the accounts are made up, and if they are all
debited to the referendum, it will amount to
£30,000 and more, but the Government are
in that happy position, in which they were
at the last elections, of being able to use
the departments, and certain expenditure
that was incurred in connection with the
clection—really side-iszues which were used,
nevertheless, in the election—are not debited
to electioneering expenses.

The Premier: That is not correct.

Mr. MORGAN: We know that in regard
to railway trains which were run in regard
to the last election, instead of the true gost
according to mileage being debited against
the election or against the running of that
particular train, when the accounts were
made up only one half was charged which
would have been charged to a private
individunal.

The SPEAKER : Order!
ber must connect his remarks
question.

Mr. MORGAN: Yes, I will endeavour to
do so.
The SPRAKER: The hon. member has

made no connection whatever.

Mr. Morgan.]

I said

The Lon. mem-
with the
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Mr. MORGAN: I do not intend to pursue

that argument so far as the trains are con-

cerned. I have got in exactly what 1 wish
to say. I do hope and trust that when the
matter is being submitted to the people

every opportunity will be given to the Op-
position to place their case before the elec-
tors, so that a decision may be arrived at—
I am with the Premier in that respect—with-
out let or hindrance and in an intelligent
manner, because I feel sure it is a most im-
portant matter—the most important matter
that has ever been submitted to the people
of Australia—the abolition of the Upper
House, the alteration of the (Constitution.
It is experimental legislation, and before the
people decide to cast a vote either for or
against 1%, every opportunity should be given
to them to understand it.

Mr, LLOYD (#noggera): The main argu-

ment that has been advanced by the Opposi-

tion is based on their claim that the Upner
House acts as a check on the Lower House.
They ignore the fact that from 1888 until the
advent of the Labour party in 1915 there
was practically no checking; to all intents
and purposes we had one Chamber, except
for a very brief interregnum in the Morgan-
Kidston regime, because the powerful in-
terests which controlled the Government in
this House had still more complete control of
the Upper House, when it was necrs.ars.
Cerfainly, there were certain conflicts, which
appear to have been prearranged things.
It was something like that partnership joke
which obtains in business. One parfner is
unapproachable and sits in an office at the
back or upstairs; the other, who meets
people, is an affable gentleman, as obliging
as he possibly can be.

The PreEMIER : Spendlow and Jorkins.

Mr. LLOYD: I forget the names, but it
occurs in “ David Copperfield.”” The affable
gentleman is very desirous of doing all that
he is asked, but there is thai bear upstairs—
he wouvld not stand it. Ou one oecssion,
when Mr, Denham got his liquor legislation
through, he was supported on the one hand
by the hon. member for Bulimba, and on the
other by gentlemen named Forrest and
Welsby, and the Upper House at that time
was very bhandy to take the blame for block-
g certain things that Denham could not
block himself.

The hon. member for Toowong made some
extraordinary assertion that in the past the
Upper House had blocked certain dangerous
preposals, I do not think the public rnow
of theso I could not doubt the word of the
hor}. member,  because he said it very
seriously, but I feel interested. and I hepe
he will take the House into his confidence
and tell us what were the dangerous pro-
posals which apparently hiz Goverrment
contemplated and which were dropped
because ther were afraid of opposition from
the Upper House.

Hon. members have gone into history to
attempt to prove that the single-House
system has been tried and failed. Theyr
mentioned the case of Cromwell. Cromsivell
ruled in England for only a few years, and
he altercd the Constitution four times within
that period. but whatever the changes there
Cromwell was the whole of the Legislature
and the Administration—that case proves
nothing at all. And the case of Ireland
proves nothing at all. The Constitution of

[#r. Morgan.
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Ireland was a compromise., When a political
party have been fighting for forty years, try-
ing to get something, and fighting against
a heavy majority all the time, they are in
a frame of mind to compromise very con-
siderably. The political party which is repre-
sented opposite compromised a great deal
at the time of Federation. I do not mean
the party as a whole, but men like Sir John
Forrest. Of course, Sir John Forrest has
gone, but I think his best friends will admit
that there wus a great deal in the Australian
Coustitution which that gentleman regarded
as extreme, and the same thing can be said
cof Sir William Irvine—these men compro-
mised in order to bring about something
which the majority of the framers of the
Constitution honestly thought was for the
henefit of Australia. Somewhat the same has
been in the case of Irelond, and, con-
sequently, they have a plan of a Scnate
there, which, if it is ever accomnlished,
will  probably give Ireland mnearly as
much rtrouble &% she hes bhad from
the Imperial Government  itsalf. The
leader of the Oppesition spoke

[7 pom.] as though repeated attemmpts had
been made in the United King-

dom to abolish the House of Lords, and they
had all failed As a matter of historical
fact, no serious attempt has ever been made.
1t is rather too big a matter to go into to-
night as to what was the cause of the
political rcaction in 1895, but certainly it
was not a question of the abolition of the
Heuse of Lords. The lsader of the Opposi-
tion quotes a statement by Lord Resebery,
but anyone acquainted with British politics
knows perfectly well that the British public
never took Lord Rosebers seriously. On the
other hand, when a serious and determined
cffort was made to render the House of
Lords almost futile, the British public sup-
ported it by an overwhelming majority,
and made an accomplished fact that Par-
liament Act by which the Hcuse of Com-
mons is practically supreme. The argument
that the Bills have to receive the Royal
assent is no argument at all, because, in any
case, wheon there are two Houses, the Bills
still have to go to the King for his assent.
Now, if this Upper House is such an im-
rortant institution as to have stood the test
of time and proved itself to be something
that is indispensable

Mr. GLEDSON : The only test they do stand
is the test of time.

Mr. LLOYD: One would naturally find
that there was something constant in its
constitution, and the different mew Upper
Houscs that are formed in connection with
the new Constitutions would have some-
thing alike in their constitutional forms. But
when we look at the different Constitutions
of the British Hmpire, we find that therc
seems to be no uniform guiding priveiple at
all. Take the case of South Africa. The Senate
consists of forty members. For ten years
after the cstablishment of the Union eight—
four being seclected mainly for their ac-
quaintance with the reasonable wants and
wishes of the coloured races—are nominated
by the Governor-General in Council, and
thirty-two are elected, eight for each Pro-
vince. The first election was made prior
to the establishment of the Union by the
two Houses of each of the Colonial Legisla-
tures sitting as one body, and a vacancy is
filled by the choice of the Provincial Coun-
cil in respect of whose province a vacancy
oceurs. The constitution of the Senate after
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ten years may be provided for by Parlia-
ment, but if no such provision is made, the
arrangements made in the South African
Act are to hold good. Kach Senator must
be a British subject of European descent, at
least thirty vears of age, qualified as a voter
in one of the provinces, and resident for
five vears within the Union; an elected
Senator must be a registered owner of pro-
perty of the value of £500 over any mort-
cage. Now we will turn to Canada. In
Canada, the members .of the Serate are
neminated for life, by summons of the
Governor-General under the Great Seal of
Canada. The numerical representation of
the Senate by provinces is as follows:—
Pvince Edward Island, 4; Nova Scotia, 10;
New Brunswick, 10; Quebec, 24; Ontario,
24 : Manitoba, 4; and =0 on. By the amend
ment of the British North America Act,
1867 (April, 1915, which comes into effect
after the dissolution of the present Parlia-
ment, the Senate will consist of 96 senators—
namely, 24 from the province of Ontario,
24 from Quebec, 10 from Nova Scotia, 10
from New Brunswick, and so on. The num-
ber of senators may not exceed 104, Each
synator must be 30 years of age, a born
or naturalised subject, and must reside in,
and be possessed of property, real or per-
scnal, of the value of 4,000 dollars, within
the province for which he is appointed.
Take one more illustration—New Zealand.
The Legislative Council consists of 34 mem-
bers, who are paid at the rate of £200
per annum. Those appointed befcre Sep-
tember 17, 1891, are life members, but those
appointed after that date hold their seats
for seven years only. Provision has been
made for an elective Legislative Council,
the first clection to be held three years after
the next general election of members of
the House of Representatives, which, in the
ordinary course of events, should have taken
place at the end of 1917. Of course, as we
know, since then an unconstitutional usurpa-
tion of power has taken place by the poli-
ticians who hold office in New Zealand.
Twenty-four members are to be elected at
the first clections, and forty at subsequent
clections. ITven in the Australian States we
find that the only uniformity exists between
Queensland and New South Wales. The
States of Tasmania, Scuth Australia, Vie-
toria, and Western Australia all have the
Upper Houses differing very widely in their
Constitations. In fact, in place of what we
might exypect from an institution which
clairas to have stood the test of time, instead
of finding even a trace of a settled logical

principl'e, we find a chaos of fantastic
malkeshifts.  In fact, these varicus make-
shifts are simply devices of out-of-date

politiciarzz to try to dodge the incvitable.
They will not recognise that the principle
“ the will of the people has ultimately to
prevail 7 has come to stay, and the longer
they delay it the more trouble there will be.
A great deal has becn said about the pest.
T do not mind hearing, in the form of a
lecture on history, a little able sophistry
in the matter of history. In that matter,
I was certainly wery pleased with what I
heard from the leader of the Opposition this
afternoon. It certainly was able, and it
certainly was sophistry. But those who have
studied the institutions of the past will not

be led astray because the ““two Houses
congtitution’” is not a sctiled thing in
British history. You will find in history
that England began with one Hnouse,

when there was one class. In the beginning
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tha only class that really counted for any-
thing was the nobility. The great mass of
the people, sunk in ignorance and poverty,
so decp that we have no conception of it af
the present time, counted for nothing. The
only class that did count was the class that
was able to d¢ the fighting. As long as
there was only one class, politically, in the
nation, they had only one House. It was
cnly when the new middle class sprang up
that it was necessary to cffect a compromise
and have two IHouses of Parliament. There
was a time in English history when England
had four Houses, simply because there were
four important interests which had to com-
premise with one another before matters of
national importance could be settled.

Mr. BrssiseroN: Wouldn’t it be a good
thing to give the Government to the men
who do the fighting now?

Mr. LLOYD: Thanks to this party, the
men who do the fighting now have a share in
the Government of Queensland, and if it had
been left to the party who were in power
when the war started they would not have
had that share in the Government. England,
I say, started with only one House, when
there was only one class which counted
politically. The time has come round again
when there is only one class which should
count politically, and that class is the whole
people. We have reached a state of things
when there is only one class. and that state
of things is going to stay, and I am confident
that the time is very near when there will
be only one Chamber to represent that one
class.

Mr. SIZER (NVundah): Before this motion
goes through I should like to occupy the time
of the House for a few moments, because 1
realisc that this is the imost important
measure that has come before the House.
Tt is a measure which not only affects Queens-
land, but which is going to affect the whole
British Constitution. I quite agree with the
leader of the Opposition when he quoted
Tord Haldane—that it will affect the whole
British - Constitution. I was surprised ab
the extremely weak speech made by the
Premier in introducing this Bill, because no
one will deny that he is a_man of legal
training, who is able to exploit a case to the
utmost. But the case he put forward to-day
in connecction with this matter is certainly
unworthy of him. When the Premicr has to
come down to holding out a sop that mem-
bers shall retain their gold passe: in order
that this great constifutional measure may
be put through, there is something particu-
larly lame in his argument. With the hon.
member for Murilla, I think the Premier is
not in the position he would like to be in in
connection with this measure, and that he
is there because he has been pushed there,
and I beclieve that he hopes and trusts that
the vote which is to be taken on this refer-
andum will be the same as it was on the
last oceasion. We know perfectly that while
the Upper House remains the hon. gentle-
man can say to his friends when he is_pushed
into attempting to do things that he does not
want to o that he is willing to do them,
but the Upper House will not let him.
Once that House is removed, the Premier
will stand a very big chance of falling into
disfavour with a large section of his own
supporters, as he will have his stock argu-
mont talen away from him.  Some of his
sunperters expect that the hon. gentleman
will be able to give them the moon, and if

Mr. Sizer
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they do not get it the hon. gentleman will
b= 1n very bad odour. I am quite convinced
that the hon. gentleman is not relishing this
referendum. 1 should like to say that I agree
with the Premier that when this campaign
zomes on it should be fought out in a straight
and clean manner, and I hope that members
opposite will adopt that policy, and place
before the people the pros and cons in con-
nection with the proposed abolition of the
Couneil, apart altogether from State butchers’
shops and other matters of that kind. If
they take the speeches of the Premier and
the leader of the Opposition, they will have
something to weigh and consider when the
question goes to the people, but I am very
much afraid that directly the campaign
opens we shall have the butchers’ shops and
other things held out to the people as a
means to gull them into accepting the aboli-
tion of the Upper House. Another matter
I should like to refer to is the remark the
Premier made with regard to the safeguards
provided in the Initiative and Referendum
Bill. We know perfectly well that the
Initiative and Referendum Bill proposed by
the Government is only a sham, and that it is
the most autocratic measure that has ever
been introduced into this Chamber. It
places in the hands of a Minister the
absolute right to say whether a matter shall
]oe referred to the people or not. Surely that
is not the sort of safeguard for which you
are going to ask the people to throw away
their Constitution. Possibly there might
have been something in the Promier’s argu-
ment if we had an initiative and referendum
worthy of the name, but the Bill brought
forward by the Government includes a pro-
vision that gives absolute and complete veto
to a single man, which is autocracy of the
first order. )

.The Premier: You are misrepresenting the
situation altogether.

Mr. SIZER: There is absolutely no need
for this Bill. We have already had a decision
on the matter with which it deals. I remem-
ber full well that when it was proposed by
the Prime Minister of the Commonwealth to
take another referendum on a matter of
far vaster importance than this, the hon.
gentleman repeatedly told him that he had
i}ad his answer, and that there was no need
for a second referendum. The Premier
and thosga 'who support him ecriticised the
Prime Minister for deciding to take another
referendum.

The PrEMIER: No; we criticised him for
taking another referendum after he had
said he would not do so.

Mr. SIZER : The Prime Minister did not
say that. He said he would not foist con-
scription on the people without their con-
sent, and he kept his promise. As the hon.
membar for Kennedy has interjected, the
people never carry a referendum until the
question has been before them five or six
times. The Premier knows the people will
not carry this referendum, so that the taking
of the referendum will be throwing money
away, which is a thing to be seriously con-
sidered at a time when we are in financial
difficulties. It is simply wasting the people’s
motnes.

The PremteEr: Why worry if you think it
won’t be rarried?

Mr, SIZER: I say it is not necessary, and
the Government is not sincer», and it is
only put forward to placate an unruly section

[Mr. Sizer.
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which 1is beginning to make itself felt
amongst the ranks of hon. members opposite
qguite early in the history of this Parliament.

Mr. IIarTLEY: You ought to be glad about
that.

Mr. SIZER: Whether T am glad or not,
it is a fact.

The Previer: I have seen no evidence of
it.
Mr. SIZER: In dealing with this Bill,
wo cennot argue the pros and cons of the
Constitution or the personnel of the Upper
House., We cannot argue whether it is a
good House in its present form or whether
1t needs reforming. The only argument we
can enter into is whether the Upper House
shall be abolished or retained. Many people
will admit that the Constitution of the
Upper House is a debatable point, and it
is a very big question which will have to
be settled sooner or later. But we are not
dealing with that question. We are dealing
with the question as to whether or not we
are going to make a further experiment
with single-Chamber Government or whether
wi are going to stand by the Constitution
upon which the British race has been built.
This Bill is a straightout Bill of destruction.
There is nothing constructive whatever in
ir. I say, also, that there is a need for a
second Chamber.

The Premier: You have never given the
single-Chamber system a trial.

Mr. SIZER: I hope, beforc I have fin-
ished, to refer to some places where the
single-Chamber system has Wad a trial. Only
this session we have had experience of the
manner in which some Bills are put through
this House. On some occasions even the
Minister in charge did not know the inter-
pretation of the Bill, and when these things
happen there is surely a need for a revisory
Chamber.

The Sp(RETarY vOR Rarmnways: The Privy
Council disagreed . with the decision of the
High Court.

Mr. SIZER: I do know that the High
Court knows, and the Government know, that
they were wrong in proceeding in the way
they were going, and that they cannot do
what they intended to do——

The Premizr: They do not! ¢ There are
hills beyond Pentland and streams beyond
Forth.”

Mr. SIZER: If they do not, then they
must be very obstinate or very pigheaded.
There is need fer a revisory Chamber, par-
ticularly when there is a Government in
power which claims to be the only Govern-
ment which has the right to the name of a
progressive party, and which many of its
own supporters outside are beginning to con-
demn, and which certainly is a party which
it leading the country to destruction and
revolution. I say most certainly there is
need for a revisory Chamber if it is only
in order that public opinion may be moulded
in some way on those measures. Public
opinion is a thing of which all Governments
are afraid.

The SecrersrY For Ramnways: It puts all
Governments into power.

Mr. SIZER: All Governments are afraid
of public opinion. It is true, as the hon.
gentleman says, it puts Governments into
power, but it also puts Governments out
of power. We know that no Government
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will go on with legislation when they know
that public opinion is against it. When
matters are introduced into this House and
pazsed which entail a change of the Consti-
tution, and which arc revolutionary in their
character, then, I say, delay is necessary.
Such delay is not only needed by the Oppo-
sition and the people outside, but it is very
often needed by the Government, Only to-

day the leader of the Opposition quoted -

one casc where a Bill was brought forward
by the Government, but was not gone on
with after the Upper House rejected it.
The Government realised the wisdom of the
Upper House, and have not gone on with
that Bill, and that is proof that delay is
not only necessary but is absolutely bene-
ficial. Now, I would like to refer to some
of the places wheve they have single-Cham-
ber Governments. Single-Chamber Govern-
menis might be all very well in such a
country as Costa Rica, and places like that.
They may be all right in Russia, but if
the people of Queensland want to mould
their Constitution on that of Costa Rica
or gome such place, then I am very much
surprised.

The PrEMIER: What is the Constitution of
LCosta Rica? (Laughter.)

Mr. SIZER: There is also the place men-
tioned by the Premier—South Africa. There
was once a single Chamber in the colony of
Natal, but the people of Natal were not
satisfied, and they agitated and agitated
until they got two Chambers, which they
have to-day.

The SECRETARY FOR RALWAYS: By a revolu-
tien ?

Mr. SIZER: No; they did it by that
tremendous power which I have spoken of
—public opinion., When the Premier men-
tioned South Africa, I think he must have
forgotten that experience. Not only is the
need of a second Chamber proved by history,
but the very Bill that the Premier has
brought forward emphasises that need, by
the fact that he has added a new clause to
provide for a revisory committee. If one
set of men is going to do the thing at one

time, what is the need of this new clause*

that has been added to the Bill? Why
trouble to select four or five men from this
House if a single Chamber can do the work
as well? One would think, by the Premier’s
speech, that we were to have absolutely no
revision whatsoever; that there is no need
for it—it was antiquated; and it was—I do
not know what. Yet he himself has intro-
duced a provision to establish a. revisory
commitiee ! Possibly it may be a sop to the
clectors in the hope that it may possibly help
them a little bit. Not only do we find the
need in the hasty legislation that has been
passed through this House, but we also find
the need in connection with the Bill which
has been brought in,  Last Parliament the
Bill was introduced, and the Government
were very annoyed because it was rejected.
At that time the Government said the Bill
was perfect: yet within twelve months they
themsclves have found it necessary to amend
it.  Surely, as this legislation has been in the
forefront of their platform, and legislation
which they have had in their minds for years
and years, they should know all about it. vet
they introduce a Bill which has to be revised
twelve months later. That shows the neces-
sity for a revisory Chamber, and particularly
do we need a revisory Chamber when we
have legislation for one class only. There is
need for all classes to receive justice. All
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people are entitled to their rights and to their -
rights only, whether they be rich or whether
they be poor. We have a Government which
is ruled by a cast-iron caucus, and they dare
not go against the expressed will of the
cauciz, because, if they do, it means excom-

munication and political suicide.
[7.30 p.m.] (Government laughter.) We know

that some members in New South
Wales who belonged to the hon. gentleman’s
party have dared to express opinions antago-
nistic to the Perth Conference, and they
have been threatened that they will not be
selected as the party's candidates at the next
election. If the Prermier had not brought
in this Bill as soon as he has, if he had kept
his  impatient supporters waiting  any
longer, and if he had been game cnough to
tell them that e would not bLring it for-
ward, he also would have b2en dealt with.
It would possibly be as well if I were to
quote the views expressed by a very emi-
nent man in the House of Commons In con-
nection with the proiected veformy of the
House of Lords. They are the views of
Mr. Munrvo-Ferguson, now Governor-General
of the Commonwealth of Australia. He was
a member of the Liberal party which intro-
duced certain resolutions having for their
object the reform of the House of Lords.
‘When the Premier aeferred to a cable repre-
senting the views of a certain section of the
Liberal party in Great Britain, 1 interjected
that that was nothing new. It i3 nothing
new, because the men who then advocated
that policy have since lost sway. Men like
Mr. Asquith are done politically. You do

not see men like Mr. Lloyd George, Mr.
Ponar Law. and Mr. Balfour advocating
anything of the kind now. We know

that Mr. Asquith went to the couniry on
the ery of the reform of the House of Lotrds,
and he was sent back with a big majority.
But the House of Lords is still there. The
hon. member for Enoggera said that we
pever had a single-Chamber Government in
England. That 1s not so. We know that in
1649 the House of Lords was abolished, and
within four years it was reinstated. We
know that in 1692 the House of Commons
passed the Home Rule Bill. Had the veto
of the House of Lords not been in exiztence
at that time, that Bill would have heen
passed into law by the House of Commons.
But, as a matter of fact, the Government of
the day went to the country on the Home
Rule Bill, and they were swept out of office.
The will of the people would kave been
flouted on that occasion, had the House of
Lords not been in existence, or had its
power of veto been destroyed, and if the
views held by the Liberal party in Great
Britain in 191C had then prevailed. Now
ict me quote the remarks of Mr. Munro-
Ferguson

The SECRETARY TOR RATLWAYS : Munro Hull,
daid wvou sayv? (Laughter.)

Mr. SIZER: I quote from the Commons
“ Parliamentary Debates ™ of 1910, page
1207, during the dcbate on the resolutions
ol which I have spoken— .

“ Although I appeared alone in my
opinion ”

(GOVERNMENT MEMBERS :

Mr, SIZER:

“ Although I appeared alone in my
opinion. yet from teuching confidences
which have been made outside, I now
know that I had sympathy even in the
most responsible quarters, and so to-day,
although I may appear separated for

Mr. Sizer.]

Ah, ah!
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the moment, yet I believe I vepresent
the great mass of Liberal oplmon which,
althcogh firmly rescived to sncure an
elected second Chamber, and to do away

with the hereditary principle, is yet
convinced that a responsible second
Chamber is an cssential part of the

British Constitution.”

Mr. HarrtLry: DPerhaps that is why they
made him Governor-General.

. SIZER : A little further on, he said—

““We have heard a roference to the
reform of the second Chamber from the
Prime Minister, but what security have
the (yowrnme\nt or what security does it
think it has, against a single-Chamber
system bcmq the final outcome of the
second resolution 3”

He voted against his party on those resolu-

tions. Further on, he said—
¢ Tor myself, T believe in the neces-
sity for some safeguard, not only against
hasty and ill-considered legislation but
for the maintenance of continuity of
policy, on the stability of which the
security and welfare of our great oversea
communitics, as well as our own, ulti-
mately depend.”

The TREASURER: FHe was
Liberals at that time.

. Mr. STZER: No one can deny that he
is an able and an eminent man, and no one
can deny that he is a man who realises
what democracy means. He has a soul far
above that of any hon. member opposite.

Mr. Coruins: And we pay the man who
cxpressed those sentiments £10,000 a year.

one out of 380

Mr. SIZER: Such an opinion must carry
weight, particularly when they are views
contrary to those entertained by the party
to which he belonged in politics. e has
since been elevated to the important posi-
tien of Governor-General of the Common-

wealth of Australia. And he was not
alone:
The SECRETsRY FOR RAILWAYS: You said

that he was alonc.

Mr. SIZER: Ile was not alone in his
advocacy. I may tell the Premier that many
of the ablest lawyers in the British Houro
of Commons—men Iike Sir F. H. Smith
and Mr. Cave, who hold high positions—have
argued the lezal position with great effect,
although the hon. gentleman says there is
no case to argue. The opinions of men like
these must be considered. The Premier
poses as the highest authority on the British

(Government laughter.)

Constitution, and as a judge of what i the
best Constitution to adopr, and sets his
opinion against those of the eminent men
I have mentioned, who have built up the
British Empire. Much as we may admire
and respect the ability of the Premier,
nobody would seriously suggest that he is
the mest able constitutionalst in the British
Empire. I believe that, with a single Cham-

ber, too much powsr would be placed in
the hands of any Government, whether it
be a TLabour or National Government,
When men rise to a position of power, they
are liable to abuse it, no matter what side
of politics they may be on. Ilon. members
opposite may often {find thzt they have to
rostrain  themselves from abusing their
power, and members on this side would on
some occasions have fo restrain themselves
lest thev might abuse their power: and it
would be a mistake to remove the only
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obstacle we have in the shape of a second
Chamber to check hasty legislation, and
which can dispassionately look over the work
of this Chamber and point out where im-
provements could be made. I say that once
vou remove that obstacle you will leave open
the door to abuse and graft of the worst kind.
1 em quita convinced tnat when this matter
goes to the people they will say that it is
too much power to give to any Government.

The Premier: Why not give it a trial?

Mr. SIZER: A Government is only inm
power for a certain time. HEvery Govern-
ment meets with its down'all sooner or later.
The trouble is that there is much time
spent in the experiment, and then there is the
danger also that if the experiment is not
successful the damage which has been done
has to be undone, and more time is wasted.

Hon. W. H. Barxes: The biggest danger
is that the Governmeat are governed from
within.

Mr. SIZER: If the e¢xperiment is a
failure, all the time involved in carrying it
out has been a failure, and the Government
goes out of power. Another Government.
comes in, and the most of its time is taken
up in rectifying the mistakes which the other
Government has made. I do rot kiow why
Queensland should waut to make this ex-
periment and run this risk at the present
time.

The PrEMIER: We would not run the risk.
Tt is the capitalistic combines that would be
running the risk.

Mr. SIZER: I have heard a lot about
combines and capitalists. If I was half the
capitalist the hon. gentleman is, I would
be well satisfied.

The PrREMIER: We might exchange places.

My, SIZER: If I thought the Premier was
serious I would come along this moment. I
would not need to go to a bank. I could
pué my hands in my pockets and pay it over
quickly. We know perfectly well that some
of the bxggebt capxtal’sts of the lot are to be
The Premier
has referred—and no doubt he will refer
again—iv the b'\ef trust, but no omne is
getting more advantage from the beef trust
than the hon. gentleman. The Government
are getting the benefit under the terms of
the contracts they made with respect to
meat. All this talk is so much hypocrisy on
the part of hon. gentlemen opposite. They
are glad to accept the benefit which the beef
Uu\t—lr thews is such a thing—will give
them. I understood that when the Go»mn-
ment came into power all trusts and com-
bines would be swept away, but hon. gentle-
men opposite must be nomechug their duty.
If they were swept away, hon. members
opposite wouldd have lost their one retreat.
and would go on the long, long trail to poli-
tical oblivion. I do not think we are justified
at the prezent time in taking a reff\ronuum,
as we had an emphatic verdict {rom the
people last vear. The result will be just as
emphatic if # referendum ix taken this year
or next vesr, and so much of the country’s
money will be wasted.  There is no uneed for
a relerendum, because the Pre emisr 1v not
sincere in his advocaey in this maitter; and
possibly when the ﬁ“ht is on he will be away
in England appearing in a most important
case before the Privy Council. He will then
be able to lie back and smile at the poor,
unfortunate members of his party battling
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away in some of the backblocks of Queens-
land. Hon. members opposite at the last
election did not spealk of the amount cf
legislation which had been blocked, but
they all mentioned the long list of wonder-
ful progres:ive legislation which had been
passed. They said that legislation such as
that had never keen passed before in such
volume. Thsy would now say that there
was a deadlock between the two Houses.
Surely, if it be true that they have passed
all these things, and if at the last election
they were returned, as they say, on their
wonderful achievements during the last three
vears, surely they cannot claim to-day that
the Legislative Clouncil is such a death’s hand
to them——that they have not been able to put
any of their proposals into operation! The
two things cannot go together. All I wish to
say, in conclusion, is, that I am quite con-
vinced that the people will not give to the
Ryan Government—1 am certain they would
not give to any other Government—such wide
powers as they are sceking in this Bill.

Ho~. W. H. BARNES (Bulirba): I think
that hon. members who this afterncon and
to-night have said that this is one of the
most important of Bills have rightly sized
up the position, because I am porfectly cor-
tain that no Bill has been brought into this
House which is gomng to have such a bearing
on the life of Queensland as will this Bl if
it is passed. There Is no question in my
mind that the Premier, in intreducing the
Biil on this occasion, has not brought it in
because he himslf belicves that it is a mea-
sure which is desiral:le in the intcrests of the
community.

The Premizr: What is the use of talking
nonsense ?

Hon. W. H. BARNES : But he has brought
it in by reason of the pressure put upon
him from behind, and perhaps as a result of
those long caucus meetings the Bill is now
laid on the tuble of this House. But, not-
withstanding that, it is tho duty of every
member of the House to look at it fairly and
squarely, and try to find out whether it is
going to be for the benefit of Queensland
gencrally. T venture to say that it is not
going to be in the intercsts of Queensland.
I want to-night to go back to the period
when the Premier first introduced this
measure; I want to remind him, and the
House, and the country what he said on
that particular occasion. The Premier dis-
tinctly stated, when he brought in the Bill
originallv, that if it were defeated he would
appeal to the people. I say that that was a
fair stand to take, an absolutely fair stand
to take so far as the Premier was concerned.

The Preamier: I sent it to the people.

Hon. W. H. BARNES: Yes, and there
was no question as to the answer of the
people. The answer was a most deliberate
answer. I am prepared to admit that the
Premier says that the people did not under-
stand the question that was put to them.

The Prrvizr: I did not say that.

Hon. W. . BARNES: That does not
say much for the intelligence of the people,
or for the idea of the intelligence of the
people as outlined by the Premier. But the
fact remains that a certain question was
put to the people, and by a majority of
62,000 they turned it down.

The Prrauer: That does not dishearten me
at all. :
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Hox. W. H. BARNES: Surely, having
been democratic enough to put it to the
people, there is no reason to come along
again and introduce this Bill?

Mr. StoprorD: Why did you stand for
Bulimba again after being defeated once?

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I realise the
danger to the community, and I think that
before I sit down I shall be able to show
that, instead of the other Chamber being a
Chamber which has blocked business, it has
sometimes stepped into the hreach and
passed legislation which has been condemned
by members sitting opposite.

Myr. O’SuLLivaN: Name it.

Hon. W. H. BARNES: I am asked a
very fair question and I am going to name
it. At one particular period there was put.
through this House one of the most demo-
cratic measures that was ever put through a
House of Parliament, I vrefer tc the
Workers’ Dwellings Act, one of the most
democratic measures put through this House.

Mr. BepBIxeToN : And with the best results.

Hon. W. H. BARNES: And with the very
Lest results. 1 shall be able to show that
tho Minister for Agriculture, Mr. Lennon,
ridiculed that Bill, and that another member
—and I refer to him with the greatest rever-
ence as an illustration; I think no member
could have other than the greatest respect
for him—the late Mr. Bowman opposed it.
Both those gentlemen were opposed to it,
and had it not been for other members and
the Upper House that legislation would not
have been passed; at any rate, not in the
form in which it was desired it should be.

The Previer: He wanted it passed in a
better form.

Hox W.
page 87—

The SPREAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber will have to show that the remarks have
something to do with the Upper Heuse.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I was going to
show that the Upper House enccuraged legis-
lation which was of a democratic nature, and
which the Minister for Agriculture had men-
tioned here as being only a measure for land.
sharks and not in the interests of the
genuine worker. However, I will not read
the quotation, Mr, Speaker, because you
would probably pull me up. The other
House, instead of not being a democratic
House, has often shown that 1t is more demo-
cratic than we are.

Mr, O’SuLLivaN: Rubbish!

Hox. W. H. BARNES: There is no doubt
that the Premier got the shock of his life
when this Bill was rejected by the people,
and the only excuse he could make when he
was so miserably defeated, was to say that
the people did not understand the position,
that ‘it was something they were unaware of,
that it was something they did not under-
stand—whereas they understood it only toc
well, to judge by the way they turned it
down. They gave it a thump which
astounded the Premier.

The PrEmMizR: You are not telling the
truth, vou know.

Hox. W. H BARNES: What are some of
the reasons why it is urged that the other
place should be abolished? Tke lecader of
the Opposition showed this afternoon most
conclusively that, as a matter of fact, the

Hon. W. H. Barnes.]
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other place was a place which had again and
again given of its very best in connection
with legislation. Locking at the standing
of members genrerally of another place, do
they not compare, from the point of view of
brains, fuvourably with any member sitting
in this House—taking them man by man?
I think it will be admitted that intellectually
they are just as capable of dealing with the
affairs of this great State as any man in this
House, or any men in this House. Have
they not again and again risen to the occa-
sion and improved some of the legislation
which has been seat up from this House?
One of the charges alleged by the Govern-
ment against them was that they had altered
one Bill slightly. I want to ask whether
it is @ crime for any part of a Legislature
to put into a Bill dealing with individuals—
I am referring now to the Meatworks Bill—
a provision that when any settlement is made
it shall be on just terms? Have we got
to such a condition that the ques-
{8 p.m.] tion of just terms shouid not
apply to the Government of
Queensland? I say the question of just
terms should step in especially with the Go-
vernment of the country, and there should
not be any attempt made to get outside jus-
tice through any legislative act. One of the
reasons of the hostility of the present Go-
vernment to the other place is because they
have been out to do justice to the com-
munity, and because they have not allowed
others to practically try and exploit the
community by unjust legistation. = That is
why there is so much opposition to thas other
place. Has the other place helped the
country ? )
The PrEMIER and (GOVERNMENT MEMRERS :
No! No!

Tox. W. H. BARNES: T want the mem-
bers of this House to go back over the days
of the past, and I say the other Chamber
have been a distinet help to this country.
They have given of their very best. They
have sometimoes saved not only one Govern-
ment but other Governments from being run
into positions when the passions of the
people have been at their highest. Surely
there is not a membor here to-night who
will not admit that there have been times
whea the passions of the people have been
very high.

Mr CouniNs: Give us one case in point;
only one,

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I am asked to
give one case 'in point. I might say that
to-day there are influences at work of the
most awful kind in this State, and, if we
have a Government that have no controlling
influence. they may not only drive them-
selves bub drive this State on to the rocks.

My, Coruixs: That has nothing to do with
the past; give us the past.

Hox. W. H. BARNE®: In the past they
have again and again returned to us mea-
sures improved—it may be faulty drafting;
it may oe in other directions.” Generally
speaking. they have done that which has
been a distinet advantage to the community.
Yet, because they have done their work so
faithfully, ezception very frequently has been
taken to it. Is it a crime for men to try
and do their duty according to their con-
sciences and according to their lights? I
followed the Premier very closely this after-
noon when he beld out something which I
admit was of an intrinsic nature to hon.
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members in the other House, by saying that
if there wds any little inconvenience they
were going to suffer as a vesult of their
being wiped out, he would be prepared to
continue to allow them the use of their
gold passes. It waz so very thin, so very
appavent, that one could sce at once what
was behind it. Continue to allow them the
usc of their gold passes! A: if men who
have done such faithful duty in the past—
as many membors of the Council have done
—were going to be influenced by that kind
of thing. A mere gold pass offered by a
man in that particular way, apparently in
order to expedite the passage of the Bill.
You will agree that it was very unworthy
of the Premier.
The ProMigr: You are very obtuse.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I sfav it was un-
worthy of the Premier of this great State.
Now I want to ask another question. What
is really, after all, necessarv in connection
with sound legislation. I think ccmpromise
often. Take, if you will, the Oppo-
S I venture to say that if they got
into the conference room there would always
be a differency of opinion. I assume that
I am perfeetly right in thinking that the
hon. gentlesnan and the members of his
party naturally do not always sec eye to
eve. T think that 1s a perfectly fair and
rcasonable conclusion to come to. I say
the basis of true legislation is conpromise.

Mr ¥rerz: That i» what we want in con-
nection with the war.

Ilox. W. II. BARNES: The hon. member
for South Brisbane is interjecting. He is
very much better occupied when he is pre-
siding at a mecting where Mr. Simonoff is—
one of the Bolsheviks; one of the enemies
of the country. He is very much better
presiding there than interjecting here.

Mr. Frer: He is not an enemy of the
country; he is one of the allies.

My, Corrins: Why is he not interned?
You have no right to =zay that.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I shall get back
to this point—that there may often be a
difference when therc are conferences being
held. I say the Legislative Counecil has been
a splendid brake even upon the people, in

connection with their legislation; a brake
in the interests of the community.
Mr Coruins: In the interests of the

capitalists.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I remember very
well, during my election campaign, address-
ing a number of workers employed in connec-
tion with Hargreaves’s factory, in the Manly
district, when one of them turned round to
me and said: ““ If you had not got a Legis-
lative Council, it would be like driving a
pair of horses down a hill without breeching.”
That was the view of one of the workers.

Mr. Counins: He was not a worker.

Hox., W. H. BARNES: And lct me say
that that cnly refleeted the judgment of
the workers generally in connection with
the vnte which was previously taksn. Let
me say, further, it will reflect against the
judgment of the workers in copnection with
the coming vote. If the Premiecr thinks the
workers are going to be behind him in this
matier. he is making the biggest mistake
of his life.

Mr. PayNe:
for you.

That will be all the better
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Hex. W. H. BARNES: It will be all the
better for us. Did you notice how the
Premier tried to make it appear as if it
did not matter at all? Ile got very theatrical
indeed. Now, what does the Council, after
all, stand for? I am going to show that
the Council stand for liberty of the people.
(Government lsughter.) Yes, they stand for
the liberty of the people against tyranny.

. GoveBNmMENT MEMBERS: Oh! Oh! and
dissent.

Hon. W. N. Giiuies: That ir a stretech of
imagination.

Hov. W. H. BARNES: There is s tyranny
outside which has been displaying itself.
There is @ tyranny even against the Premier
himself. I say that the Council stand against
tyranny. .

The PreMier: I have not felt any of it.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: Is there not a

tyranny outside which comes along and says
to some men, “ Unless you are branded in
such and such a way, you shall not work™?
Am I not right in saying that there was an
attempt not very long since, when there was
a tyranny which said that unless you got
a permit from the Trades Hall you should
not be allowed to cat? That was rzally the
position in Queensland not very long ago.
There was a tyranny then; and it is that
very same power which is behind the Go-
vernment, driving them on 1n connection
with this legislation. The Premier knows
that they are his bosses. If the Council
were abolished, what would hs the result?
I very much fear that the result is going
to be a fecling in the minds of the com-
munity of absolute distrust. I.et me put it
to tho Premier that this young State of ours
cannct progress unless the country is .devel-
oped along the industrial side ; bcoume, after
all. the industrial side is the mighty factor
in Quoens]anu If you are going to strike
at the foundation of cenfidence, what will
be the result? I hold that in the past the
tendency of the legislation of the Govern-
ment, and the legislation which has been
blocked in another place. has been one of
repudiation. We have said we do not believe
in repudiation; we say there should be no
repudiation.

Mr. PaynE: Where was the repudiation?
Hox. W. H. BARNES: We say that, when
a contract is entered into, it should be faith-
fully carried out; there should be no repudi-
ation whatever. If you are going to have
legislation of that kind, you are going to
strike right at the vezv foundation of the
community. I want to-night to raise my
volce In saving that the partv opposite, in
that D(lltlcular direction, are making one of
the biggest mistakes of their lives. The hon.
member for Enoggera to-night. in that very
temperate speech of his, in the arguments
that he used, very lmgclv proved—not that
there should be no second Chamber, but that
there should be a second Chamber., He
quoted New Zealand and our own States,
euch one of which has a seccond Chamber.
The point that he raised waw that. in the
matter of appointing them, they were not
on all-fours” But still, he proved one thing
—that, at anv rate, the States of the Com-
monwealth and New Zecaland believe in a
second Chamber. Iie was not able to prove
that they do not believe in a second Chamber,
When we established the Commonwealth
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Parliament we went in for a _second
Chamber. and we have got it still. Is there

anyvone here who will advocate that we should
do away with that second Chamber? I do
not think so. 1 am of opinion that many
members opposite believe in a second Cham-
Ler, and would gladly support it if they
were allowed to do so. We have also been

told about that wonderful State, South
Africa. That country also has a second
Chamber

Mr. MonoaN: It is
expesiient.

Hox. W. II. BARNES: It is, at any rate,
an expedient which has worked well, and
we do not hear of any proposal to abolish
the second Chamber. The hon. member who
has mtm;eoted knows that that Chamber is
going to last, because it works well. Then
we have heard a great deal about the
dominion of Canada. What is the position
in Canada? We know that, generally speak-
ing, thoro is a feeling there that the safe
and wise thing to do 1s to follow the course
we are following in Quecnsland to-day, and
maictain a second Chamber. A man who is
a focl can knock down a building, but a man
must be something more than a fool to erect
one. The policy of the present Government
of Queensland is to pull down a building
which has succesifully stood the test of time
and experience.

Mr. Murnax: It is a ruin.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: Queensland has
flourished remarkably well if the building
is a ruin, and the building has rendered good
service to the country. What has happened
to legislation in the past? Did the Council
biock that democratic legislation which went
through this House prior to the advent of
the Labour party, or ab the time when the
Labour party did not have a majority in
the Assembly? Did they block the Workers’
Dwellings Act and those other measures
which have laid the foundation of all those
democratic things of which Queensland can
proudly boast to-day? 2ake no mistake
about it, the Labour Government may sesx
to claim credit for the majority of thos:
democratic things which are on our statute- -
book, but all the same they were introduced
and passed by a Liberal Government. Xven
old-age pensions were introduced first of all
in Quecensland, and introduced by a Liberal
Government.

Several HONOURABLE MEMBERS interjecting
simultancously,

The SPEAKER: Order! Hon., members
will have an opportunity of replying to the
hon. member later on.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I say that even
old-age pensions were introduced and pavsed
bz a Liberal Government, The Premier
wade a statrment to-night that I think was
unworthy of him when he referred to the
High Court of Queensland as a court which
gives their docmon with much alacrity. The
inference was that the High Court of Queens-
land is dead up against the Premier.

The Premice: I did not suggest that.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: Does the Premier
know the meaning of words?

The Premier: Yes, I do.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: Well, I am afraid
he does not if he says that is not the

Hon. W. H. Barnes.|

only a temporary
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inference from what he said about the court
of Queensland. The Premier should be the
last man to make such a statement.

The PREMIER: I am quite prepared to take
the responsibility of anything I say.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: The inference
from the hon. gentleman’s words was that
that court was against the Premier. How-
ever, this is a big question. It is a big ques-
tion from the standpoint of the people, and
it iz a big question from the standpoint of
Queensland.  Yet only twelve electorates in
the State voted in favour of the abolition
of the Council at the last referendum. I am
sure there is not a member sitting in the
House who will not admit that Paddington
is regarded as a very strong Labour seat,
and yet Puaddington voted against the pro-
posal of the Government. The Premier may
say that the people did not understand the
question, or that they had not sufficient
intelligence to understand it, but I say they
did understand it, and understood it so well
that they voted against the Government.
The Premier took up a theatrical position
this afternoon, and tried to malke it appear
that we represent only what you might call
the big people in the community. I would
not be in this House for one moment if I
did not feel that I was representing the
gcnuine workers in the community. What
4id the Premier say? He said we were the
friends of shipping combinecs and beef trusts.
He did not say we were the friends of brief
trusts, but that we were the friends of beef
trusts. Probably he will be able to tell us
who are the friends of brief trusts.

The SPEAKER: Order! I understood the
Premier to make reference to the TUpper
House and the iuterests they represent, but
the hon. member is taking the remark to
himself and discussing it as a personal
matter, If the hon. member is going to
discuss such details he will be out of order.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I shall endeavour
to proceed in a way which will not merit
vour disapproval, and which will convince
the Premier that my argument is quite right.
The Premier also referred to the Tramways
Company, and suggested that by some means
we had to do with the Tramways Company.
Anyone who knows snything about the sub-
ject knows that is not correct. and that it
has no connection whatever with the proposal
to do away with the other Chamber. If ever
there was a party which had a clear record
and a clean name, it is the party sitting on
this side of the House. The question of
raising funds was also mentioned. Some-
times onc looks with jealous eyes at the
funds raised by the hon. gentleman’s party.
ITe knows better than we do how to get funds.

The Previrr: More innuendo.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: What is the object
of bringing forward this Bill? I have some
suspicion that it has some little connection
with the Perth Conference—(Government
laughter)—that the idea is to cover over the
Perth Conference. Things apparently are not
going too well, and the Perth Conference
mazx be the cause of bringing in this Bill,
so that it will draw the people away from
the discomfiture that is coming in connec-
tion with the Perth Conferencs. (Govern-
ment laughter.)

The PREMIER: The more reasons you give
the better for me. That is the fifth reason.
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Hon, W. II. BARNES: The Premier him-
self referred to the revisory committee as
provided by the Bill. What a very simple
instance that is: a revisory committee.
Naturally, I admit that where there are
majorities you do not give minorities the
voting power. Nonc¢ of us would do it,
but we do know, whether it be that Govern-
ment or any other Government, they will
be pretty caveful to put on the committes
those who will carry out the wishes of the
majority. and that is only natural, too, in
connection with party politics. It is just an
excuse to try and make this measure a little
more palatable to the community as a whole.
Instead of it being an advantage to the I5ill
it is a marked disadvantage.

The PreMigr: Then you
pleased.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: I am pleased, for
th's roazon: I do not think that the measure,
if submitted to the people, is going to be
passed.

The PREMIER: Then, why bother about it?

ought to he

Tox. W. H. BARNES: Because we are
exceedingly anxious on this side of the House
to put our case before the country as well
as the Premier. One of the reasons for this
Bill is because there is a «esire that the
Gevernment should not have to hold to some
of the bargains which have been made and
that is going to affect the financial side. I
want again to strike a note of warning as ex-
Treasurer, and say that anything that is
done which is going to undermine the
financial side is going to be a factor
that is going to damage Queensland very
mnterially, and if the introduction of a
Bill which has for its object the wiping out
of another place is going to affect the finances
of the country, then it is going to be a very
serious thing for the country indeed, and I
honestly believe that that is going to be
the effect of this Bill. I wou'ld suggest,
further. that the bringing in of this Bill may
have certain effects which I would like to
point out from my place in this Fouse, be-
cause 1 believe from the bottom of my heart
that there is a danger. One is. it may affect
even the men who sit as judges in our courts.
It may affect even the men who moy be in
the position of Auditor-General; men who
have to bring in reports dealing with the
affairs of this great State. It mav have an
influence upon the anpointment of a gentle-
man to the position of Commissioner for Rail-
ways. because only one House has o do with
it ~ T want fo point out most carnestly and
strongly, and T hope the people outside will
sex if, that the party that is in power to-
day may be able to do those things, because
of their maijprity. in the event of the Council
being wiped ‘out: but some day that party will
be superseded bv another partv, and thev
may find themsslves in a minority, and pro-
bably another party seeking to do in some
moeasure what they have done themselves
without any check., What they are doinz
is not in tho interests of the community. I
say it is absolutely against the interests of
the community. It mav even be a convenient
way of increasing their salaries. I do not
suggest if. but that iz one of. the things
that might be done if these blrcks are re-
moved—sensible, sane blocks. Then, it has 2
tondency towards extreme legislation, and I
raise my voice here to-day, and I say one of
the dangers which Queensland has to face is



Constitution Act

the danger of extreme legislation. I am pre
pared to admit that I do not think the
Premier himself would go beyond a certain
stage, but the Premier may find himself,
with no excuse of another House, forced by
a party controlled by an extreme section out-
side, to undertake legislation which, under
other circurastances, he could not be forced
to undertake. I say, therefore, that there is
an ahsolute danger in that particular regard,
and when it comes to the big question of
whether a party is Labour or National, I say
‘the true National party is the party which
realise their duty to every section of the com-
munity. It may bring about violent changes.
It may bring about mob rule, and, further,
it may bring about e¢ven the bowing down of
the knee to men who are enemies to this
great State. We have to admit that in this
community—I am sorry to say sometimes
expressions have come, not from the Pre-
mier, but from gentlemen sitting on the Go-
vernment bench-—expressions which indicate
there is an absence of loyality in the com-
munity.

Mr. CorrLiNg: Who are you referring to?

GOvERNMENT MEMBERS : Name them ! Name
‘them ! .

Hovx. W. H. BARNES: This Bill will
have the effect of opening that door, which
will be exceedingly dangerous.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Name them ! Name
‘them !

Hox. W. II. BARNES: The records of the
past are sufficient without my saying any
more. It might also open the door for
wictimisation, for corruption, for injustice, for
graft. and I say, in conclusion, that it is
absolutely in the interests of the State that
this Bill should not pass, and that the
Opposition should strain every nerve to try
and stop it passing, and if it does pass and is

. sent to the people, then to do their utmost
in the interests of this great State to induce
the community to try and block it, because
they believe it is going to be one of those
weapons which will destroy the general good
imdd help to ruin this fair State of Queens-
and.

Mr. MULLAN (Flinders) : The hon. mem-
ber for Bulimba is much concerned about
the policy of this Government in resubmitting
a_referendum for the abolition of the Upper
House. Because we were defeated in 1917
he argued that we should not submit it to
the people again. What I want to ask is
this: Why should the hon. member who
was defeated for Bulimba in 1915 reassert his
claims this year? Then, again, the Opposi-
tion were hopelessly defeated at the polls a
few months ago; and are we to understand
from the reasoning of the hon. member that
they will never attempt to secure control
of the Treasury benches again? 'The fact
thai the referendum -was defeated last year
is no reason at all why it is going to be
defeated next year., If we were to take that
line of reasoning the Labour party would
never have got anywhere. We have been
defeated again and again, and we came
again and again until eventually we won and
are now in possession of the Treasury
benches. Now, I will give the hon. member
an illustration to show that because we were
defeated on this proposal last year that that
is no reason why we should ‘expect defeat
next year. When the Federal Government

[27 SEPTEMBER.]

Amendment Bill. 2655

submitted a referendum to the people in 1911
in regard to monopolies, the people were
against it to the extent of 18,000 votes, but
when the question was submitted in 1913—
only two years later—the people were in
favour of 1t to the extent of 21,000 votes,
showing a change in the voting to the extent
of 39,000 votes. As a matter of fact, the
Labour vote in two years in Quecnsland ad-
vanced by no less than 68,000, or 6,000 more
than the number by which we were defeated
on this question last year. Having accom-
plished that herculean task in two years, if
1s not too much to expect the success I hope
we will achieve next year.

Mr. MACARTNEY : And now Labour will be
asked to vote against that referendum.

Mr. MULLAN: I do not know what the
hon. gentleman is driving at.

. Mr. MAcARTNEY : Your own party is against
1t now.

Mr. MULLAN: That is a very flimsy
argument. The hon. gentleman is very much
concerned about the attitude of this party.
He has gone to great pains this afternoon

to show how dangerous it would

[¢ 30 p.m.] be o wipe out the Upper House.

If he thinks that by any possible
stretch of imagination any member of this
party would support his cause, why is he
so concerned? I am not in the least dis-
couraged because of last year’s defeat. We
know very well that last year the question
did not get what might be termed a fair
trial.  Every fair-minded man must recog-
nise that there was a multiplicity of issucs
before the people. The people were called
upon to vote at one and the same time for
(@) three Scnate candidates; (3) for a candi-
date for the House of Representatives; (¢) the
reduction of licenses; and (d) the question of
the abolition of the Legislative Coun«il. The
fact that so many issues were before the
people at the same time must have led to
some confusion. But the issue will be much
clearer next time, because there will then be
ouly the one question submitted to the people.
Then, again, the Opposition party applied
for and succeeded in securing from the courts
of Queensland an injunction, and that very
much hampered us in our ecfforts, and 1%
was only the day before the voting took
place that the injunction was removed by
the High Court of Australia. I hope that
we shall have none of these difficulties to
contend with next time. What is the posi-
tion to-day? The Labour party is in office,
and the Tory party presume to be in power.
Although this party was returned at the
last elections by the overwhelming, and I
believe unparalleled, majority of twenty-four
—that is, a two-to-one majority—yet we have
twenty-four men on the other, side, who.
because of their alliance with the Upper
House, can prevent this party from giving
Feet to ibs medt tsacred promises and
pledges at the last election. That is a posi-
tion that no self-respecting party can tole-
rate. This party is not going to tolerate
it, and it is taking the earliest opportunity
and the best method available of doing away
with this position. Although this party was
returned on 16th Mavch with an overwhelm-
ing majority, we find that the members of
ihe Upper House actually have the audacity
to prepare and present a memorial to the
Governor advising His Excellency not to
flood the Upper House. I am quoting now
from their own organ, the ¢ Daily Mail,”

Mr. Mullan.]
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of 11th Maw, 1918, under the heading ¢ Anti-
Abolitionists Present Memorial,” and it
reads—

“ The memorial referred to the possi-
bility of the honourable the Premier
making a rccommendation to His Excel-
lency with regard to additional appoint-
ments to the Council. His Ixcellency
formally received the memorial.”

Here we have the Opposition—a most extra-
ordinary and, I believe, unparalleled act
in any Parliameut in the British dominions
—tendering advice to Iis Excellency the
Governor. No party would tolerate that
sort of thing for long, and I am glad that
ihis party i= taking the bit in its teeth, and
is going right on with this proposal, to
stop this thing once and for all. Why has
this State two Houses of Parliament? The
chances arc that, if the Imperial Darlia-
ment had only had one House when we got
responsible government in 1859, we would
have followed their example. But, because
there were two Houses of Parliament in the
Imperial sphers at tha{ time, we engrafted
on our Constitution the prineciple of two
Houses. But in Great Britain they have
altered the whole scheme since then, while
we have gone on practically without any
alteration cxcept for the slight change made
by the Parliamentary Bills Referendum Act.
Under the Parliament Act of 1910, the House
of Lords cannot now prevail against the
will of the people. In the case of a money
Bill, that Bill can secure the Royal assent
in spite of the House of Lords if 1t is intro-
duced a month before the close of the ses-
sion. In the case of other Bills, other than
a Bill to prolong the life of the Parliament,
if it is pasied in three consecutive sessions,
it can become law regardless of the action
of the House of Lords. By the Parliament
Act the Imperial Parliament has been practi-
cally remcdelled, whilst our Parliament just
stands as it was. But in the United King-
dom they are not even content with the re-
form of the House of Lords, because in
the latest platform of the Liberal party
they advocate the abolition of the THouse
of Lords. S#ill we go on with our local
House of Lords. When we were arguing
in favour of a Federal Parliament in 1893
one of the strongest arguments used through-
out the country was that it wag unnecessary
to have twelve Houses of Parliament, as
wa had at that time. It was argued that,
if we established the Commonwealth, we
could dispense with one House of Parlia-
ment in cach of the six States. But nothing
has been done in that direction, and to my
mind it is inexcusable that we have not done
anrthing. because it was pointed out that.
if we adopted the Commonwealth Consti-
tution, we would be delegating to the
Federal TParliament thirty-nine matters of
great legislative importance, and it would
nat be as necessary to have two State Houses
a3 it was before. But, in spite of all those
arguments, which were used by men on the
other side, too. they were quickly forgotten
after the referendurn had been carried for
the adeption of the Commonwealth Consti-
tution, and nothing whatever has since been
done in the direction of reforming Parlia-
ment by a reduction in the number of Houses
of Parli“ment in tho various States. The
lender of the Opposition this afternoon em-
phosised the point that the Upper House
vwes a check on hasty legislation. I have
Been elesely watching the Upper House and
it: antics, and I have come to the conclusion
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that the Upper House is nqt a check om
hasty legislation, but it is a check on Labour
legislation, and that iz why hon. members
on the other side are so strong in their
advocacy of the retention of the Upper
House. Regarding this argument about
hasty legislation, the new clause which has
been insertad in this Bill will afford more
time for reflestion in connection with legis-
lation, and it will certainly reduce to a
minimum the pos:ibility of ill-prepared, ill-
digested, hasty legislation gefting on  the
statute-bools,  This revisory ccommittee will
give an opportunity for refleetion and for
revision, for more thoroughly digesting
measures befcre they become legal enact-
ments; and, if the Opposition are so con-
cerned about hasty, ill-digested legislation
getting on the statute-book, why Lave they
not sccured the remedy by asking their
allies in the other Ycuse to pass the Popular
Tuitiative and Referendum Bill?

The Popular Initiative and Referendum
B3ill is specially designed to trust the people
—to make the people masters of the situa-
tion all the time. If the argument of the
leader of the Opposition—that a party which
got into.-power later on might pass unwise, or
dangerous, legislation—is correct, then if the
Popular Initiative and Referendum Bill were
on the statute-book, there would be an oppor-
tunity to give the people the power of vetoing
such legislation. By passing that Bill, which
has been before the Upper House now three
times, you would have a remedy against
Lasty and unwise legislation. Here is the
remarkable thing : The leader of the Opposi-
tion attacks the Ciovernment because of its
policy with regard to the abolition of the
Council. As a matter of fact. the leader
of the Opposition and the Liberal party
have condemned the Upper House them-
sclves. Every hon. member opposite, by the
fact that he i on the other side of the
House, has condemmed the Upper Chamkber,
root and branch. The leader of the Opposi-
tion knows that, because, at the opening
of the last campaign, he advocated that the
Upper House, as now coustituted, should
be abolished. and an elective Chamber sub-
stituted, o that he is in favour of abolition.
It is only a question of method. We want to
abolish 1t becawse we think it is an unneces-
sarr appendage to the body politic; he
wants to abolish it for the purpose of sub-
stituting something therefor. What does the
hon. gentleman propose? An elective Upper
House? What is the franchize to bhe? Is
it to be on the same basis as this House?

Mr. Guxx: Everyone that has a unionm
ticket. (Laughter.)

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER: 640 acres of land.

NMr. MULLAN: Does the hon. gentleman
propose that the members should be pas-
toralists exclusively? We want to know
from the hon. gentleman what he proposes as
the franchise,

2Mr. Macsrryry: (et a Royal Commission.

Mr. MULLAN: I think that the people
are cntitled to know what the alternative
of the hon. gentleman is. Of eourse, 1t 1
absurd to argue that the hon. gentleman
would contemplate a franchise such as ap-
plies to this House. but suppose he advo-
cuted such a franchise, what would happen?
Tt would simply become a duplication of this
House, and could not be a check at all:
because, on the same wave of popular
cpinion, the same party would be returned
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to both Houses, as happened in the case of
the Federal Parliament, and one House
would in no way be a check upon the cther.
Fut suppose the hon. yemleman proposes a
restricted franchise, representative of vested
interests. We would then have a more dan-
gerous Upper House than the present. Bad
as the present House is, it is better than an
elective House with a restricted franchise
would be. We have an example in Victoria
of what an Upper IHouse elected on a re-
stricted franchise is; and, bad as the Upper
House is. 1 would rather have it than an
elective House on the lines of the Victorian
Upper House to-day. An Upper House such
as we have at present is not compatible with
democracy. We had quinguennial Parlia-

ments at one time, but we changed to tri--

ennial Parliaments. because we thought the
period was too long, as members got out
of touch with the thought of the electors.
"The Denham Government proposed to have
quinquennial Parliaments again, and they
got wiped out on it. In the face of that awful
example, is there a member in this House
who would advocate a longer life for Par-
liament? Would avnybody suggest that we
ought to have a ten years’ or a twenby years’
Parliament? But, although we have a trien-
nial Parliament here, if the other House can
have a life Parliament, the benefit of our
triennial Parliament is lost. I have no
personal quarrel with the individuals in the
Upper House—I do not know the majority
of them at all—but there are many there
who were appointed between thirty and
forty years ago. I do not want to in-
dulge 1n personalities, but I have here a
list of the members who have been longest
in the Upper House, One man has been there
forty years, another thirty-six years, two
thirty-two years, one thirty years, one twenty-
four years, two nineteen years, and two seven-
teen years. There you have men controlling
the Government of this country to-day who
were nominated by Governments long since
doomed to destruction at the hands of the
electors. The Governments are dead and
gone, but the nominees survive, to wreck
the legislation of later and democratic Go-
vernments. That is incompatible with demo-
cratic ideals, and should not be tolerated.
It is unthinkable that a lot of babbling
cctogenarians should have the right to undo
the work of democracy to-day—men who
live in the dead past. They may have been
all right in their day, with the ideas cur-
rent then, but Queensland has progressed
since then. We have different conceptions
of government, and of the treatment of the
masses; but they go on and live still in the
Stone Age. And then, again, you have men
there—a great number of them, in fart—
whose chief qualification in the past secms
to have been that they were political rejects.
A  number of them could never have
secured an elective seat at all. Most of them
are merely there because they were sub-
servient, pliant pieces of machinery in the
hands of the Governments that nominated
ithem. That is the chief qualification.

Mr., Macartney: Were you not a defeated
candidate when you were put there?

Mr. MULLAN: I was elected. I had to
gc before the electors and stand the test of
public opinion as to whether I was a fit
and proper person to go there—that was the
difference.

The PREMIER:
Chamber.

19187z

And it was a diffcrent
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Mr. MULLAN: It was not a nominee
Upper House, as the hon. member knows.
It was the Federal Senate.

Mr. MacarTNEY: I was talking about this
one—you were a member here (indicating the
Couneil), were you not?

Mr. MULLAN: You are making a mis-
take.

The Premier: That =il de in the back-
blocks where therc is no I‘ress, but it is no
good here.

Mr. MULLAN: So long as the hca. mem-
ber uses that in the backblocks, it is all
right, as the Premicr says. Take the policy
of most Governments with respect to public
servants, We consider it expedient—at least.
it has been the policy of seversl Govern-
ments—to retire public servants at the age
of sixty-five, Yet gentlemen in ‘ another
place” can go.on, like Tennyson's brook,
“for ever.” In fact, there is quite a
number of men in that House who are
over eighty years of age. One is eighty-
nine, three are eighty-four, one is eighty-two,
one seventy-eight, one seventy-seven, one
seventy-six, four are seventy-four, and others
are scventy-three and seventy-two. Surely
most of those gentlemen, at any rate, have
outlived their usefulness as legislators! We
know that in critical times many of those
gentlemen who are approaching their dotage
have been brought into that Chamber to
vote on measures about the meaning of
which they had very grave doubts. That is
not the way in which the legislation of a
country should be conducted.

The member for Bulimba to-night, by
innuendo, which is his chief weapon, pointed
to the insecurity of one Chamber as regards
our judges, the Auditor-General, and such
persons. I have here in my hand a pamphlet
issued by the Liberal party in connection
with the Upper House campaign. It is
headed, “ Startling Facts for the TLilectors.”
Certainly many startling facts there are in
the way of misrepresentation and false.
hoods. It says, “ The Plain Truth abous
Parliament.” I have read it carefully, look
ing for a grain of truth. Here is one junk-

“ What about the public service? A
word to the wise will be quite sufficient
here. If the Legislative Council is
abolished, not a single officer in the
public service would be sure of his billet
for twenty-four hours.”

What a dastardly thing to say?—

“The Supreme Court judges them-
selves would be at the mercy of the
dominant party in a single-Chamber
Legislature.”

Mr. MACARTNEY: So they would.

Mr. MULLAN: What would a man in
America or some other country think of
Queensland, obtaining his impression of it
from a publication like that? It would put
him in mind of some of the South American
republics.

Mr. MacarTnEy: That is perfectly true.

Mr. MULLAN: It is a scandalous mis-
representation of the position, as I will show.

Mr. MaCARTNEY : That is what the position
will be.

Mr. MULLAN: This pamphlet goes on-—

“The Auditor-General, tha TLand

Mr. Mullan.]
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Court, the district court judges, the
various commissioners, all Under Score-
taries, and every man in the State ser-
vice, no matter "what his profession or
grade or occupation or tenure, would be
ab the absolute mercy of every succes-
sive Legislative Assembly. It would be
Tammanyism with a vengeance.

“1f the Legislative Council were abol-
ished, general elections would be no safe-
guard for public servants. There might
be no ‘general clections.” In the long
run there would be nothing between the
people and I.W.W.-ism.”

Mr. MacarTneEY: What do you think of
the police magistrates and others who have
been retired?

Mr. WeouingroN: Scme of them should
have been retired years previously.
Mr. MULLAN: Some of the gentlemen

should have been retired years ago because
of their misconduct and their gross partisan-
ship.

Mr. MacarTNEY: Because they convicted
members on the other side?

Mr. MULLAN: I do not want to be per-
sonal, but in the matter of conviction, there
was any amount of conviction on the hon.
member’s side of the House.

Mr. MACARTNEY :
misconduct.

Mr. MULLAN: Getting away from these
little passing personalitics, let us get back
to the issue. Why would the judges, or the
Auditor-General, or any other member of
the public service be less secure with one
Chamber than with two? It has happened
. again and again that the same party with

the same policy has been in command, of
both Houses of this Parliament. One House
has not been a check on the other. As I
pointed out in my previous arguments, where
one party is in control of both Houses—that
is, with a majority in both Houses—one
House cannot be a check on the other. That
has happened again and again here, which
has practically reduced it to a one-Chamber
Parliament, and yet nothing happened to the
public service; and if it did not happen
under the Liberal party, why do they expect
it to happen under the Labour party ?

Mr., MacarTNEY : There is individual right
of conscience there.

Mr. MULLAN: I will show the hon.
member thas e Is wrong again. As a
matter of fact, the Labour party have been
in power in the Federal arena for two Par-
liaments—for four years—with absolute com-
mand of both Houses, with the fate of the
judges, with the fate of the public service in
their hands, and I challenge one member on
the other side to get up and mention one
injustice that was perpetrated. What tho
Labour party have done in the Federal
arena may be equally fairly expected of
them in the State arena, so it is not fair
for the hon. member to anticipate. Antici-
pation is not argument.

Mr. MacarrNey: We have had a fair indi-
cation of it already.

That is what you call

Mr. MULLAN: The hon. member has
certainly not shown it in his arguments.

Mr. MACARTNEY: We will get them later
on.
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Mr. MULLAN: Then the hon. member
expects to be there a pretry long time.
Talking about the insecurity of a one-Cham-
ber system, as a matter of fact, history
reveals that where you have an obstruction-
izt Upper House it becomes a grcat danger
to society and the secarity of the State Has
it not happened that the House of Lords, in
the casc of tlhe great reform measure of
Karl Grey, brought England perilously near
to revolution? Again and again the people
of England have been threatened with revo-
lution because of the obstructionist tactics
of the House of Lords? And had they not
yielded in time they would have had revo-
lution. That was the case under the two-
House system, and would it not have becn
cbviated under the one-House system? Now,
I have heard a great many
cacommiums passed to-night upon
the TUpper Ilouse. They were
real democrats, according to the statements
of hon. gentlemen opposite. Let us put the
matter to the test. We all know that the
Upper House members have the right to initi-
ate legislation. Can any gentleman name one
measure that has been introduced by the
Upper House, except for political tactics
and for political obstruction, designed to
benefit the people at large? They have the
right to initiate legislation. Where are the
great reform and humanitarian measures
that they bave initiated in the last fifty
years?

An  OPPOSITION
Closing Bill.

Mr, MULLAN: Six o’clock closing, one
hon. gentleman interjects. Why did they do
that? So as to destroy the effect of the
great Initiative and Referendum Bill of our
party, designed to deal with 6 o’clock closing
and all other questions in a comprehensive
way. That is why they introduced that.
There you have the test. It has been in
existence for over fifty years, and where is
their great programme of usefulness and
reform? What have they done, except keep
back the clock of progress?

As the Premier pointed out to-night, we all
know that the Upper House is especially
designed to be a class House, representative
of class interests.

GoVvERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. MULLAN: Representing the banks,
the Colonial Sugar Refining Company, insur-
ance companies, pastoralists, and the great
vested interests. If anybody doubts my
statement, here is a list of the gentlemen
who appealed for boodle on their behalf
from the banks and the other great financial
institutions, in order that they might fight
successfully on the referendum last year.
We find it says here—

9 p.m.]

Memser: Six  o'Clock

“ REFERENDUM ON THE ABOLITION OF THE
LrgistaTive COUNCIL.

“ CONSTITUTION DEFENCE FUND.
‘“ Contributions Urgently Required.

. ““At a large and representative meet-
ing held in Brisbane on Tuesday, 3rd
April, 1917—>

Pretty close to the date of the referendum,
mark you. It shows that they can get in
the boodle as quickly as they want it. They
only have to pass the hat round, and in it
rolls like a mighty sea.

Mr. Macartyey: They did not have a
Liberty Fair then.
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Mr. MULLAN: Well, that is a more
honourable way, in my opinion, than many
of the ways adopted by the Opposition to
secure the boodle. .

GoverRNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Myr. MULLAN: Anyhow, the workers are
quite prepared to subscribe to their own funds.
Here we have the list. I am not mentioning
the names of the gentlemen as any personal
reflection upon them, but merely to indicate

- the class of gentlemen who presume to repre-
sent the people and fight to retain this
so-called democratic House: 8ir Robert
Philp, Sir Alfred Cowley, Hon. A. H. Whit-
tingham, M.L.C., Hon. E. W. H. Fowles,
M.L.C., Hon. P. J. Leahy, M.L.C., Mr. W.
J. Hooper, Mr. George Story. Whom do
they represent? Do they represent the
people—tha workers of this State?

Mr. MACARTNEY :
munity.

All classes of the com-

Mr. MULLAN : They represent the vested
interests. They represent all that stands for
exploitation.

Mr. Morean: That is not true.

Mr. MULLAN : Everything inimical to the
progress and welfare of the State and the
workers of this State, and the hon. gentleman
knows it—-

Mr. MoreaN: No. VYou are stating an
absolute falsehood.

Mr. MULLAN: These are the gentlemen
who urgently appealed for funds, and we
know that the funds rolled in like a mighty
sea.

The SPEAKER: Order! I call upon the
hon. member for Murilla to withdraw his
statement that the hon. member is telling a
falsehood.

Mr. MORGAN: I thought I was using a
very mild expression. If it i3 against the
Standing Orders, I will withdraw it.

Mr. MacarTNEY: I suppose I might be per-
mitted to say “ It is not true.”

Mr. MULLAN : Personally, I do not think
the public will attach much importance to
the statement of either the leader of the
Opposition or the hon. member for Murilla.

Mr. Morean: They will not attach any
importance to your speech.

Mr., MULLAN: Well, we will see after
the referendum is taken; that will be the
test. The hon. gentleman is whistling, to
keep his courage up. Now, I think it is
substantially true that Parliament and par-
liamentarians are slaves to precedent. The
position I take up is that I would rather
make a good precedent than slavishly follow
a bad one. We know that we have two
Chambers here as a matter of precedent,
simply because there were two in the Im-
perial arena and in several other places.
Put, as a matter of fact, we know, after all
—and history proves it—that a second Cham-
ber in England itself was a mere accident.
Mr. Lloyd enlarged upon this question to-
night. We know that at one time there was
but one Chamber in the Imperial Parliament,
and it was a matter of accident that we got
theé other. In fact, the proposal at one time
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was to have three—the Lords, the Clergy, and
the Commons. Fortunately, we were saved
the three. It is bad cnough to have two.
But there is the fact—that the second was
an accident. In any case, even taking the
question of precedent, we have ample prece-
dent for what we are doing in abolshing
one House and relying upon one only to

transact the business of this State. Anyhow,
this party does not look for precedent
always. It has not followed slavishly

in the footsteps of any precedent, but has
been making a good precedent .

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. MULLAN: Apart altogether from
that, if we wanted a precedent for what we
are doing, we have it—as the Premier pointed
out this afternoon in his able, eloquent, and
convincing speech, which is going to have a
telling effect on the great campaign which
has now commenced—in Canada. No person
can question the sanity of the. Canadians.
The Canadians have quite a number of
States relying upon the one-House system.
There are nine States there. Out of the
nine States no less than seven have adopted
the one-House principle; and one of those
States, be it remembered—Ontario—is nearly
six times as large in population as Queens-
land, and is managing its business success-
fully with the one House. Now, if they can
manage in that way, we ought to be able
to manage, too. I could, if time permitted,
cite quite a number of other places whers
they have the one-House system. Now,
again talking about the Upper House, I
would just like to tell hon. members—and
the people of Queensland—something thas
they have done in the way of stifling demo-
cracy. Here is their record during the life
of the last Labour Administration—

“The following is a list of Bills passed
during the sessions of 1915-16, 1916, and
1917 by the Legislative Assembly, but
rejected by the Legislative Council. It
also includes Bills which could not be
passed owing to the hostile attitude of
the Council, which mutilated many of
the measures:—

Meatworks Bill.
Commonwealth Powers (War) Bill,

Constitution Act (Legislative Council
Abolition) Bill.

Local 1xéXuthorities Acts Amendment
Bill.

Popular Initiative and Referendum
Bill.

Hospitals Bill.

Income Tax Act Amendment Bill.

Wages Bill. .

Constitution Amendment Bill (dis-
qualification as members of Par-
liament of directors or solicibors

for alien and monopoly compa-
nies).

Valuation of Land Bill

Criminal Code Amendment (abolition
of capital punishment) Bill.
Chillagoe and ZXtheridge Railways

Purchase Bill.
Opticians Bill (subsequently passed in
mutilated form).

Mr. Mullan.]



2660 Constitution Act

Sugar Experiment Stations Act

Amendment Bill,

Mars*\}ﬁial Boards Act Amendment
111,

Mining for Coal and Mineral Oil Bill.
Rabbit Act Amendment Bill.

Land Tax Act Amendment Bill.
Requisition of Ships Bill.

Succession and Probate
Amendment Bill.

Stamp Act Amendment Bill.

Bundaberg Harbour Board Act
Amendment Bill.

Iron and Steel Works Bill.”

And in 1918 they have rejected a wery im-
portant Land Act Amendment Bill—a Bill
intended to compel the wealthy pastoralists
to disgorge much of their ill-gotten gains.
In conclusion, I want to say that not only is
the abolition of the Upper ouse involved
in this fight, but the whole platform of the
Iabour party is also involved in it.
GoveERNMENT MEeEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr.ELPHINSTONE (Oxley): 1 have lis-
tened very attentively to the arguments both
for and against this measure, and it seems
to me that a tremendous lot of time and
energy is being spent upon the discussion
of the question as to whether the last refer-
endum was reasonably and rightly taken,
whether the people understood it, and what
the probable results of the coming referen-
dum will be. I do not see what good purpose
such a discussion can serve. I should en-
courage the Government to hold the refer-
endum, and let them ascertain once and for
all when the issue is clearly defined what
are the wishes of the people regarding this
very important question. Then we should
know what the position is. 'The .one thing
I regret is, that for the next eight months,
or probably longer, Queensland is going to
be in a turmoil and a passion, in which we
shall hear discordant notes on the question
of the abolition of the Upper House, when
our attention ought to he directed to some-
thing very much more serious and impor-
tant. . That is the most unfortunate phase
of the whole situation. The hon. member
who has just resumed his seat referred fo a
certain injunction which the members of the
TUpper House obtained against the holding
of the referendum. Personally, I think that
was a mistake. I think the Upper House
would have been better advised if they had
allowed the referendum to take its course
rather than to have attempted to put any
impediment in the way of ascertaining the
views of the people, because, if the view of
the people is that the Upper House should be
abolished, it is a waste of time attempting
to put impediments in their way. The same
hon. member also harped upon the statement
that the Opposition are in alliance with the
Upper House. I have been associated with
this party for a few months now, and I
must frankly admit that during the whole
of that time I have never heard or seen the
slightest suggestion or hint of any associa-
tion with the Upper House. My object in
making this statement js to remove that
impression altogether. There is no associa-

Duties Act

tion, directly or indirectly, between this
party and the Upper House. ((overnment
laughter.) Hon. members opposite may

laugh, but I am here to speak the truth,
[Mr. Mullan.
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and I intend to do so always, and I flatly
contradict the statement that the party I
am associated with has aft any time what-
ever had any truck with the Upper House.

The Premier: The most charitable view
to take is that they did not let you into
“the know.”

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: That is not so,
because there is very little that the leader
of this party does not make known to his
supporters, otherwise they would not be the
happy and contented paxtx they are.
Government are proposing, by this measure,
to abolish the Upper Chamber, and the
great reason why that should not be done
under existing ecircumstances is that the
Opposition in this House at the present
time are powerless, and could spend their
time better somewherc else than in trying
to amend measures submitted to the House.
That is the conclusion I have deliberately
come to after having listened to and taken
part in debates, and after having found

- that any criticisms which emanate from this

side, with a few exceptions, are lost. I
have heard a Minister say that he did not
intend to accept any amendments in a
Bill, and have seen him carry out that state-
ment. I may refer particularly to a Bill
which was handled by the Minister for Agri-
culture, who said he had no intention of
accepting any amendments in the measure,
and who sat there hour after hour combatlng
suggestions emanating from this side of the
House, and then the Bill was reported with-
out amendment. The same kind of thing
happened with regard to another Bill, which
was full of pitfalls. I refer to the State
Enterprises Bill, which I think was in this
Chamber for two days, and which was passed
without amendment. I contend that while
such a state of affairs exists you cannot
do without a revising Chamber. if members
of this House were permitted to discuss all
measures on their merits, and the ideas and
experiences of members were accepted in
the spirit in which they werc given, then,
possibly, we might do without a revising
Chamber. If we look upon ourselves as
the directors of the destinies of Queensland,
or as the directors of the sharecholders, who
are the voters, then we might arrive at a
state of affairs in which a revising Cham-
ber would not be necessary. Possibly, mem-
bers opposite will be in the same position
as we are in one of these days, and then
they will understand what it is to devote
their best attention and energies to the im-
provement of a measure onlv to find that
their suggestions are thrown aside without
any consideration whatever, and they will
realise in such circumstances that we must
have a revising Chamber. Give me a Chamber
that is composed of men who are free to
express their opinions, and where proposals
will be discussed and judged on their merits,
and I shall not want a second Chamber.
But until that state of affairs arrives we
must have a revising Chamber. I could
mention some measures which have been
bludgeoned through this House without any
consideration being given to them. We have
the experience of seeing Ministers handling
Bills that they knew nothing about, and
having to contmuallv run from thelir seats
to the permanent officer of the uepaltmen’c
who was there to advise them on those par-
ticular measures. In such a casc the Bill
before the House is the permanent officer’s
Bill, not the Minister’s Bill, and, while

The -
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measures are dealt with in that way, we can-
net do without a revising Chamber. The
Minister runs along to the permanent officer
in the gallery, and says: “Shall I accept this
amendment or mnot?’ If the permanent
officer says ““ No,” then there is au end of
it. Such a state of affairs renders a revising
Chamber necessary. Give us freedom to ex-
press our opinions, and let the issue be
decided on those opinions and not on party
considerations, and then we can dispense
with the other Chamber. I freely admit that
the Council, constituted as it is at present,
is a mirtake. No man who has ability and
can express his epinions clearly and forcibly
at forty years of age can be expected to have
the sa
I quite admit that in a voung country, such
as this is, we want to keep the revising
LChamber as virile as we keep this Chamber.
But vou must have that revising Chamber
while the state of affairs that I pointed out
exists,

The SecRETARY FOR RamLwavz: They are
the representatives of past defeated Govern-
ments,

. Mr. ELPHINSTONE: I am not defend-
ing the constitution of that Upper Chamber.
I am one of those who would be glad to see
the Government bring forward some reason-
able measure applying to that Upper Cham-
ber: and, if they do that, then I think they
will find there are certain members on this
side of the House who would support it.

A GoverNMENT MEMBER : What do you sug-
gest?

Mr., BELPHINSTONE: It is not for me
to suggest the details of the measurs. We
are not the Goverament. It is for the
trovernment fo suggest a way out of the
difficulty, and if the Government’s sugges-
trons are feasible, then they will be adopted.

Mr. O’SurLivaN: They have suggested a
way out of the difficulty.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: I have endeavoured
to point out how monstrous the proposal
is, With the state of affairs that exists to-
day, where party control is absolutely the
only control, then you must have a revising
Chamber.

The SEcRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCIION :
The revisory committee meets that objection,

Mr., ELPHINSTONE: I dare say some
hon. members opposite have studied the
question of proportional representation. If
we can accomplish, in the selection of our
candidates and the selection of our members
of Parliament, what I am going to suggest,
then we can have the one Chamber. But
until we do adopt some system which per-
mits of the aims and objects that I propose
reading being adopted, then you will find—
whether you are on the Government benches
or whether you are in opposition—that you
must have a revising Chamber. One of those
aims is—

“To reproduce the opinions of the
electors in Parliament and other public
bodies in their true proportions.”

Is there a member in this Fouse that will
admit that forty-eight to twenty-four in this
‘Chamber is the true representation in Parlia-
ment of the will of the people? We must
all admit that that is not so. The second is—
“To secure that the majority of elec-
tors should rule and all .considerable
minorities shall be heard.”
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I contend that, although we represent a con-
siderable minority in this House, that we
are not heard, and therefore that points to
the necessity of a revising Chamber which
takes the place of that considerable minority.
The next thing is—

“To give electors & wider freedom in
the choice of representatives.”

If we had that wider choice of representa-
tives, then, as I contend, there would be no
necessity for a revising Chamber, because by
reason of that wider choice we would have
men of mature experience in this House to
voice their opinions, which opinions would
be heard and given attention to. Then—
“4, To give representatives greater
independence from the financial and
other pressure of small sections of con-
stituents.
“5. To censure to parties representation
by t}ieir ablest and most trusted mem-
bers.’

Give me those aims; give me those principles
in the selection of our members of Parlia-
ment, and I am with you up to the hils.
One Chamber is sufficient for me, but until
that state of affairs exists then you must
have a second Chamber, or a revising Cham-
ber, constituted differently if you wiil, but
you must have it. I am not going to take
up the time of this House very long, be-
causo this is a matter that has been thrashed
out very theroughly, and I am not one of
those who believes in talking for talking’s
sake. But I am going to make this appeal
to the House, and I would like the Premier
to listen to me. It is this: He has abso-
lutely and thoroughly put his case for his
own side. Our leader has done something
similar, and no man can take any exception
to those two speeches. The Premier has
said: ““I want the people of Queensland to
understand this issue and to judge fairly
and squarely between the two cases.”” Now,
I am going to ask the Premier to do this:
When his literature is going out to flood
Queensland, as it is about {o do, let these
two cases be put side by side so that the
people can read the arguments both for and
against on a main issue of this description
which is of vital importance to the people
of Queensland. If one side shows a desire
to deal with the issue fairly and squarely
like that, then you will find that there is
considerable reciprocity on the other side.
T have great hope of such a propusai being
favourably considered, because it is @ matter
of vital importance, and the issue can be
considered without the passicn that is other-
wise going to be introduced. Lock at the
passion that was introduced in the Premibr's
remarks !

A GoOVERNMENT MEMBER:
speech.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: I awm not saying
it was not a fine speech; T am simply saying
it is impossible to approach this subjec
without a certain amount of passion. Let
us jndge the thing abrolutely on its merits.
Don’t let us try and introduce overwhelm-
ing passion into it so that the State of
Queensland will be split assunder—into two
camps—when our attention should be directed
to more important and graver issues. The
hon. member who has just resumed his seat
veferred to a leaflet which was ismed by
the party for the retention of the Couneil
at the last referendum. I would ask hon.
members if they have seen the leaflet thad

Mr. Elphinstone.)
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I have in my hand? That was issued under
the authority of the present Speaker of the
Heuse and the late member for Oxley. That
is just as objectionable, if not more so, than
the leaflet which the hon. member has re-
ferred to. What good is that sort of thing
going to do?

Hon. W. N. Gitnies and other
MENT MEMBERS : Read it!

GOVERN-
Read it!

Mr. ELPHINSTONE : It is called ¢ Tam-

many Rampant.”” I do not particularly
want to read it, but I will place it on the
table if any hon. member wishes to read
it.

The BECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS:
‘“ Hansard,”

Mr. BLPHINSTONE: I would rather
not read it. It is one of the official papers
issued in connection with the last referendum
on the abolition of the Council, and it is
repulsive to any right-minded man.

Put it in

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYs: It might be
thought that there is something indecent in
1t.

Mr, ELPHINSTONE: It is what I call

indecent whon 1t has to0 do with o

like this,

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS: Read it It
is a fair thing to read it out.

ntban
Wit & mQuVuer

Mr. BErRTRAM : It is very short.

Mr. BLPHINSTONE: If it is thought
desirable, I will read part of it. It says—

“ TAMMANY RAMPANT.
*“ PARLIAMENTARY LOBBY SCANDAL.

“ When parliamentary measures are
submitted to the Legislative Council
which encroach upon the preserves of
the kings of beefdom and the privi-
leges of the insurance cormorants and
the acres of the squattocracy, the ves-
tibule of this Chamber swarms with
indecent ‘lobbyers.” Well-paid lawyers,
blatant, well-fed company promoters, in-
solent business magnates overflow almost
on to the street itself.”

That is sufficient. I am not going to detain
the House with any more of it. How is a
statement of that description going to help
“the man in the street” to form a clear
opinion as to whether the Upper Chamber
should be retained or not? Is that going to
appeal to his passions or to his common
sense? Which? It is his common sense I
am after, and not his passions, In this cam-
paign which is coming eight or ten months
kence let’ us direct our appeals to the
common sense of the people, and not to their
passions.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS:
you do that in the ¢ Courier ’’?

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: I am contending
this: That if a good example is set, I am
satisfied that hon. members who occupy the
benches here will do their utmost to restrain
those extreme methods of pleading the cause
of one side or the other. Let me put this
suggestion forward. Appoint a joint com-
mittee of both sides to revise the literature
that is going to be issued in connection with
this matter. It is going to cost thousands of
pounds; it is going to inflame the people
and rouse the passions—for what good? It

[Mr. Hlphinstone.
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is a mad proposal. Let a joint cormmittee
be appointed to control all this literature,
and let it fairly and clearly and truthfully
put the position before the people, as ex-
pounded by the Premier and as expounded
by the leader of the Opposition, and decide
the issue on that basis.

The. SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION :
Do you propose to make the Council litera-
ture subject to the committee you suggest?

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: Undoubtedly; let
all the literature be subject .to it.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS : They would
not agree to that.

Mr. RLPHINSTONE: The hon. member
who has just resumed his seat said if he
did not succeed on the first. attempt, he
tries and tries until he does. Let us adopt
that principle in regard to vevising and
controlling our campaign literature. "Lew us
save money, let us save passion, and let
common sense prevail. If the majority of
the people of Queensland then vote for a
single-Chamber Parliament, they must have
it.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS:
the people must be educated.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE : If the Minister for
Railways tries to impress upon me that the
rresent method is the way to educate the
masses, then I shall withdraw the opinion
which I have formed of his ability to run
the railways.

Sometimes

The SECRErARY FOR RAILwAYS: I have not
seen it.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: I have read some
of i, and if the hon. gentleman desires to
see more of it, I would refer him to the
Speaker, whose name appears as having
Leen responsible for this lLterature, and if
the Speaker has not the time available, I
would refer him to the late member for
Oxley, whose name also appears on the
leaflet. The only thing I can commend
about the publication is the fizure appearing
upon i, which closely resersbles a pig.
(Laughter.) T do not mean that to refer te
the late hon. member for Oxley.

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS: Apparently
vyou gobt away with the bacon. (Laughter.)

Wr. BELPHINSTONE: I put the proposal
cf a joint literature committce forward with
all seriousness, because I think it is worthy.
of consideration. It is time that common
sense prevailed. It is time we tried to still
the passions and attemapted to control the
country in a proper way.

Mr. COLLINS (Bowen): I intend to have
a few words to say on this Bill.

Mr. MacarTsEY : That is a breach of the
contract.

Mr. COLLINS: I was not aware there
was any contract made. So far as I am
concerned, there is no contract. I am going
to take up a different line to what has heen

taken up this evening by other
[9.30 p.m.] speakers. I am one of those who

have been connected with the
Labour movement for the best part of my
life. We have always had in the forefront
of our platform the abolition of the Legisla-
tive Council. I am not going to be dis-
heartened by one failure, or even by half a
dozen failures, knowing that the whole of
Time is before us. It does not follow that,
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because we could not abolish the Council in
1917, we may not be able to abolish it in
1919. I have not heard any argument this

evening why the Council should be retained. -

I realise that we are living in changing
times. The people are coming to the con-
clusion that they must rule.  In the past
they have not ruled. 8¢ far as I have been
able to read, there has been no such thing
as representative government—at least, not
what I call representative government—in
any part of the British Dominions outside the
Federal Parliament.
ment means the will of the people being
placed on the statute-book, and that has not
been done up to the present time, especially
in our own State. Just the same as the
House of Lords has stopped the progress of
the people in Great Britain, so the Legisla-
tive Council has stopped the progress of the
people in this State. We all know that in
years gone by—especially in Great Britain,
where this system has been copied from—
the House of Lords prevented for a long
time the right of dissenting ministers of
religion to go into the Church of England
churchyards to bury the dead belonging to
their denominations. We all know that the
dissenting bodies for a long time were
refused admission to the universities; and
we all know that it was the House of Lords
who refused for years to give the agricul-
tural labourers the franchise. And, if it
had been left to the Legislative Council
of Queensland alone, the workers of this
State  would not have got the franchise
they have got to-day. 1 am quite willing
to admit that the House of Lords has
granted reforms, but they have only
granted those reforms when the people
became dangerous. When the people be-
came dangerous, for their own safety the
House of Lords allowed certain reforms to
go through their Chamber. It is something
similar in all British communities. The
Labour movement in Queensland is in accord
with the Labour movement in Great Britain.
The Labour movemeni in Great Britain
stands for the abolition of the House of
Lords, The Premier this afterncon told us,
and the hon. member for Flinders likewise,
that the Liberal party in Great Britain be-
lieve in the abolition of the House of Lords.
The Labour party also stands for the aboli-
tion of the House of Lords. I hold in my
hand “ The Aims of Labour,” by the Right
Honourable Arthur Henderson, a Labour
member of the House of Commons—a gentle-
~man who was recently a member of the
Imperial Cabinet, and who resigned from
a position carrying a salary of .£2.000
per annum. He is now secretary to the
Labour party. This is the latest publication
that has arrived in this State, and I intend
to read some extracts for the benefit of hon.
metbers, and of the people in general, to
show what the Labour party stands for in
Great Britain. He says—

“'The party stands, as heretofore, for
complete adult suffrage, with not more
than a three months’ vesidential qualifi-
cation, for effective provision for absent
electors to vote, for absolutely equal
rights for both sexes, for the same free-
dom fo exercise civic rights for the
‘ common _soldier ’ as for the officer, for
shorter Parliaments, for the complete
abolition of the House of Lords, and
for a most strenuous opposition to any
new second Chamber, whether clected
or not, having in it any clement of
heredity or privilege, or of the control
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of the House of Commons by any party
or class. But unlike the Conservative and
Liberal parties, the Labour party insists
on democracy in industry as well as in
government.”

You will notice those words, ““ And for a
most strenuous opposition to any new second
Chamber, whether elected or not.” I am
in accord with that. I am onc of those
who would have abolished the Legislative
Council a quarter of a century ago, becausge
I claim that it fulfils no useful purpose what-
ever. We want legislation by the people.
There is no one who can teli us to what
heights we might not have attained, so far
as progress and legislation go, if there had
not been a second Chamber standing in our
way. I am not afraid of the people. What
I am afraid of is the people who try to
obstruct the people. QOur opponents are
continually quoting from the mother of
Parliaments, and telling us what takes plaee
in the mother of Parliaments. I wish to
get into ““ Hansard ”’ the opinions expressed
by Arthur Henderson, who occupied the posi-
tion of a Cabinet Minister in Great Britain,
and-it_is a warning to the ruling class in
Great Britain not to obstruct legislation in
the interests of the people—

“1t would be idle, however, to deny
that the temper of democracy after the
war will not be so placable as it has
hitherto been. Whether we like it or
fear it, we have to recognise that in the
course of the last three and a-half years
people have become habituated to
thoughts of violence. They have seen
force employed on an unprecedented
scale as an instrument of policy. Unless
we are very careful these ideas will rule
the thought: of masses of the people in
the post-war period of reconstruction.
The idea that by forceful methods the
organised democracy can find a short
cut to the attainment of its aims will
have its attractions for men of unstable
temperament, impatient of the inevitable
set-backs which we are bound to en-
counter if we work along constitutional
lines. Let that idea stand unchallenged
by the leaders of democracy, and we
shall be faced with graver perils than
any that have confronted us in past
times. Never beforc have we had such
vast numbers of the population skilled
in the usc of arms, disciplined, inured
to danger, accustomed to act together
under orders. When the swar ends this
country and every other will be flooded
with hardy veterans of the great cam-
paigns. Among them will be thousands
of men who have exercised authority
over their fellows in actual warfare,
and who will be capable of assuming
leadership again if insutrectionary move-
ments come into existence. We may be
warned by a perception of these facts
that if barricades are indeed likelr to
be erected in our streets they will be
manned by men who have learned how
to fight and not by ill-disciplined mobs
unversed in the use of modern weapons,
likely to be easily overcome by trained
troops. Revolution, if revolution is ime
deed to be forced upon democracy, will
be veritable civil war.”

Now, he is raising a note of warning in
Great Britain—that the ruling classes want
to realise the democracy they have to_deal
with. This is from a man who occupied a

Mr. Collins.]
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position in the DBritish (abinet. Further
on, he says—

* By pcaceable methods, or by direct
assamt socicty is going to be brought
under democratic  control.  And  the
choice of methed dees not primarily rest
with democracy: it lics rather with the
classcs who own the nachinery of pro-
duction and contrel the machinery of the
State to decide whether necessary
changes are to be peacocably introduced
on the basis of willing co-opsration, or
resisted to the last ditch. Conflicts will
inevitably arise between the privileged
classes and the great mass of the people
as to whether this or that specific reform
is opportune or expedient at a given
moment.”’

There is no need for me to quote {urther
from this little book. It can be bought in
Brishbane, and evervone who warnts to keep
in touch with the Labls=ur movement should
read that book. We in Austrelia are surely
not going io drag behind the timnes® I the
TLabour party in Grest Britain thinks, not»
\\1thsmndlng they have a Veto Act, tha

is a wise thing to abolish the House of
Lords, how much wiser is it {or us to abolish
the Legislative Council in the State of
Queenslznd ? When one exawmines the men
who go to make up the Legislative Council,
who are they? Do we not find the success-
ful pastoralist, the successful brewer, the
successful  merchant, and the successful
lawyer? 'There are two or three barris-
ters there. You will find there all the
clements which go to represent the vestod
interests of this country. It is quite true
that we have got a few working-class repre-
sentatives there, but they are only a drop
in ths ocean as compared with thoss who
make up the majority in the Courecil. Then
down tthH"’"h all the ages, the working
classes have cried out for ]USU(’(\ and thdt
they should have their rights given to them.
Can anyone tell me that we are lllxo‘v to
get.our righis as workers as long as we have
the Iegislative Council bloe king the way?
At any rate, I am not one of those who
believe that democracy will rule until we
get the one Chamber, whether in  the
TFederal or the State_arena. I never have
behexod in the two Houses. I helieve the
principle is entirely wrong. I believe the
early rcformers who advocated the abolition
of the House of Lords were on sound and
just lines. I do not intend to detain the
House any further. I wish to enfter my
protest against the spesches delivered ‘rom
the Opposition side of the House. I believe
that this measure should go through this
Chamber. I would like to see it go through
the other Chamber, so that we could wbolish
it without a referendum; but, failing that,
the next best method is to submit it to the
people, who, I am satisfied, will vote fcr
the abolition of the Council by a large
majority—maybe a larger majority than
what we got on 16th March last.

GOVERNMENT MeMBERS: IHear, hear!
Mr. SWAYNE (Mirani): I beg to move

the adjournment of the debate.
Question put and passzed.

The resumption of the debate was made an
Order of the Day for Tuesday next.

The House adjourned at fifteen minutes to
1% o’clock p.m.

[#r. Collins.





