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WEDNESDAY, 4 OCTOBER, 1582,

The SpeakER (Hon. W. Bertram, Marce)
took the chair at 11 a.m.

PAPERS.

The following papers were laid on the
table, and ordered to be printed:—

Regulations under the Health Acts, 1900
to 1917, dated 18th August, 1922,
entitled the Sanitars Conveniences
and Nightsoil Disposal Regulations,
1922,

Regulations under the Health Acts, 1900
to 1917, dated 29th September, 1922,
entitled the Epidemic Diseases Regu-
lations, 1922,

Regulations under the Health Acts, 1900
to 1917, dated 29th September, 1922,
entitled the Plague Regulations of
1922, for the control of goods traffic.

QUESTIONS.
CLosURE oF PoLIcE CoURT IN SoUTH BRISBANE.
Mr. FERRICKS (South Brisbane), without
notice, asked the Attorney-General—

““Will the hon. gentleman answer the
question which I asked on Friday, 8th
September, with regard to the Police
Court at South Brisbane, namely—

1. From what date was the Police

Court at South Brisbane closed?

2. What has been the saving, per
annum, on account of such closure?
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3. What extra cost, if any, has been
incurred per annum in conducting
Police Court proceedings at Brisbane
from the transfer up to the initiation
of the Magistrates Courb?

4. What number of officers were
transferred on account of the closure?

5. Have any additional officers been
reeded at the Central Court? If so,
how many?”

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL
Mullan, Flinders) replied—

1. 1st November, 1915.
“2. At least £600 per
salaries since Ist January, 1916; and
£690 per annum in office rentals, the
building being occupied by the Cornmis-
sioner of Public Health.

¢ 3. None.
€4, Three.
“5. No.”

(Hon. J.

annum Iin

REQUEST rOR RENEWAL OF STUGAR AGREEMENT
BY COMMONWEALTH (GOVERNMENT.

Mr. TAYLOR (Windsor), without notice,
asked the Treasurer—

“ Has the Treasurer received a letter
from the City Council of Bundaberg with
regard to the sugar agreement asking
that this Parliament before the session is
closed will send a united protest to the
Federal Parliament, and ask that the
sugar agreement be continued?

“If the Premier has received such a
letter, T would like to know what action
he has taken?”

The PREMIER (Hon. Ii. G. Theodore,
Chillagoe) replied—

“I have received a letter from the
Bundaberg City Council, and a letter
has been despatched in accordance with
the wish expressed in that letter. It is
apparcnt that all sections of the Queens
land Parliament are in favour of the
continuance of the sugar agreement. All
political parties in Queensland have at
one time or another expressed them-
selves in favour of the continuance of the
agreement, and, if they will continue to
advocate that course, it will have a good
effect.”

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES’ ASSOCTATION DEPUTATION
TO THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL.

Mr. T. R. ROBERTS (Fast Toowoomba),
without notice, asked the Attorney-General—
“ Has the Attorney-General come to a
decision yet in regard to the matter
brought before him by a deputation from
the Friendly Societies’ Association which
recently waited upon him?”’
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL
Mullan, Flinders) replied—
“Yes. T have come to a decision
which is mutually satisfactory to the
friendly societies and to all parties con-
cerned.”

(Hon. J.

MINISTERIAL TRAVELLING IKXPENSES.

Ho~n. W. H. BARNES (Bulimba), without
notice, asked the Premier—

“Ts it the intention of the Premier,
before the House rises, to place on the
table of the House the return asked for
by the hon. member for Murilla in
connection with Ministerial travelling
expenses 77’

[ASSEMBLY.] Criminal Code, Etc., Bill.

The PREMIER
Chillagoe) replied—
“The return has not yet been pre-
sented to me, and I am unable to table
it. This will be the last opportunity of
doing it this session. The matter has
been in the hands of the department to
collect the statistics, but for some reason

it has not been completed.”

(Hon. E. G. Theodore,

CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENT BILL.
INITIATION.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Mullan, #linders): 1 beg to move—

“That the House will, at its present
sitting, resolve itself into a Committee
of the Whole to consider of the desirable-
ness of introducing a Bill to amend the
{riminal Code in a certain particular.”

To expedite business, I might mention that
it is intended to amend xcction 60 of the
Criminal Code, dealing with the bribery of
mempers of Parliament. The Bill rveally pro-
vides for the forfeiture of property used in
connection with the bribery of members of
Parliament. That practically is all the Bill
1 will give full particalars in Committec.
Question put and passed.

INITIATION IN COMMITTEE.
(Mr. Hirwan, Drisbane, in the chair.)

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Mulian, Flinders): I beg to move
“That it is desirable that a Bill be
introducad to amend the Criminal Code
in a certain particular.”
As the Bill will be circulated in a few
moments, and I have stated the main pur-
pose of it, it is not necessary for me to give
wny further particulars until I make my
sccond reading speech, when T will give full
particulars.
Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): I would like to
find out whether this is a retrospective Bill.
or whether it applies only to the future.

The ArrorNeY-GENERAL: The Bill applies
tn any offence, whether committed before or
after the 1st July, 1922,

Mr. VOWLES: Then it is retrospective,
and apvplies to certain funds now held by
the police.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The Bill applies
to no fund. It is of general application.
(Opposition laughter.)

Mr. VOWLES: The Bill is brought 1a
for a particular purpose. Certain moneys
are now in the hands of the police as a result
of a certain prosecution.

Mr. Peasg: Where did they come from?
(Interruption.)

Mr. VOWLES: My point is that, if we
are going to adopt this principle, we are
going to affect the rights of certain men
who have been convicted and sentenced. One
portion of their sentence was that they should
pay certain fines, If that money is their own
personal property, will they not be pre-
cluded from paying those fines, merely
because the Government are going to con-
fiscate money which would permit of the
payment of the fines?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL :
unfil you see the Bill?

Why not wait
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Mr. VOWLES: We are considering the
principle now, and, if the Government are
going to deprive those men of the power to
pay those fines out of moneys in their posses-
sion—which we must assume belongs to them
—are they not putting them in the position
of having to carry out a term of the sentence
which otherwise they might avoid?

Mr. GrEDSON : Why suppose that they have
no more money?

Mr, VOWLES: It is a remarkable state
of affairs that the Government are prepared
to deprive a man of funds of which he is in
possession in order to incarcerate him.,

The PrEMIER: It was mentioned in court
that they had no money. Mr. Feez said that
they had not 3,000 pence, let alone £3,000.

Mr. VOWLES: I did not follow the evi-
dence.up, but, from what T know, these men
were 1n possession of a certain sum of money.
That money was taken from them, and they
have been fined.

Mr. GrLEDSON: Their counsel said that
they had no money.
Mr. VOWLES: That doos not matter.

That money is theirs,
pay those fines.

Mr. Grebsox: How do you know?

Mr. VOWLES: I presume they can.

The PREMIER: The judge said that the
fines would be paid, not by Sleeman and
Connolly, but by somebody behind them.

Mr. VOWLES: I do not know anything
about that. Those men are entitled  to
authorise the department to deduct the fine
from the funds which are in possession of the
Crown at the present timo,

Mr. BrENNAN: They have no sach right ;
you know that. Let Feez get his fee from the
right quarter.

I presume they can

Mr. VOWLES: T am not worrying about
Fecs or any one else, or the hon. gentleman
cither, It would be a little more decent of
the hon. member if he wore to keep quint on
this matter,

Mr. Brex¥an: I won't keep quict. VYou
kinew all about it on that Saturday on the
racecourse.

Mr. VOWLES: Is the hon. member game
to say that outside? If he does say 1t, I
will give him a writ.

Mr. BrRENNAN: Turn up ““ Hansard,” and
you will see that that is so.

Mr. VOWLES: This is not a matber that
should be discussed with any heat. The Bill
is brought in to meet a particular case—that
of confiscating a fund, and by doing so
depriving certain individuals of cortain rights
which they otherwise would be entitled to.

Mr. GLEDSON : It is not thejr money at all.

Mr. VOWLES: That is not the point. I
strongly object to the passage of legislation
to meet a particular case. The law should
be of gencral application. When the Govern-
ment deal with matters in this way they are
not carrying out the functions of government
in the proper way.

Mr. MORGAN (Murilla): T think that th-
Government, in introducing this particular
measure, are showing that they are out not
only to prosecute those who committed a
certain offence but to persecute them. Lvi-
dently the Premier is annoyed that the judge
did not take notice of the conference that ho
had with the Attorney-General and the

[4 OcroBER.]
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Solicitor-Geeneral in respect of the sentence
which was to be imposed upon thesc particular
men,

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I call upon
the hon. gentleman to withdraw that insin-
uation.

Mr. Vowrks: The Solicitor-General
that that was so in court.

Mr. MORGAN: What I am saying ap-
peared in the evidence given in court. The
Solicitor-General stated in court that he had
an interview with the Attorney-General and
with the Premier in respect of the sentence;
and the judge said he was not prepared to
hear what had passed between the Premier
and the Solicitor-General. I am perfectly in
order in the suggestion that I made.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I did not
understand ths hon. gentleman to say that;
his second statement is entirely different to
his first.

Mr. MORGAN: No, Sir.
The CHAIRMAN: Pardon me, I listened

intently to what the hon. gentleman said.

Mr. MORGAN: I was referring to what
occurred in the court.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. gentleman
will be in order in referring to a statement
which was made in court.

Mr. MORGAN : Owing to the fact that ?he
judge did not talke notice of this particuiar
conference and did not impose what might
be regarded as a vicious sentence, but one
which he thought was sufficient to meet the
requirements of the case, the Premier now,
by Adét of Parliament, is going to impouse
another sentence upon these unfortunate men.
(Government dissent.)

OpposiTION MEMBER : Hear, hear!

Mr. MORGAN: The Premier evidently is
annoyed that the sentence was ngt heavier,
and now he is going to_use this Tarliament
for the purpose of imposing a further penalty
on these particular men. Thoere is no doubt
whatever about that. Right from the very
commenccement of this case the facts show
that the Premier has been in collusion W}th
others respecting this particular charge. The
court casc showed that he was consulted not
only by Mr. Brennan in the first instance, put
by “the detectives, who visited him a$ his
home and in his office for the purpose of
cetting instructions from him in regard to
the caze. It seems to me to be an extra-
ordinary thing for the Premier to do. A
man who represents the whole of Queensland
should be above such tactics, he should not
enter into collusion with others, he should
not be at the head of a plot for the purpo:e
of convicting men in conmection with a case
of this sort.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL :
until you see the Bill?

Mr. MORGAN: I am going to oppose this
at every stage and in every way I can.
(Government laughter.)

said

Why not wait

Th: ATTORNEY-GENERAL: We expected
that. o
Mr. MORGAN: I believe in justice.

Thess men have been tried by a British
court of justice. The judge sentenced them
and they are paying for their offence. The
Government are now going to increase the
penalty. (Government interruption.) The
Minister has told us that the Bill will apply

My, Morgan.]
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to any offences committed since the 1lst July,
1922.  If the hon. gentleman will tell us
straight out that the Bill is not intended to
apply to the money now in the hands of the
police, it will be a different thing altogether.
By inference he has led us to believe that
this Bill is going to apply fo that particular
money.

The PreEmter: If it is sound to apply the
Bill to the money of the future, it is just as
sound to apply it to the moner of the past.

Mr. MORGAN: When the judge sen-
tenced the prisoners he stated that he took
into consideration the fact that there was
£3,200 in bonds and cash practically
belonging to those men. He knew that the
money was avallable to pay the fines that
were imposed upon them. The Government
arc dissatistied with the punishment inflicted,
and now they are going to victimise the men
to_a further extent. I am against that

principle. It is not British fair play. (Go-
vernmeat interruption.) Here is the hon.
member for Mitchell, who always prates

about British fairplay, now prepared to kick
men who are down, (Interruption.)

GoverNMENT MEMBERS: No.

Mr. MORGAN: That is not the attitude
of a sport. (Uproar.)

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: We want to pre-
vent persons attempting to corrupt members
of Parliament.

Mr. MORGAN: The Government are not
satisfied with the sentence imposed.

. The ArrorxEY-GENgRAL: Wo are not deal-
ing with the sentence; we are dealing with
tainted money.

Mr. MORGAN: No matter what the hon.
gentleman might say, we know that he is
dissatistied with the sentence imposed upon
the prisoners, and he wants to bring in this
Bill to confiscate their money.

The ArTORNEY-GENERAL: That is not true.

Mr. MORGAN: The tactics are cowardly
tactics on the part of the CGovernment, bub
it is only what we might expect from hon.
members opposite. Hon. members opposite
have always professed that, when a man is
sentenced to a long term of imprisonment,
and he serves that term of imprisonment, he
should have the right again to become an
honest citizen. The Government are not
satisfied with the punishment, and they
desire further to trample the men in the
dust of humiliation by taking away from
them the wherewithal to pay their £500 fine.
It is a disgraceful and unsportsmanlike state
of affairs to think that we have a Govern-
ment that would stoop vo such low-down
tactics,

Mr. TAYLOR (Windsor): The Committee
desires the fullest explanation from the Pre-
mier as to the action he took in connection
with this case after the men had been found
guilty. We are entitled to know whether
he wrote a letter to the Solicitor-General or
what recommendations he made, if any, with
regard to this matter after the men had
been found guilty. We are entitled to know
that, because it is evident that something
was done that was wrong. If it was not
wrong, the judge would have listened to
what the Solicitor-General intended to ieil
him with regard to an interview which the
Solicitor-General stated he had had with
the Premier. The Premier has the right
to get up and tell us everyithing that occurred
with regard to instructions, the writing of a
letter, or anything else that took place at

[Mr. Morgan.
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that interview with the Solicitor-General.
We arc not here in this Chamber to condone
the bribery of any member of Parliament,
no matter which party he may belong to.
OpposiTion MeMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. TAYLOR: If that kind of thing was
going to be permitted or to be condoned by

any member of this Chamber, then his place

is outside the Chamber and not inside.
OpposiTiON MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. TAYLOR: All we want to know is
that the game is being played fairly.

Mr. HArTLEY: You ate nobt going to say it
is not right for the Premier to instruct the
Solicitor-General ?

Mr. BrexyaN: It was a State trial.

Mr., TAYLOR : I say the Premier had no
right to communicate with the Solicitor-
General after these men were convicted. He
had a perfect right to communicate with him
while the case was being heard, as the Crown
was prosecuting in this case, but to attempt
to do anvthing at all after the men were
fouzd guilty was highly improper.

Mr. Harriey: Why? On what ground?

Mr. TAYLOR: I say it was highly
improper. When the judge passed sentence
on these men, he undoubtedly took cognis-
ance of the fact that £3,200 was held by the
court, and he also knew that by passing the
sentence which he did the means would be
made available so that those men would
serve a short sentence and each pay the fine
of £500 which the judge inflicted on him.
Now we find the Government coming in and
endeavouring, as far as they possibly can, to
make these men serve twelve months’
imprisonment.

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL: They won’t serve
twelve months. You know that.

Mr. TAYLOR : The Government are bring-
ing in a Bill to override what the judge did
in connection with that case. I contend—I
do not think any hon. memher can deny it—
that the judge took into consideration the
fact that there was sufficient money to pay
the fine. and he inflicted a fine accordingly.
Here is what His Honour said to the
prisoners when passing sentence—

“You have the bonds and money in
your possession; I must irflict some
punishment beyond a fine. The sentence
of the court is that you he imprisoned
without hard labour in Brisbane Gaol for
three months. and each of you pay £500,
and if the fine is not paid wou be
imprisoned for a further period of nine
months.” ’

Before that His Honour had said—

“1 have given full weight to their
good characters, and full weight to the
recommendation . to merev, but I do not
altogether agree with the grounds upon
which the Jlatter was made. The only
way to deter a serious offence is to make
an example of the offender. I alwavs try
to be as lenient as possible to men of
good character, but I cannot give yvou the
benefit of section 19, and a fine will not
come out of your pockets.”

The PreMirR: Hear. hear!
laughter. and interruption.)

Mr. TAYLOR: When you have finished
your cheering and jeering I will continne.

The  ArTorNEY-GENERAL: Keep  going.
(Government laughter.)

(Goverrment
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Mr. TAYLOR: I contend that this action
of the Government is nothing but unadul-
terated peumut10n~(Gove1mneut interrup-
tion)—hecause these men have heen tried in
the court; they have had what we call
British {air play and justice.

Mr. Ryan: Where did they get the money?

Mr. TAYLOR: They may have got it
from you; they did not get it from me.

Mr. Duxstan: The money will not come
out of their pockets.

Mr. J. Joxes: They have the money now
to pay.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: They have not the
money now. (Government laughter and
interruption.)

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I appeal to
hon. members to respect my call to order. It
1s impossible for the hon. member to con-
tinue his specch if he is subjected to a
running fire of interjection. I ask hon.
members to restrain th emselves, as they will
have an opportunity of dISCU\aH}‘” the Bill if
they wi h to do so.

Mr. TAYLOR : I will read this once again
for Lh(- mformatlon of the House—

“Iis Ilonour: I have given full
weight to their good chalactma. and full
weight to the 1ocommendatfon to mercy,
but I do not altogether agrec with the
grounds upon which the latter was
made. The only way to deter a serious
offence is to make an example of the
offender. I always try to he as lenlent as

possible to men of good character, but 1-

cannot give you the beneiit of section 189,
and a finec will not come out of your
pockets,  You have the bonds and money
m your pos:ession. I must inflict some
punishment besond a fine. The sentence
of the court it that you be imprisoned
without hard labour in Brisbane Gaol for
three months, and cach of you par £500,
and if the fine is not paid you be im-
prisoned for a further period of nine
months.”

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER :
you quoting from?

Mr. TAYLOR : The ‘ Courier” of Thurs-
day last. This Bill is simply persecution
in order to endeavour, as far as the Govern-
ment possibly can, to make these men serve
a sentence of twelve months, after the judge
has investigatsd the case thorough] If the
Bill, as the hon. member for Murilla said,
was simply deahng with any future action
which might take place with regard to the
confiscation of money which came into the
possession of the Crown where bribery was
attempted, T would support it every time;
but to endeavour to do what is being done
in this particular measure—simply to per-
secutc men who have already been found
guilty and are scrving a sentence—is a shame
and a disgrace. The Premier owes the
House an explanatlon of what occurred
between himself and the Crown Selicitor
after those men were found guilty.

The PREMIER (Hon. . G. Theodore,
Chillagoe): The hon. member seems to
infer that I and the Attorney-General did
something wrong when we had a consultation
with the Solicitor-General in regard to the
attitude of the Crown after the verdict of
guilty was found in the case referred to.
I want to assure the hon. member that is
nothing wrong, nor is it anything unusual,
for the Crown’s attitude in a plOuC‘CutIOl’l

What paper are

[4 OorosEer.]
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for a grave offence is always made known
to the court. The Solicitor-General had a
consultation with the Attorney-General with
regard to the attitude which he should adopt
when the men came up for sentence. The
Attorney-General—not the Solicitor-General
—consulted me, and we went into this
matter. I had a conversation with the
Attorney-General, and he agreed that we
ocught to take a grave view of an actual
attempt at bribery where a moember of Par-
liament was concerned.
GOvERNMENT MemBERS : Iear, hear!

The PREMIER : Surely no one can under-
rate the gravity of the charge itself—an
attempt to subvert the principles of parlia-
mentary. government and 1mp01t corruption
into our pubhc life. This is by no means
the first attempt, but it was the first con-
viction which enabled the court to shest home
ta the prisoners the charge that the Crown
had levelled against them. Does the hon.
member say that there is anything wrong in
the Crown specifically stating its attitude
in a court of law? It was not an expression
of view to attempt to influence the judge.

Mr. Vowwes: Why did the judge turn it
down ?

The PREMIER : The judge can explain
that himself. If there were any improper
attempt to influence the judge in his sen-
tence, I would be worthy of censure, and
so would anyone else, but we decided to pro-
ceed in the ordinary way by a statement made
openly in the court by the Solicitor-General
representing  the Crown.  The Solicitor-
General used his own judgment in mention-
ing that he had had a conversation with the
Attorney-General and myself. The Attorney-
General consulted me in the presence of the
Solicitor-General, That was the attitude the
Crown adopted in the matter.

Mr. BIoore: You did not say that at first.

The PREMIER: The attitude of the
Crown was that they regarded the case—not
as some newspapers regarded it—as a trivial
offence to be lightly brushed aside, but as
a most grave offence; and the glavﬁ:v of
it was increased beca11=e we knew that other
attempts at bribery had been made, and it
was practically impossible in normal circum-
stances to sheet home such a charge. But in
this case it was sheeted home fo the satisfac-
tion of the jury, which led to the conviction
of the culprits, and the court took a grave
view of the offence. Some people may think
that it is a matter of no consequence to offer
£3,500 to a member of Parliament—some
people may think that a member of Par-

liament will accept it, perhaps, but this
party does not take that view.
GovernyENT Mrvezrs: Hear, hear!

The PREMIER: This party thinks that
there can be nothing more serious in the
public life of the country than the corruption
and bribery of public men. If that kind of
thing was looked lightly upon by the courts.
by tho public, or the Pross, w hat would it
lead to? 'The section of the community
which had the biggest bags of money w ould
alwavs rule the State. That is why I say
we ouﬂht to deprecate any attermpt atf thn
brlbery and corruption of public men.

Mr. G. P. Barxes: The objection is that
you are overriding the judgment of the
court.

The PREMIER: I am coming to the
point stressed by the hon. member for

Hon. E. G. Theodore.]
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Murilla and also mentioned by the leader of
the Nationalist party, that this Bill will
override the sentence of the court.

Mr. Vowres: Hear, hear!

The PREMIER : It will do nothing of the
kind. Nothing of the kind! What are the
circumstances? ILet us examine the real
circumstances. There were £3,000 in bonds
and £200 in cash found upon these men,

used by them or attempted to
[11.30 a.m.] be used by them for bribery.

They attempted to use this money
for the bribery of a member of Parliament,
and they were caught red-handed. They were
found guilty by a jury of their own country-
men,

Mr. Fry: They were trapped.

The PREMIER: They werc attempting to
bribe a member of Parliamsnt, and this
money wgs found on them. What can you
do with the money found on them? Should
we return to them the money that they were
going to use for some nefarious purpose?
What is done by the authorities when a
burglar is convicted? Do they return the
burglar’s kit to him? What 1s donc if a
man is found with an illicit still in his
possession and a quantity of whisky upon
which the excise duty has not been paid?
Is the still returned to him, or 1s the whisky
forfeited ?

Mr. Kixe: Nobody has any right to have
an illicit still in his possession. It is always
illegal.

The PREMIER: And nobody has any
right to have money in his possession for
bribery purposes.

GovVERNMENT MEMBERS : IHear, hear!

The PREMIER: This money obviousiv
was handed to thess men to be used for a
nefarious purpose—for an illegal purpose.
They were convicted for attempting to use
the money for that purpose. Are vou going
to roturn money which we know was to be
used for a nefarious. purpose? If there was
any aifempt to increase the peunalty of the
court there would be some argument in the
hon. gentleman’s contention, and some
grounds for the opposition to this Bill. What
are the facts? Mr. Feez, counsel defending
fllgd})l“isoners, during the course of the trial
said—

“ These men do not possess 3,000 pence,
let alone £3,000.”

Mr. VowrLEs: How
their fines, then?

The PREMIER : The hon. member knows
how the fines will be paid, and I know.

Mr. VowrLEs: They should pav it out of
this monay,

Mr. J. Joxes: How do yoa know how the
fines will be paid?

The PREMIER : Because the judge said
so. The judge said that this monesy did not
coms out of the pockets of these men, but
from the men behind them.

Mr. BepINGTON: It will come out of the
funds in their possession.

The PREMIER : I have here a copy of the
report of the Justice Department, a copy of
which was supplied to Mr. Fecz. In this
report I find that the judge said—

“I think, at all events, that those
behind the prisoners will pay the fines.”

It is true that, if the fines are not paid,
these two men will have to serve an additional
uine months. There is no danger of them

[Hon. E. G. Theodore.

are they going to pay
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having to serve those additional nine months.
The fines will be paid. It would be nothing
short of a public scandal if this money had
to be given back to thoze who originally
owned 1t—not the men who were convieted,
but the men who originally owned it, and
who intended to use it for a mnefarious
purpose. This money ought to be forfeited.
The men in whose possession the money was
found were merely tools. T should be sorry to
sec them serve a long term of vears in prison.
If they had been sentenced to a long term
of imprisonment, the Crown would have
exercised clemency. The Crown would have
excrcised the prerogative of mercy, and a
remission of the sentence after a certain
term had been served would have been
granted. I recognise that they are only tools
in the case—merce salaried tools in the pay
of certain parties who wish to accomplish a
nefarious purpose. Seeing that the money
belongs to these people. it ought to be for-
feited to the Crown. Money found in that
way should be forfeited to the Crown, not
onlz in future cases but in this case also.

Mr. Frercurr: Did you not aid and abet
the crime?

The PREMIER: What do you mean by
that?

Mr. FrevcEErR: I mean what I say.
aided and abetted the erime.

The PREMIER : What do you mean?
Mr. FLErcHER: You led them into a frap.

The PREMIER: I do not know what the
hon. member means. If the her. member has
a dircet charge to make, he should state it
clearly. 1 assisted the police to catelt a
criminal.

Mr. MorgaN: Then why didn’t you give
evidence in the Court?

The PREMIER: After the two agents
had gone to Mr. Brenman and offered him
a hribe, the hon. membsr for Toowcomba
did the only thing an honourable man ought
to do. Tle brought them to the authorities
and he enabled the authorities to catch the
eriminals. There was no other way in which
it could be done.

Mr. Frerener: You took them into vour
office and had an interview with them,
although vou had secret stenographers in
another part of the office. (Uproar.)

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I appeal to
hon. members to restrain themselves. The
Premier is making an important statement.

My, Vowres: He is electioneering.

The PREMIER : The hon. member for Port
Curtis refers to a certain interview I had
in my offce. The hon. member for Too-
woomba very properly came to me on the
Monday, the day that the bribers approached
him. He told me that an offer hud been
made to him. The matter was immediately
placed in the hands of the police. Threce
days afterwards—it was on the Thursday
following—I saw Mr. Garbutt.

Mr. Vowtks: On the Thursday you asked
me to move a want of confidence motion.

The PREMIER: Yes, because they told
me you were going to do it.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear,
langhter.

Mr. Vowres: You admit that you asked
me to move it

The PREMIER: The hon. member for
Toowoomba told me that an offer had been

You

hear! and
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made to bribe him for the purpose of getting
him to vote against the Government on the
want of confidence motion.

Mr. Vowrrs: Which you asked me to
move.

The PREMIER: Was I to fall into the
trap with them, or was I to protect myself?
I protected myself.

GovErRNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The PREMIER: I protected myself effec-
tively—much to the discomfiture of members
on the other side. The bribers said to the
hon. member for Toowoomba, what Boyce and
Garbutt told me—that they knew that there
was going to be s want of confidence motion
brought before the House in a few days.
{an hon. members opposite give me a scin-
tilla of argument in favour of returning this
money to the original owners, the people who
set this conspiracy on foot? I have not
heard anyone put up a scintilla of argument
in favour of the return of this money. There
is every justification for the forfeiture of the
nioney. The money should go into the hands
of the Crown, becausze of the nefarious prac-
tices that were adopted. This Bill will not
penalise the two convicted men one iota.
They will not serve the full length of the
term of imprisonment. The fines will be

paid by the real culprits, and we will forfeit’

this monay.

Hox., W. . BARNES (Dulimba): The
Premier has taken the debate out of the
channel in which it started. The Premier
said that every member of the House should
deal with it calmly and dispassionately. [
say that the Premier was perfectly right
when he made that statement. Whatever we
may like to think, the fact remains that
these men were arraigned for doing some-
thing which the judge and jury—the judge
by his senfence, and the jury by their quali-
ficd verdict—said they were guilty of doing.
1 want to say this morning that no member
of Parliament can justify anything that is
mmproper.  One has got to take a stand.
Speaking os a Nationalist member, I cannot
get up and argue that, if a Nationalist does
something wrong, it is right, and then get
up and say that, if a Labour member does
it, it is wrong. Therce must be justice in one’s
judgment. I malke that statement deliberately.
No member of Parliament who has a shadow
of self-respect could for one moment justify
wrong in any direction. (Hear, hear!) I
have said before in this [Jouse, and I repeat
it ‘n this Committee this morning, that if I,
2s an individual member, want for some
reason or other to yet on to the other side—
to change my vicws—therc is only one way
in which to do it—that is, to go to the
people and tell them that my convietions
have altored.

HoxourasLe MEMBERS: Hear, hear !

Hov, W. B1. BARNES: T say that is one
way of doing it.

A GoveeNMENt MEMBER: What about the
hon. member for Port Curtis?

Hox., W. H. BARNES: I am not hinting
at anybody. I am speaking for myself. 'The
matter is toc grave to try to drag anybody
clse into it. HElected as a Nationalist—con-
fining the question to myself, and not includ-
ing any other maun-—my judgment is that, if
I want to depart from that party, there is
only one course for me. Other hon. members
may not view it in the same light.

The Premizr: You are quite correct.

{4 OcroBER.]
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Hox. W. H. BARNES: Let us follow the
argument of the Premier, as he said we
should do, calmly and dispassionately. I
have no sympathy with any man, whether
he be Nationalist, or Country party, or
Labour, or of any other persuasicn politi-
cally, who is seeking to do something wrong.
So far as I can ascertain—and { want to
look at this thing all round--not a single
member of this House had anything to do
with it.

OpposITION MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Hon. W. H. BARNES: Let us go another
step. The Premier had certain facts brought
before him, and he decided to take action.
Having decided to take action—and having
to take it on behalf of the State—in my
judgment no one can say that he was wrong
i following it up whilst that action was
proceeding. but the Premier has failed to
disclose this one important particular. We
talk of British justice—well, that justice
should apply to everyone. (Government
interjections.) I am trying to be absolutely
fair, and I hope that hon. members on the
other side will give me the opportunity to
put the matter in the way in which it strikes
me, not as a matter of politics, but as a
matter from my soul. The Premier and, I
take ib, the Attorney-General did something.
No one can find fault with them, if the Pre-
mier believed that those nien were guilty,
and no one can find fault with him, up to a
certain point, for saying, “I want you to do
your best to secure a conviction’; but here
18 where I believe he committed a grave
error of judgment—that, after the jury had
heard the evidence, and had sat down and
deliberated, and aftet they had brought in a
verdict of ‘““guilty,” then the Premier
should not come along and say, ¢ Attempts
have been made to get at other men,” and,
through the Solicitor-General, try to put that
before the judge before he passed his sentence
That is the weakness of the business. I take
it that up to one point, if the Premier
believed that these men had committed a
grave misdemeanour, he was right.

The PREMIER: You are wrong thére.
terruption.)

Hox. W. H. BARNES: T am dealing with
a grave matter which concerns two men
who have been brought before their judges
and scntenced. Who were their judges?
1 believe the Government were right when
they said, ‘“ We want the men in the street
to sit on the jury.” Those men were called
apon to adjudicate, and, judging by the
hours which they gave to the consideration
of their verdict, I think it is perfectly cer-
tain that they adjudicated according to their
consciences and according to their abilities.
No man can find fault with them. But
after they have brought in their verdict the
Premier, as the chief citizen of the State,
should have closed his mouth and never
dared to send the Solicitor-General there to
try to influence the judge. ]

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: What is the dif-
forence between the Premier and the
Attorney-General ?

Hon. W. H. BARNES: I say that the
Attorney-General had no right to do it,
either.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Suppose I had
been a professional man-—could I not have
gone there?

Hox. W. H. BARNES: It had got beyond
the Attorney-General. If other men were

Hon, W. H. Barnes.]

(In-
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implicated, that other evidence should have
been brought before the jury before the;
retired to consider their verdict.

The PreMIER: Such evidence could not
have been brought before the court?

~ Hon. W. H. BARNES: He tried to bring
1t .
The PwEmIER: After the conviction.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: All the worse—
to try to influence the judge. What is the
position this morning? Because the Go-
vernment do not get all they want, they
come along and say, ‘ Hang justice. We
are going to get behind it and see what we
can do to get at these men still further.”

Mr. StopFORD: Are you speaking for the
prisoners or the men behind them?

Hox. W. H. BARNES: Nobody can say
that I have ever fought for that which has
been crooked, and I am not fighting for that
which is crooked now, but I am fighting for
the men who have been before their judges.

Mr. GLEDSON: You are fighting for the
roney beh'ad them.

_ Hon. W. H. BARNES: I am sure that,
if the hon. member had the slightest chance
of grabbing money, he would grab it at
once. I am fighting for a principle.

Mr. Guepson: You are totally wrong.

Mr. SroprorRD: Your judgment regarding
oue member of our party was wrong.

Jon. W. H. BARNES: My closing
vemarks are these. Those men went to the
jury, and the jury brought in a verdict of
“guilty.”” On that verdict the judge passed
the sentence, and that should be the end of
the business.

The PreEmIER: You are dodging the issue.

. How. W. H. BARNES: I am fighting the
irsue. The hon. gentleman does not want
the issue fought at all. He wants to dodgo
it. He wants to carry on a vendetta against
rmen who have paid the penalty. I always
understood that, when a man had stood his
trial and had been convicted and con-
demned, once he had paid the ‘penalty he
was a free man again. But this Government
would drag anything and everything into the
dust. Their idea of principle! Perish the
thought of principle! They have no prin-
ciple In them.

Mr. PAYNE (3itchell): 1t is really
remarkable to hear members opposite argu-
ing against the passage of this measure.
Some time ago the leaders of both Opposi-
tion parties rose in their places and wiped
their hands clean of having had anything
to do with this bribery and corruption case,
and T took them at their word. To-day they
are practically working themselves up into
a white heat becanse the Government are
doing something

Mr. VowLEs:

~ Mr. PAYNE: T do not want to indulge
in anything but quiet argument on this
matter. For the life of me I cannot under-
stand how members of the Opposition can
rise in_their places and justify the reten-
tion of that money by the prisoners, or
rather, argue that it should go back into
the hands of the people who supplied it.

; I}’Ir.nMORGAN: I thought you were ‘“Honest
John.

[Hon. W. H. Barnes.

That is unfair.

[ASSEMBLY.]
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Mr. PAYNE: So I am. I sit here and
listen to these arguments, and I ask myself.
“Ts there any sincerity in the Opposition at
al1?”’  (Interruption.) .

Mr, WARREN interjecting,

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Order! I
ask the hon. member for Murrumba to obey
my call for order.

Mr. PAYNE: Any disinterested person
must ask himself why the Opposition are
working themsclves up to a such a boiling
heat becausc the Government have seen fit
to introduce legislation to confiscate money
iu a case the like of which has never occurred
hefore in the history of Australia. They want
us to pass it by lightly. I cannot possibly
understand them. It appears to me to be
beyond any doubt that they have some
interest in this money, else they would not
b2 squealing so loudly because the Govern-
ment are going to take possession of it
Any man who would stoop to that to which
these men have stooped would descrve to be
dealt with.

Mr. Moraax : They have been dealt with.

Mr. PAYNE: Listening to this debate,
the thought has been running through my
hoad, What is the use of adult suffrage in
this country; what is the use of the most
liberal and democratic franchise in the
-world—if you are going to tolerate men
coming along, because they have plenty of
money, and polluting the public life of this
country? Any man worthy of the name of
o man—I do not care on which side of the
Tlouse he sits—who would tolerate anything
of this kind is not fit to sit in this House.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. PAYNE: The Government have done
the right thing. I congratulate them on
the action they have taken. They have
done the only thing that an honest Govern-
ment could do. If they did not confiscate
this money, they would be more or less

condoning the action of these wretched
people who supplied the money to upseb
Parliament.

Mr. CORSER (Burnctt): It is necessary

to disouss this question in a cool frame of
mind. The Government have introduced
this measure for the one reason—that they
were unable to connect any member of the
Opposition with this matter.

2r. Payxe: What are you doing now?

Mr. CORSER: The Government are, no
doubt, hoping that certain opposition will
b» shown to this measure, so that they will
be given a cry to go to the country with,
so that they will be able to say, ‘' Here
ave the Opposition defending some of their
friends.” The Premier and other Govern-
ment members claim that these funds belong
to someone outside, and they have endea-
voured to couple that unknown person with
ws. It is my conviction, and the convic-
tion of quite a number of others who have
followed this case, that these funds belonged
t7 the Government party. (Ironical Govern-
ment laughter.) It is our conviction that
it is a person known to them who has made
these funds available. They have failed to
draw any hon. member of the Opposition
into it. The judge himself has said to
these men, “ You have the funds;”” and now
that the Government find that they are likely
to lose the bonds, they are introducing a
Bill to relain possession of them. That is
the reason for the Bill. (Government
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taughter.) . It is proved by yesterday’s
““Standard,” which said that the, claim
would have to be made by those who owned
the bonds, The Government saw by that
statement that they would have to show
their hands, so they come in with a Bill to
claim the money. (Disorder.) By that argu-
ment we carry the war into the Govern-
ment’s own camp. This proved conclusively
that the Government are responsible for the
finding of the money, and not the unknown
person about whom they speak and about
whom nobody knows anything,

Mr. CorLins: You are a liar.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Did I under-
stand the hon. member for Bowen to term
the hon. member for Burnett a liar?

Mr. Corrins: Yes, I said he was a liar
if he said we had anything to do with the
finding of the money.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : So you had.

The CHAIRMAN : Order! I ask the hon.
member to withdraw. E

Mr. CorLiNs: What have I to withdraw,
Mr. Chairman? I said somecthing that is
true.
_ Mr. CORSER: If you say we have done
1, you arc liars.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The hon.
member for Bowen must know that it is not
parliamentary to refer to another hon.
member by that term, and I ask him to
withdraw 1t.

OpposiTiON MeMBERS : IHear, hear !

. Mr. Coruins: Am I to sit here under an
imputation that I am connected with the
finding of that money? (Disorder.)

Mr. CORSER: You will get some of your
own back now,

The CHAIRMAN : Order!

Mr. Corrins: If you rule that the state-
ment is unparliamentary, I will withdraw it.
(Interruption.)

The CHAIRMAN : Order! I now ask the
hon. member for Burnett to withdraw the
unparliamentary language which he used.

Mr. CORSER: You will agree that I
said “if,” Mr. Kirwan.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The hon.
member used the same term, and I ask him
to withdraw it.

Mr. CORSER:

Mr. BRENNAN:
Tell us that.

Mr. CORSER: I hope, Mr. Kirwan, you
will stop the innuendoes and the statements
made by hon. members opposite, from the
Premier down, in an attempt to couple us
with it, when they could not do it in court.

Mr. BreExnax: Who feed Feez?

Mr. CORSER : Perhaps you did. Perhaps
vour people did, for all we know. We know
that the Gevernment are after these funds.
Perhaps the Government know that from
these funds Feez is going to be paid. We
do not know anything about it. The Govern-
ment see that they are likely to lose these
funds, and they introduced this Bill to
securc them for themselves. The judge
himself said to the prisoners, * You have
the funds.” Now the Government come
along and say, “ By Jove, they have; they
have got it over us’’ So they introduce
this Bill to make it possible for them to
keep those funds.

. Mr. Prase: It will be a bad day for you
if Sleeman and Connolly squeal.

I withdraw.

Who paid Feez's fees?

[4 OCTOBER.]
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Mr. CORSER: Well, don’t cry—I can’t
help you. Supposing these prisoners appeal
to the High Court and the High Court
decides in their favour, and says that the
funds shall be returned. Why should you
make it retrospective? I am not making
any appeal for people who are connected
with this. The Government themselves led
these men on. They have been recommended
to merey, and we should not inflict another
hardship on them by taking away from
them these funds, no matter whose they
might be. The judge himself hoped that
their fines would be paid from these funds.
How will \it be possible for them to pay
their fines if we take away these funds
from them?

Mr. PeasE: It will be found.

Mr. CORSER: The hon. member knows
all about it. There is an admisston from
a member of the Government party that
money to pay the fines is going to be found.
That is an admission we have been after for
a long time. That is an admission that we
cannot make, because we do not know
anything about it.

Mr. PessE: They will squeal if the fines
are not patd.

Mr. CORSER: This is one of the blackest

. blots in the political history of this State.

Because the Government have failed so
miserably in their endeavour to couple us up
with 1t, they are trying to vietimise further
these individuals, although a common jury
recommended them to mercy on the ground
that they had been trapped. Who trapped
them? Who led them on? Who encouraged
them to commit this crime? It has been
admitted that it was possible for the Pre-
mier and others to quash the matter before
the wrong deed was committed. Before the
act was committed the Government could
have blocked it, and could have pointed out
to the men the seriousness of the erime. 'The

Government are a party to the
[12 noon] crime. The ecrime would not

have taken place if the Govern-
ment had done the right thing to themselves,
to the House, to the State, and to the men
concerned. It would have been Dbetter to
give the men a lesson by pointing out the
seriousness of the crime.

Mr. Brexyax: They have been taught a
lesson.

Mr. CORSIR: The Government did not
do it that way because they were hoping to
connect some of their political opponents
with the matter, and they wnore unsuccessiul.

Mr. StorroRD: You are connecting them
for us.

The PreMirr: How did Mr. Garbutt know
on the Wednesday that the lcader of the
Opposition intended to move a want of con-
fidence motion ?

Mr. CORSER: If a want of confidence
motion is about to be moved. it is generally
known throughout Brisbane for a week pre-
vicus. I heard the Premier ask the leader
of the Opposition when he intended to launch
his want of confidence motion?

Mr. Vowtes: On the Thursday.

The PrEMIER: Why was the leader of the
Opposition able to say at the Asecot Race-
course on the Saturday that the hon. member
for Toowoomba was going to vote against
the Government?

Mr. CORSER: The Premier claims that
the leader of the Opposition stated to a

Mr. Corser.]
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member of the Government party that he
(Mr. Vowles) believed that the hon. member
for Toowoomba was going to vote against
the Government.

The Premier: I said that the leader of
the Opposition was able to state that fact.
I did not say that he was able to state it
to a member of my party.

Mr. CORSER: You have said so in this
House. Does that not absolutely prove the
mnocence of the leader of the Opposition?
If he was a party to attempted bribery,
would he be so stupid as to make a state-
ment like that?

The Premizr: It was not stated to a mem-
ber of my party.

Mr. CORSER: You claimed that it was
stated to some member of your party.

The Premir: The hon. member himself
said that the man mentioned was an anti-
Labourite.

Mr. CORSER: The hon. gentleman knows
that it was stated to have been mentioned
to onc of his own supporters. It absolutely
proves the innocence of the Opposition. Here
are two men who are apparently able to pay
their fines by the Government money or
somebody else’s money, and the Government
are going to deprive them of the opportunity
of doing that so that they will have to serve
a longer sentence.

Mr. Peasg: They will never serve a longer
sentence,

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL :
game to leave them there.

Mr. CORSER: That is a very dirty re-
mark. If the Government had anything with
which they could connect the Opposition,
why did they not bring it out in court?
They were not able to bring any evidence
to show that the moneyv was not their own.
They did not bring that evidence. We know
that there is a lot in this case connecting the
Government with that money that they
would not like to bring out.

Mr. Prase: Bring it out yourself.

Mr. CORSER: The judge stated that he
hoped that the people behind the prisoncrs
would pay the fincs. I hope they will do so.

GovERNMrNT MeMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. CORSER: The Government now
realise that they are in a very funny posi-
tion, following on that statement by the
judge. They now say, ““ By Jove, it doesn’t
look too good; it is necessary to bring in a
Bill. and it is necessary to make it retro-
spective.”

A GoverxMENT MeEMBER : There is no need
to apologise.

Mr. CORBER: I am not apologising. I
only want to give these people a fair go.
The Government are always looking for some
election cry. They want to place themselves
i the position of being able to say that the
Opposition would cppose the money going to
ihi: Crorvn, merely because we ask for a fair
deal for two men who a common jury said
were trapped, and whom a common jury
recommended to mercy.

Mr. GLEDSON (Ipswich): T am surprised
at the attitude adopted by the Opposition.
They say that they are going to oppose this
Bill at every stage. The hon. member for
Burnett stated that the Opposition could not
be connected with this matter. I am game
to take his own words to show whether he

[Mr. Corser.

You won’t be

[ASSEMBLY.]
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can he connected with it or not. We find
all along the line that the Opposition have
been connected with this business. ¢ Han-
sard ”’ of this year states—

‘It was like stacking a pack of cards
for the people to deal at the next elec-
tion.

“ Mr.
along ?

““ Mr. Corsgr: Very probably in Octo-
ber. I do not think hon. members oppo-
site know the exact moment when the
elections will take place.

“ My, Pease: Do you know?

“ Mr., Comskr: I have a very good
idea.”

{Cpposition laughter.) On the same day the
leader of the Opposition also made some

Pease: When is that coming

statements. Is he connected with the matter?
Mr. Vowres: No. I asked for a Royal
Commission.

Mr. GLEDSON : ‘ Hansard” on the same
day contains this statement—

¢ The TREASURER: . . The leader
of the Opposition and the leader of the
Nationalist party have both spoken, evi-
dently with a view to testing the question:
whether the Government possess the con-
fidence of this House.

“Mr. Sizer: Of the country.

“The TreaSURER : If that is the desire,
let me ask why it is that they do not
test the confidence of the House in the
Government Why is it that thev do not
challenge the Government ? They are
saving all the time that the Government
have lost the confidence of the House.

“ Mr. Vowles: I will give you notice
to-morrow.”

The hon. member for Burnett states that it
was decided a weck previous to launch a
want of confidence motion. No matter how
hon. members opposite may try to dissociate
themselves from this wmatter. they cannot
possibly get the people in this country to
believe that they had nothing to do with it.
I go about amongst most of the people, and
T know that the public of Australia—not only
the members of the Labour party, Country
party. or Nationalist party—arc absolutely
astounded, not because of the caze, bub
because hon. members opposite are trying to
make little of the crime that has bheen com-
mitted. The people say, “ If the members of
the Opposition are prepared to make light of
such a crime, what is our public Hfe going
to come to?”’ This Bill has not been intro-
duced in an endeavour to ““ get at’’ the men
wwho are found guilty. It is not intended to
interfere in any way with the sentence or
the men. Certain money has been used for
an illegal purpose. The Bill provides that
this money is to be confiscated and become
the property of the Crown. The hon. mem-
her for Burnett savs it belongs to the Govern-
ment party, yet they bring in a Bill to get
what belongs to them. What sort of a silly
statement is that? If the money belongs to
the Government, why bring in a Bill to con-
fiscate that moneyv in order to make it the
property of the Crown. Not one member
of this Government will be able to touch
a penny of that money. It will go into the
consolidated revenue, and it will belong to
the people of the State. to whom it should
belong: and any member of this House who
gets up here and opposes a measure to con-
fiscate moneys that werc to be used for an
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illegal purpose might just as well get up
and advocate that ilijeit whisky be handed
back to the man who was proved to be
running an illicit still, or that a burglar be
given back the tools found in his possession,
or that a horse thief, if he was found gulltv
of stealing a horse, should be given back the
halter. 'lha.t seems to be tho idea of hon.
members opposite. Why do they want this
money handed back? It can only bo for the
one purpose. That is, to enable them to
work a similar scheme again. The hon.
member for Burnett said it would not be
long before the elections came round, and the
leader of the Opposition said, “We are
going to move a want of confidence motion.”
How can they hope to have any success in
a want of confidence motion uunless they can
induce some member on this.side of the House
to cross the floor and vote with them? That

the only way they can hope to be success-
ful It does not matter to them how they
arc able to induce a member to cross the
floor of the House, so long as he crosses.
I that monery was returned to them, it
would be used for a purpose similar to that
for which it was used in the past.

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): When this matter
of bribery and corruption came before this
House on a previous occasion I refrained
from dealing with it because. as I said,
the matter was sub judice, and it was not
a proper thing for us to discuss it.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You should have
rofrained to-day also.

Mr. VOWLES: No, although I did not
delve into the matter, the Premier did, and
he made certain suggestions and insinuations.

The ATTORNEY-(AENERAL: Not before vou
did. '

Mr. VOWLES: He made certain insinua-
tions about certain members of my party.

The ArToRNEY-GENERAL: He never said a
word until after you had spcken.

Mr. VOWLES

I am going to give him
» challenge.

We know the dates as a result
of the evidence which has come out in the
ceurt, and I can assure this Committee, and
it can be borne out by every member of the
Country party, that it was agreed on the
Wedneiday previous to the date the House
vose for the KExhibition to move that want
of confidence motion. The Country party
considered the position, and we decided
to move a want of confidence motion, and
we decided the hour and the daw, and it was
snoved in accordance with the arrangements
unanimously arrived at by the Countly
party.

A GOvERNMENT MEMBER :
to do with it?

Mr. VOWLES: We decided on that action
as a result of the Government having been
defeated. There was no suggestion at that
time that any approach had been made to
the hon. momber for Toowoomba. (Interrup-
tion.} 'There is no suggestion in the evidence
that any approach had been made to him
nor was it, because it was made the follow-
ing week. I ask the Premier to think over
that, because he knows. He sent round for
Mr. Boyce. and Mr. Boyce is supposed to
have told the Premier that we were going
to move a want of confidence motion. That
was known to every member of my party.
T do not know whether I told the Premier
at the time, but I usually tell him when we
are taking important action like that.
Possibly, I did not tell him of the very date

What has that
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we agreed to do it. I do not know whether
the Nationalists were aware of it, but every
member of my party knew, and according
to the Premier, Mr. Boyce knew. It is funny
how information gets out, but there is
nothing very remarkable about it. The Pre-
mier made certain statcments and made cer-
tain Insinuations implicating me. I have
here a statement which I typed out myself
last Sunday showing exactly what I intended
to ask the Premier to do, and I intended to
do it at the conclusion of Parliament. I did
not know these proceedings were coming for-
ward this morning, and I did not know that
we would have an oppertuuity of discussing
the matter. This is what I typed out last
Sunday, and what I intended to say on the
valedictory motion—

“ During a recent debate on a want of
confidence motion moved by me during
this session of Parliament, the Premier
stated that he was able to prove that I
and other members of the parliamentary
Country party were implicated in a charge
of bribery and corruption of one Frank
Tennison Brennan, such charge being
at that time sub ]udlce Now that these
proceedings have terminated, I desire
to again dissociate myself and party from
these happenings, and invite the Premier
to appoint a Royal Commission to in-
quire into the truth or otherwise of his
statement or insinuation.”

I make that challenge now to the Premier.
I challenge him to appoint a Roral Commis-
sion to show that any or every member of
my party was in any way associated with
these happenings.
Mr. STOPFORD :
assistance ?

Mr. VOWLES:
Mr. STOPFORD :
Ad\'l“-(}l" on ﬂllOtth

The

money ?

Mr. VOWLES : There is a suggestion that
we knew who found the money, and we have
an equal right to suggest that this is a
volitical job. We can see the Government
have tried to make propaganda out of it
and it is just as right for us to suggest that
they or friends of theirs found the money.

The ATTORNEY-(FENERAL: The facts do not
suggest it

Mr. VOWLES: An election is coming on,
and we could easily suggest that the Govern.
ment found the moncy and “ framed up ’ this

Will you want legal

I can look after myself.

You asked for a legal
occasion, you know.
ATTORNEY-GENERAL : Who found the

job.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: If the money is
ours, why should you object to its

confiscation ?
GOVERNMENT MEVBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. VOWLES: The hon. member for
Burnett quoted from yesterday’s ¢ Standard”
showing that the ¢ Standard” stated this
money would have to be paid into court, and
the person who clatmed it would have to
come forward and ask for it, and the Bill
suggests that the Government do not want
to expose their friend.

The PrEMIER: Do you say that as a
deliberate charge?

Mr. VOWLES: I say it is open to that
conhstruction.

The PreMIER: Do you say that construction
is the right one?

Mr. Vowles.]
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Mr. VOWLES: You say we arc assceiated
with it.

The PReEMIR:
clated with it?

Mr. VOWLES: I do not know whether
you arc or not, but I ask for a Royal Com-
mission. I demand that. The hon. member
has associated mes in particular with this
matter, and he has attempted in every direc-
tion in connection with these proceedings to
got evidence which would incriminate some
of us. But the hon. gentleman. cannot get
that evidence, unless it is ¢ faked 7 evidence.
1 do not say he will do that; but if he has
thote proofs which he says he has or insinu-
ates he has, or suggestz he has, why not
bring them forward and clear the matter up
once and for all? We have to go through
an clection campaign. I am a professional
man, and I have never been associated with
criminal:. I have never becn accused of
being an informer or anything of that sort.
The other professional man can take what is
coming to him. Ife can take the findings of
the jury, who only believed a portion of the
evidence; they only believed the evidence of
the shorthand writer. They did not believe
his evidence.

Mr. HARTLEY :

Mr. VOWLES: T claim a Royal Commis-
sion. I ask the Premier if he is going to
appoint that Commission,

The Prexikr: Is that a motion which you
have typed?

Mr. VOWLES: It is a request.

The Premier: Will the hon.
show me the statement?

Myr. VOWLES: VYes; that is the purport
of the thing. (Statement handed to Premier.)
The Premier has suggested, or insinuated, or
made a direct charge againsi myself or other
members of my party, and 1 ask him to put
his cards on the table, and be a man and
prove the charge if he can do so, and we
will take the consequences. That is a fair
thing.

Coming back to the question as to why this
money should not be confisca ted, T would
impress on the Premier that the judge has
distinetly said that the prisoners were in
possession of these bonds, and would be able
to pay their fines out of the money.

The PrEMIER: No; he spoke of someone
behind them.

Mr. VOWLES: He
possession of the bonds, and that is why he
inflicted a fine on them—because the fund
was there to puy it. Fle was going to confis-
cate portion of that fund. I would like the
hon. gentleman to consider this aspect. This
may be the subject-matter of an appeal.
Assuming that an appeal is proceeded with
and we have an Act of Parliament expressly
dealing with that fund.

The Premirr: If the appecal was upheld
the funds would be returned.

Mr. VOWLES: We have not yet seen the

Bill. T want to know whether that matter
has been considered.

The PreEmier: If an appeal
the funds will be returned.

Mr. VOWLES: As regards the sum of
£500 which thcse men have been fined, if
outside friends will not find that money, what
will be the alternative?

Mr. Grepson: Thoy will find it.
[Mr. Vowles. o

Do you say we are asso-

The jury did not say so.

gentleman

said they were in

is sustained
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My, VOWLES : 1f the Bill is carvied, what
position will the men be In w ho have to serve
nine months a: a result of the Bill? We were
told that they would be politicul prisoners;
that they were not criminals, but would be
entitled to certain rights because they were
political prisoners. ~Are the Government
going to give them that privilege which they
give to their friends? I venture to say thut
there will be no special conditions given.
We were told that it was purely a political
job, and these men are. unfortunately, the
victims. That has been the allegation, and
if that is so, the Government should deal
with them like other political prisoners.

The PREMIER (Hon. 1. G. 'Theodore,
Chillugoe): The hon member has attempted

to sidetrack the main issue by making a
demand for a Royal Commiszsion to inquire
into a very narrow question, and something
which has not been the subject of a charge
made by myself, nor, so far as I know, by
anyone else on this side. He said that the
Premicr stated that he wos able to prove that
he (Mr. Vowle s) and other members of the
Country party ¢ were implicated in a charge
of bribery and (orluptloﬁ against once Frank
Tennison Brennan.” I made no such charge.
I related certain extraordinary coincidences.

Mr. Vowtres: The hon. gentleman is not
game to stand up to it

The PREMIER: If the hon. member can
show that he has been a victim of the extra-
ordinary concatenation of circumstances
which happened at the time the attempted
bribery occurred—if he can show that he has
been an unfortunate victim—we can exoncrate
him; but the circumstances are very simple.

Mr. Vowres: You are rnot game to stand
up to the charge.

The PREMIER: If tho hon, member had
made his explanation without making charges
against this party, I for one would e
inclined to accept his explanation. But he
not only makes an explanation and offers a
categorical denial of evervthing, but he
asserts that these funds came from us. The
day after these men were arrested, and the
day on which the hon. member moved his
want of confidence motion, I quoted the
fo]lowing from the interview with Mr.
Bogce:
@ \Il Boyce said Mr. Brennan had been

dissatisfied, and arrangements had been
made to secure his vote on the want of
confidence motion.”
I gave that statement by Br.
House.

Mr. Vowres: That is not correct

The PREMIER: I am now reading from
“ Hansard ’—

*“ The PreMIER: IMow were they secur-
ing his vote?
“ Mr. Boyce: By making it worth his
while.
“ GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: Ah!”
“The PrREMIER: It proceeds— °
¢ The PreEMIER: The Opposition par-
ties ?
“Mr. Boyce:
Parliament.”
‘“ An OppOSITION MEMBER :
are.”’
“The PremIER: I then satd—
*“ Who would it be—the graziers?
¢ Mr. Bovce: He did not know any-
thing except what was told to him by
Mr. Garbutt.
“ GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: Ah!”

Boyce to the

No; someonc outside

There vouw
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¢ The Premier: I replied—
“ It is incredible that anyone would
offer to bribe a member of Parliament,

or that any member would accept a
bribe.
“Mr. Bovcr: Make no mistake—

they were prepared to pay a large sum
as much as £5000. 1t had been
whispered that the Premier was going
over to the Country party.”
I mention that to show that there was some-
thing in the way of attempted bribery of
members of the Lubour parts. I do not say
that the hon. member had anything to do
with it. I drew the deduction from Mr.
Boyee’s remarks that it was arranged by
someone outside Parliament; but the delib-
erate charge I made there was that it was
evidently the organisations which usually
supply the funds of the party oppesite in
this House. 8o far as I know, the hon.
member had nothing to do with the attempted
bribery. He may have been a mere tool in
the matter. Someone else might have
arranged for the want of confidence motion
to be moved, and the hon. member might
have played his part. That is not a very
creditable condition of things for an Oppo-
sition leader to be concerned in. What are
the natural deductions?

Mr. ErpHINSTONE: It is not correct.

An OppositioNn MEMBER: Why not proceed
against the principals?

The PREMIER: I know more than can
be stated here as to who was actually con-
cerned in arranging to bribe a member.
The Solicitor-General told the judge that,
until we have sufficient evidence, it would be
foolish to go on with the casc; but when we
get sufficient evidence it will be gone on
with. There were men outside Parliament—
prominent men in the political life of this
country, although not parliamentarians—who
evidently thought the time had arrived when
they could dish the Labour party. They
arranged for a member to be approached to
accept a bribe. They thought they had his
consent, and then apparently they arranged
for the want of confidence motion to be
moved.

Mr. VowLEs:
brought it about.

The PREMIER: Approaches were made
to the hon. member for Tocwoomba after we
were defeated on an amendment in the
Agricultural Education Bill.

Mr Vowris: I did net know of that.

The PREMIER: That defeat took place
before Exhibition week, and we adjourned
over to the Thursday in KExhibition week.
It was the Monday of that week that the
hon. member for Toowoomba was approached.

Mr. J. H. C. RoeerTs : It was the Tuesday
in Exhibition week that we adjourned.

The PREMIER: No; the hon. member is
wrong. It was the week prior to that, and
it was during the adjournment that the hon.
member for Toowoomba was approached.

Mr. Vowres: We had our party meeting
on the Wednesday.

The PREMIER: If the hon. member is
entirely innocent, all the facts place him in
2 very unfortunate light. It was after the
defeat of the Government that the advance
was made to the hon. member for Too-
woomba. It was after that that notice of

That 1s mot correct. You
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the want of confidence motion was given.
Clever and unscrupulous individuals who are
against the Government made up their minds
to defoat the Government, and they arranged
by some occult means or other that a want
of confidence motion should be launched.

Mr. Vowres: That is not correct,

The PREMIER: I do not know that. It
i+ only just mow that the hon. member has
enlightened the House as to the origin of
the want of confidence motion.

Mr. Vowres: All the members of my party
knew.

The PREMIER: The public knew nothing
about it. I charged the hon. member with
being able, cn the Saturday before the want
of confidence motion came on, to say at
Ascot, in the presence of a number of people,
and especially one individual, that the want
of confidence motion was going to be moved
avd that the hon. member for Toowoomba
was going to cross over

Mr. Vowres: T said, “I believe that
Brennan is coming over, but I will believe
it when 1 see it.”

The PREMIER : If what the hon. member-
says are the facts, he is the victim of very
unfortunate circumstaneces,

Mr. Vowres: I am not a victim at all.
Yeu appoint that Royal Commission.

The PREMIER: I do not say that the
hon, member is guilty of any attempt at
deliberate bribery—I do not beliove that—
but he is, unfortunately, a tool, with several
others, who have been used in this attempt
to bribe members of Parliament.

Ir., Vowres: I ask you to say that outside.
and I will give you a writ.

The PREMIER: The hou. member cannot
have a Royal Commission on charges that
do not exist. If the hon. member wants a
Royal Commission on a charge that does
exist, that is a different matter. If he
wants a Royal Commission on the charge

of attempted bribers aud corrup-
[12.30 p.m.] tion, and if he ‘wants us to

decide who really handled the
money in the first place, then that is a dif-
ferent matter altogether,

Mr. Vowires: Please yourself what rou
have. I wang to clear myself and my party.

The PREMIER: It is a matter of inquir-
ing into the bribery of those who found the
money. .

Mr. ELpEHINSTONE: Bring it all out now.
You are making charges against persons who
have not been tried.

The PREMIER: It is not a question of
making charges against persons who have
not been tried., The judge said specifically
in sentencing these men that there were men
behind those convicted and that the fines
would be paid by those men. They are the
real culprits, and they arc the men who ought
to be dealt with,

Mr. BErpminstoNe: Deal with them.

The PREMIER: You know you cannot
deal with them unless you have ednvincing
evidence,

Mr. ELpHINSTONE: Why not have a Royal
Commission and have everything brought
out ? .

The PREMIER: If hon. members oppo-
site can throw any light on it, and if they
will assist in bringing out everything, then
we will consider the question.

Hon. E. Q. Theodore.l’



2144 Criminal Code

Mr. WARREN (Murrumba): When I first
read about these men being cowimitted for
trial, I said to myself that I would not like
to be on the jury, because it secmed to me
that these men were trapped and that the
jury had no alternative but to bring in a
verdict of guilty.

Mr. BreEnxax: The evidence was o ztrong.

Mr. WARREN: The evidence was sufli-
ciently strong to comvinece any jury that
these two men attempted to tamper with o
certain individual. We want to prove the
men guilty who were behind themi. I have
no brief for the men behind them. If the
Premier is sincere, he will not make insinua-
tions, but will do somcthing to. bring out
these charges. I want to press the argument
of the hon. member for Burnett a little
further. I think the hon, member wa: on
right lines. I honestly believe that the money
did not come from this side. The whoie
thing was a complete “ frame up.” and was
nothing but a political job: I honestly
believe that.

Mr. Brexnax: You would believe any-
thing.
Mr. WARREN: I am sorry that the

Premier is leaving the Chamber, because 1
wanted to refer to the £2,500 which he offered
as a bribe. I want to say that I am con-
vinced that the Government put up this
money.

Mr.
read.

Mr. WARREN: At any rate, I have not
got water on the brain. If a person com-
mits a crime on one occasion. he is likely
to do it on another. No one has been able
to trace any bribery or corruption to the
Opposition, but there is a tracs of & case of
bribery on the part of the Government. The
Government, to my knowledge, offered the
fruitgrowers £2.500 to come into their
scheme. Ther were not to give one penny
of value for that money.

Mr. Brexnax : Don’t be silly. i

Mr. WARREN: I would socner be silly
than be a “ pimp.”

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I appeal to
hon. members to keep order if only for the
sake of the ¢ Hansard ” staff. T hope hon.
members will restrain themsslves,  Fvery
hon, member who speaks wishes to be
correctly reported, and it makes it difficult
for the reporters to hear when there ave so
many interjections.

Mr. BrenNaN: A man who would take his
cousin down ought to be shot.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: You arc a
men.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the hon.
member for Murrumba to take no notice of
interjections, but to address the Chair.

Mr. WARREN: I was addressing the
Chair when I made that remark just now. 1
was stating that the Premier wanted to
bring about a political scheme. That £2,500
was offered in order to bring a scheme into
existence for purely political reasons. It was
offcred to the fruitgrowers because they
were so well organised, and because the Go-
vernment saw that a large section of the
primary producers would not be in the scheme
at all.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I hope the
hon. gentleman is not going to start a debate

[My. Warren.

1LDAY : You ought to get your head

right speci-
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on another matter. It is all right to refer
to it, but I am certainly not going to allow
a full discussion of that subject.

Mr. WARREN: I am showing that the
Government thought it was mnecessary to
bring the fruitgrowers into the schemo. I
am showing that the Government have
already done something of this nature. If
they can do it on one occasion, why can they
nof do it on another occasion? It is not a
big stretch from £2,500 to £3,500. Is it very
much to spring snother £1.000?7 The whole
thing is a political job. We want to have
an inquiry, and we want the men who put
up that money to be brought to justice. We
want these rwen to be trird. We do not
care who they are. If it should happen that
they are men comnected with this party, we
do not care if they are put into the dock.

The SecrETARY FOR  AcRictirune: Don’t
rou think the Government should confiscate
that money ?

Mr. WARREN: 1t is their
and they have a righi to use it.

The SBECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE :
money ?

The Arroryey-Generar: The judge stated
whose moncy it was.

Mr. WARREN : T say that it is their own
money and they have a right to it. Accord-
ity to the judge, £1.000 of it is not theirs.
This Bill is a breach of the verdict of the
judge, because it is taking the money away
from them after they have been finad. If
the Government want to confiscate all the
money over and above the fines of £500 each.
then I will support them. I do not wish to
gee that money handed back to the people
who supplied it.

The ArToRNEY-GENERAL: What is the dif-
ference between the £500 and the other part
of it?

Mr. WARREN: Those two poor, unfor-
tunate ““ tools ’—I was nearly saying * fools,”
because they were nothing but © fools '—
they were the ¢ dupes ” of someone. Regard-
ing those two men—particularly the old man
—it woild be a shame to keap them in gaol
longer than three months. Three months is
o heavy sentence for an old man. It is a
heavy sentence for their absolute foolishness.
Tt would not be right to keep them in gaol
for twelve months. If the Attornev-General
keoeps those two men in prison for twelve
months, he is not a mean at all. He is not
3 little bit of a man. It is wrong absolutely
to keep them in prison. If the Attorney-
General is honest. if he means to do the
right thing, he will not keep them in gaol.
I am sorry to say that I think that from
beginning to end it is nothing but a political
job. 1t is going further than ever if the
Attornev-General is going to drag down to
the dust two poor unfortunate men who are
richt down and out. I do not think any
Pritisher or any man who has a drop of
British blood in his veins would do such a
thing.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE (Oxley): When the
Premier was speaking he made reference to
the fact that he knew a great deal more
about the matter than he was placing before
hon, members. The hon. gentleman does not
hesitate to take advantage of the privileges
of this Flouse when he is making an accusa-
tion against members of the Opposition. so
why hold back anything at this stage? This
is a most unsavory subject, and one that

oW1 money,

Whown
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wants to be abuolutely and eutirely cleared
ap. The Opposition are with the Government
in their desirc to do their utmost to see that
it 1s cleared up. 1 suggest that, instead of
leaving this cpisode in an unfinished con-
dition 1n that way, we should close it finally.
The ATTORNIY-GENERAL: You don’t suggest
that we are finished with it yet, do you?

Mr. PLPHINSTONE: We should not hold
the matter in abeyance, but finish it.

The Arromxey-Gexeran: We are not
finishesl with 16 yet. We have a lot more to

do.
Mr. ELPHINSTONE: We should bring

the whole thing to a conclusion, and not allow
a stigma to be attached to those who should
not have it attached to them

The ArTORNEY-GENERAL : Wc probably shall
—In our own time.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: We want to remove
that word ‘* probably” from the Minister's
statement, becauss the unfortunate position
is that, although every member of thix House
admits that the members of this party are
not conunected with the offenes which has
been committed, yet 1t is .being used for
narty political purposes.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: In what way?

Mr. ELPHINSTONE : In my humble judg-
ment it is simply being held in abeyvance
and in an undetermined state, so that the
Government in their campaign in the country
may make reference to the Country party’s
supposed connection with if.

The ATTORNEY-GEXERAD:
held in abeyance?

My, ELPHINSTONE: The Premier told
us just now that he knows a great deal more
than he is prepared to state at this stage,
and what is the inference? “What is to pre-
vent him from making a statement at this
stage?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Did you see the
statement of the Solicitor-General about other
attempts at bribery which were being inves-
tigated with a view to further proszcutions?

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: T saw a good many
statements by the Solicitor-General, and I was
very poorly impressed with them. If that
is tho best he can do, I am sorry for him.
It is perfeetly obvious, ‘T say, that this matter
is being left in an undetelmmed condition so
that the Government can use it as a weapon
in their campaign throughout the country,
in which no doubt they will indulge shortly.
If we are sincere in our indignation in the
matter, then in my opinion it is due to us,
to the House, and to the country generally
that the thing should be probed to the
bitter end, not deferred with promises to
conclude it in the Government’s own time.
But I make bold to say that it is not going
to be so. The leader of the Opposition has
asked for the appointment of a Commission
to investigate the matter, and anyone who
wants to be honest can see quite clearly that
the members of the Opposition are ab: .olutely
clean in this matter. But it docs not suit
the Government to admit that. It does not
suit the hon. member for Toowoomba. That
smile on his face clearly shows that he does
not believe it or does not wish to believe it,
and that he is going to make use of the
episode.

Mr. BrRENNAN: I will make use of it on
every platform I go on to.

1922~-6 @

What is being
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Mr. ELPHINSTONE: IHe will make use of
it to attach some blame to the Opposition.
I ask the Attorney-General this gquestion:
Assuming that the fines are not paid—and in
the absence of any payment of the fines
the men will be kept in prison for twelve
months, in accordance with the sentence of the
Court—will the Attorney-General give us his
assurance that £1,000 of the money which
the Gov omment are purloining at the present
moment will be used for the purpose of paying
those fines?

- The  ArrorNEY-GENERAL: That i« an
improper usc to expect me to put it to.
I am shocked.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: Assuming that the
fines are not going to be paid from an ocutside
source——

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL :
that ther are.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: The hon. gentle-
man is entitled to his assumption, and I am
ontitled to mine. I think it is quite legiti-
mate to assume that it is possible they will
not be paid, and in that event, are the
Government still going to cling to the £3,200
and make the men serve the remaining nine
months?  Will the hon. gentleman tell me
that?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I will tell you that
th> men who are responsible for those poor
dupes being in prison darc not refuse to
pay their £500 fines.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: The mere fact of
their having used those amounts for their
0Wn PUrposes

The ATrorNev-GENERAL: Those men are
now in the power of the prisoners—although
they are in gaol—just as much as ever ther
were, and they know it.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: And
wish them to be anything elie. The question
I want an answer to is this: Assuming that
those men are not, going to be relieved of the
necessity of serving those -nine months by
reason of the fact that their fines are not
paid, will the Government usc any of the
£3.200 for the purpose of paying the fines,
particularly in view of the fach thab the
judge in passing sentence said that the men
had that money in their possession, and the
infercnce was that they could use it for the
purpose of paying the fines?

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : No.

Ar. ELPHINSTONE: Hon. members
opposite do not put that construction on it,
because it docs not suit their book, but it
is as clear as daylight to me that the judge’s
remarks bear the inference that they had
the £3. 200 in their possession and could
utilise it for the purpose of paying their
fines. Is the Attorney-General going to see
that those men finish their term, when he
has money which was in their possession and
which does not belong to him—money which
the judge said could be utilised to relicve
imprisonment ?

I am assuming

we do not

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTUEE:
will not stay in prison a day.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: The hon. member
makes that assertion, but I conceive that it
is quite possible that he is not correct.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Why should he
relieve these undiscovered criminals? They
are the men who will pay the fines.

Mr, Elphinstone.]'

They
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Mr. ELPHINSTONE : If the hon. member
is so certain of his ground, can he not give
us an assurance that, in the c¢vent of the
non-pavinent of those fines, he is preparcs
to relieve those men of nine months’ imprison-
ment ?

The

ATToR%EY-GENERAL: I will tell you
this: If you are asking questions in the hope
of getting me to commit myself to saying
that, if the fines are not paid, they will still
get out, =0 that your friends will not have
to pay them, let me tell yeu that we are
1ot going to do it.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE : A little while ago
I made the remark that this episode is being
used solely for political party purpes 28, and
the hon. gentleman’s remark that “my
friends” will be made to pay clearly provesit.
The hon. gentleman is not prepared to accept
our assurances, although the disclosures in the
court entirely af‘quit members of Parliament.
In their better judgment and fairness of
mind, hon. members opposite know that the
insinuation is not true, yet, for their own
purposes, thev are going to leave the mystery
unsolved so that, when ther get on the soap
box, they may try to involve their political
opponents and make political capital out of
it. I put the question to the Premier, now
that he has returned to the Chamber, and
I believe he will appreciate the point. The
question T want to ask is this: Assuming
that the fines are not paid—I merely malke
the as 3umpt.0n~1q he prepared fto give an
assurance that £1,000 of the purlomed oney
will be utilised for the purpose of relieving
these men of nine months’ imprisonment,
seeing that the money was cxpressly men-
tioned by the judge as’the source from which
they would be able to pay them?

The Prumigr: No, becauss that would be
an invitation to the culprits not to pay the
fines.

Mr. BELPHINSTONE: That is a nice way
to slide out of it. The Attorneyv-General said
just now that these two convicted men had
these men in the background in the palms
of their hands, so that the Premier is pro-
tected against the contingency he indicates,
but it is conceivable that the fines are mot
going to be paid  Another point—raised
by the hon. member for Burnett—is that it
is probable that an appeal is going to be
lodged.

The PremiEr: It is.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: Then what right
have the Government to purloin this money
while the matter is sub judice?

The PrzuIzr: Do you say ‘‘ purloin®?

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: Yes.

The Preyigr: The hon. member knows he
is not warranted in making that assertion.
Tt is forfeiture.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: Is this matter not
sub judice?

The PREMIFR :
appeal is given.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: The Premier said
just now that an appeal was going to be
made.

The DPREMIER:
would.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE:
appeal to be made?

The Premisr: If the appeal is heard and
upheld, the funds will not be forfeited.

[Mr. Elphinstone.

It is not, until notice of

I said that T believed it

You expect an
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Mr. ELPHINSTONE: I am glad to have
that assurance. To test the sincerity of
your commiscration for these men who, you
say, have been tools of others, if their fines
are not going to be paid, having at your
disposal the means of relieving them from
that further punishment of nine months
imprisonment, are you going to allow them
to serve those nine months? There is ne
sincerity in the minds of these hon. gentle-
men, They do mnot show righteous indigna-
tion at the fact that Parliament has been
affronted in this particular matter. This
has come at a crucial time for them, to
relieve them from a very unpleasaut posi-

tion, and they have grasped it with both
hands, in order to direct attention against
this important section of the Opp051t10n

to try and attach to us some blame and
stigma, when they know perfectly well in
their own consciences that that stigma does
not attach. 1 formed one of the committee
which, with the leader of the Opposition,
determined the question of when the vote
of want of conlidence should be moved.
The covents outside had not the slightest
cffect on that decision. There was abso-
lutely no interference in any shape or form:
with this party in regard to that matter.
To try and assert that we were the tools
of any ouside ‘organisation is a piece of
political dirt of which hon. members oppo-
site ought to be ashamed. They are using
this matter to bolster up a losing cause.
1f they are men at all, if they refuse to
give us a Royal Commission to clear this
matter up, they must accept the assurance
that none of us kuew of any outside move-
ment in connection with the want of
confidence motion.

The Prewmier: T do not mind telling the
hon. member that I think it will be wholly
olﬁared up without a Royal Commission at
ail.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: There is an
inference in that. I am perfectly certain
that I am speaking for every member of
this party in asking and beseeching that a
Royal Commission should be appointed. We
also ask that the hon. member for Toowoomba
should appear before that Royal Commis-
sion. There is a great deal more to come
out in connection with this matter which is
just as unsavourv to Government members,
We ask that this matter be cleared up
once and for all, for the honour and dignity
of Parliament. (Interruption.) The dignity
of this Assembly is being assailed, and it
will continue to be assailed while events of
this description are permitted to take place.

The Premizr: If the briberv had been
successful, would the hon. member have
taken advantage of it?

Mr. ELPHINSTONE : Absolutelr not. I
would not vote with the hon. member for
Toowoomba if it were to save my own life.
(Opposition members: Hear, hear!) Hon.
members opposite would have had a very
rude shock if that hon, member walked
over to this side of the House to vote. Half
of us, if not the whole of us, would have
walked out rather than have voted with
him. (Laughter.) Hon. members opposite
cannot understand that.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : We cannot.
Mr. ELPHINSTONE: It requires a

certain amount of honour to make a state-
ment of that sort. There is no one who
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wants to be associated with that member
over here.

Mr. BRENNAN : Not now.

My, ELPHINSTONE: Nor at any time.

Mr. BreEnxax: Liar! Liar!

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): 1 rise to a point
of order. The hon. member for Toowoomba
referred twice to the hon. member for
Oxley as a liar.

My, BRENNAN: 1 withdraw, Mr., Kirwan.

Mr. VOWLES:
also.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I hope that
neither the leader of the Opposition nor any
other hon. member will attempt to dictate
to the Chair as to what it shall do.

Mr. VOWLES: I am as much entitled as
the Premier to ask that he should apologise.
Hon. members on the other side are always
attacking members on this side in that way.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I can assure
the hon. gentleman that neither he nor any
other hon. gentleman will dictate to the
Chair as long as I occupy this position.

Mr. VOWLES: Quite true, Mr. Kirwan;
but they attempt it.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Did I under-
stand the hon. member for Toowoomba to

1 ask that he apologise

make the statement complained of? If he
did so, I ask him to withdraw.

Mr. Brexnan: The hon. member said
that he would not associate with me.

OpposITION MrMBERS : Withdraw !

Mr. BREXNAN: 1 withdraw.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: This discussion
has raised a good deal of passion. I want

hon. members opposite to understand that
our parliamentary honour and integrity are
our stock-in-trade, and we are just as
jealous of it as any one else. Although we
support the Government in any desire to
clean up this unholy mess, we nevertheless
do object with every power we possess to
this being used for party political purposes,
as 1t is obvious it is being used at the present
time. If hon. members opposite have not
that intention in view, let them give us
this Roval Commission. We do not care
who is involved; let the matter be cleaned
up for the sako of the honour of Parliament,
and so as to re-establish in the people outside
confidence in what should be a deliberative
Assembly.

Mr. F. A. COOPER (Bremer): 1 would
like to clear up one little point in reference
to the amount of money that was found'in
the possession of these men. If I have read
the case correctly, on onc man was found
£3,000 in bonds, and on the other £200 in
notes. Statements made by hon. members
o the other side infer that that money
belongs to the men upon whom it was found,
and that the judge, in pronouncing sentence,
said that those men should pay a fine of
£500 within three months, and, if they did
not, such and such would happen. They
say that the judge meant that that £500
fine in each case should be paid from the
money found upon these men.

OrpposrTion MrMBERS: He said so.

Mr. F. A. COOPER: 1 cannot think that
the judge would make such a statement.

Mr. VowrLes: They said it was a common
fund, you know.
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Mr. F. A, COOPER : The reason I say that
is, that one man had £3,000 and the other
£200. The man who had £200 could not
pay his fine, and he would have to serve
the balance of his sentence. If the fine is
paid from the total amount found on the
two men, one man would be paying £800
and the other £200.

Mr. VowLss: No.

Mr. F. A, COOPER: It is ridiculous to
say that the £500 should be paid from that
money. It is accusing the judge of not
krowing the facts of the case. It is accusing
the judge of wanting to fine one man £800
and the other £200. I think that the
Opposition would be well advised to look
at the matter in that light, and see that
the wishes of the judge are carried out—
that those who are behind these men should
bear the brunt of the expense. Probably it
1s not within my province to inquire, but I
want to know from what fund do members

of the Opposition expect that the legal
expenses will be paid.
Mr. Momeax: We don’t know and we

don’t care.

. Mr. BesBixeTon: We had absolutely noth-
ing to do with it.

Mr. F. A, COOPER: I am pleased to
know that they are not concerned about that.
I want to find out ahbout whom they are
concerned.  There is the impression on my
mind that they are concirned about the
people who are behind the men who are in
gaol. They are not concerned about the
men who are in gaol. If they were concerned
abeut them, they would be concerned about
one man paying £800 and the other paying
£200. From the calm, dispassionate speech
of the hon. member for Bulimba—who wound
up in a white heat—to the speech of the hon.
wember for Oxley, the whole of their specches
show that they arce concerned wholly and
solely about the money and the men who
stand behind the men who are now in gaol.

Mr. BEBBINGTON (Drayton) : 1 think we
are in a position to prove that this matter
was practically “ framed up ” br the other
side.  Arrangements were made so that one
thing would fit in with another, and they
knew all about it. We knew absolutely noth-
ing. There are threec things which stand out
very clearly. Why was the Premior so anxious
to know exactly when the vote of want of
confidence was coming on, if he was not
anxious to arrange that these arrests shoutd
coincide with the moving of that motion?
He wanted those arrests to be made a day
or two before the want of confidence motion
was moved, and therefore he was anxious
to learn the exact date when that motion
was coming forward. Without msking any
direct charge against hon. members opposite,

therc is as much evidence to prove

[2 p.m.] that it was they who supplied the

money as there was to connect the
leader of the Opposition with what has hap-
pened. The facts show that somecthing had
been going on for some time. The want of
confidence motion was suggested by some of
the younger members of our party. The Pre-
mier had cut out the Address in Reply, and
the younger members of our party suggested
that a want of confidence motion should be
launched to enable them to discuss certain
grievances and certain matters requiring
attention in their electorates. Beyond that
we know nothing about what was going to
happen. The facts prove that the Premier

Mr, Bebbington.]
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was doing something that was unworthy of
him. The facts are all against the Premier.
It was quite evident some months before the
House met that the PPremier was beginning
to see that his position was very desperate.
We can judge how desperate he was when he
sent for the hon. member for Normanby and
wanted a conference with him, but the hon.
member for Normanby refused. I believe that
the hon. member for Rosewood had leanings
the vame way as the hon. member for Nor-
manby. It 1s reported—whether rightly or
wrongly—that the Premier promised the hon.
member for Rosewood that, if he would stay
where he was, he (the Premier) would take a
large number of labourers from other elec-
iorates and put them into the Rosewood
clectorate and malke the position secure for
the hon. member representing that clectorate.
If that was not a bribe, what is?

Mr. W. CoorEr: I want to say here right
now that that is a lic.

Alr. BEBBINGTON : T am not saying that.
That was reported to be so.

Mr. W. Coorrr: Did the hon. gentleman
not tell the hon member for 1\01manby to tell
me not to do anything because he (Mr. Beb-
bington) did not trust his own party?

Mr. BEBBINGTON: No.
GOVERNMENT MEMBERS: Ah!

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I will tell the hon.
member that x\hen the hon. member for
Normanby spo ke to me about Comlng over
to this party, I told him not to do it. I do
not want either of them. I do not want
the hon. member for Rosewood or anyone
clse to come over here. The hon. member
for Rosewood knows very well that he was
thinking of coming over here.

Mr. W. Coorer: You arc a liar if you say
that.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! 1 ask the
hon. member for Rosewood to withdraw that
statement.

Ir. W.

Ah!

COOPER : If a man deliberately

asserts what the hon. member for Draxton
has said, I «ay he is a liav; but out of
deference to you, Mr. Kirwan, I withdraw

and apologise.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: The hon. member
stated that I sent him word not to come
over here, and if I sent him word not to
come over, he must have had some ideca of
coming over. Cut of his own mouth it has
been proved.

Mr. Ryan: You didn’t get him.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I told the hon.
member for Normanby not to come over,
and the Premier sent to the hon. member
for Normanby for an audience which he
would not give. It is quite evident that the
position was getting desperate, and these
Commissioners had to be used to take
farmers out of one electorate and put them
into another.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Order! I
hope the hon. member will discuss the reso-
lution before the Committee. 1 certainly
am not going to allow the hon. member to
start a discussion on the redistribution of
seats.

Myr. GrEpson: Kindly tell us where the
money came from.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I have got another
matter to deal with before I get to where
the money came from. or where it is possible

[Mr. Bebbington.
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for the money to have come from. I want
to deal with the Premier’s actions and cer-
tain coincidences that happened. First of
all, T wish to say that the want of confidence
motion was brought forward by the younger
members of our party, as they wanted an
opportunity to discuss their grievances
because there was no Address in Reply.

The DPrEwIER: Thev must have known
something.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: They sald whatever
they knew. They wanted an opportunity to
discuss their grievances. The position of the
Premier and his party must have been
desperate when they had to resort to what
I have already stated in order to patch up
electorates.

The CHATRMAN : Order! Order!
The Premier: Did thosc members arrange
for the want of confidence motion?

Mr. BEBBINGTON : The Premier’s posi-
tion was desperate, and something had to be
done to take the attention of the people
away from the want of confidence motion.
I scarcely knew myself when that was
coming on. I know we passed a motion at
a meeting.

The PREMIER:
that?

Mr. BEBBINGTON : Some of our younger
members.

The PREMIER : Who was it?

Mr. BEBBINGTON: 1 think the hon.
member for Alusgrave was one.

The PrEmigr: That is a nice innuendo to
cast on onc of your own members.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: When the Premier
cut cut the Address in Reply and gave no
oppouunlf\z to members to discuss grievances,
it was the right thing to do. I was onc who
wanted 1t to come on.

The PrEMIER: You said you knew nothing
about it.

Who do you say initiated

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I was one who
wished it to come on, and I am one of
those who want the public inquiry that

the leader of the Opposition has asked for.
The Premicr knew, the same as every out-
sider knew, that therc was a want of con-
fidence motion coming on. He taunted the
Opposition leader from his own side to say
wwhen it was going to come on. Not satis-
fied with that, because he did not get the
answer he wanted, he camce over here and
sat down by the leader of the Opposition,
and wanted him then to tell him when he
was going to bring on the want of confidence
motion. I say that the coincidences are
stronger against the Premier than they are
agamst the leader of the Opposition.
Immediately the Premier knew when the
want of confidence motion was going to come
on, he arranged with the hon. member for
Toowoomba to tempt these men to offer him
the money to vote against the Government
on the want of confidence motion, and
arranged that the arrest should be made.

The Premier: The jury found that the
bribery commenced the day before that.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I say that the evi-
dence against the Premier is very strong.
The evidence to-day is that immediately the
Premier knew the want of confidence motion
was coming on he made arrangements with
the hon. member for Toowomba to tempt
those men to offer him a bribe—to put
temptation in their way—and then he
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arranged for the arrest to be made on the
Mondfw before the want of confidence motion

vas moved on the Tuesday. I say that all
(he evidence leads to the conclusion that the
Premier himself had a hand in arranging
that temptation should be put in the way of
those men, and also in arranging for the
arrest to be made on the Monday.

The Premirg: How did Mr. Boyce know
on the Thursday?

‘Mr. BEBBINGTON : Because you sent for

him.
Mr, Vowres: The Premier knew it.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : Because the Premier
in his desperation sent for Mr. Boyce. Mr.
Boyce could tell him no more than the public
outside could tell him. That is another chain
in the evidence against the Premier—that he
sent for Mr. Boyce to see what he could get
out of him. We come again to the question
as to whether it was poqsﬂole for Govern-
ment members to have got the mont‘y for
these two men. Let me ask onhe question:
Were or were not certain members of the
Government party paid £25 each at the last
Federal elections to go down South on
clectionecring business, and was not the
moncey charged to advertising? (Government
laughter.)

The PREMIER: It is not true.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: It is true, and the
hon. gentleman pelmltted it.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The hon.
member inust accept the denial of the
Premier.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: The Premicr said,
“We pald them that money, and sent them
down for advertising.”

The PrEMIER: You are wrong.

Me. BEBBINGTON: Was not a certain
gentleman named Randolph Bedford paid
£600 to write up a book called ¢ Socialism
at Work ?”

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I hope the
hon. member has read the resolution before
the Conunittee. If he has not, I will read
it for his special benefit—

_ " That it is desirable that a Bill be
introduced to amend the Criminal Code
i a certain particular.”
I hope the hon. member will keep to the
question.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : This resolution deah
with the appropriation of a specific sum of
money, and the question has arisen as to
whether this side of the House had anything
to do with finding that moley. As the charge
has been made bv the other side, I hope
vou will allow me some little latitude in
()Ardu to prove that the other side are more
likely to be guilty than we are. I would
111\0 to point out that in the p'LSt the other
side have appropriated sums of money and
offered sums of money. I am going to ask
the Premier 1ra1ght out whether £2,500 was
not offered to the fruitgrowers to ‘Tet them
to comce into the Fruitgrowers’ As=001atlon)

The PrEMIER: No.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : The charge has been
made in public, and the hon. gentleman has
not refuted it.

The PremizR: I will ask you a question.
Is it bribery to offer to give Government
assistaiice to the dairymen?

Mr. BEBBINGTON: You did nct offer
them any assistance at all; but it is certainly
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bribery if you offer them £2,500 to come into

a political association. It is bribery and
corruption of the worst kind. I want to say
that that sort of thing is possible, and it has
been done, because an hon. member of this
House saw the letter and read it. He read
it here, and neither the Premier nor the
Secretary for Agriculture ever denied it.

At 2.15 p.m.,

Mr. Pornock (Gregory),
of Temporary Chairmen,
man in the chair.

Mr. BEBBINGTON:
be donc with this money? We know that the
Government have applopuat(d sums of
money for political purposes.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Orxder!

Mr. BEBBINGTON: We have been
charged with appropriating money for that
purpose, and surely we have the right of
repls.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. BEBBINGTON: If rou want any
cvidence of money misappropriated, I have
it here (holding up a pamphlet).

Ovposition MeuBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. BEBBINGTON: If the Government
do it In one case, they are likely to do it
in another. They are more likely to do it.
than members on this side are

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!
If the hon. member does not cbey my call
to order, I shall have to deal with him.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I do not want to
cause any disturbance on the last day of the
sossfon. I want to discuss the aue%‘rlon a8
quietly as possible. The circumstances, how-
ever, are against the Government inore than
‘rhe‘y are against the Oppositicn. All the
evidence goes to show that the temptation
was offered. It was deliberately planned.
The arrcsts were deliberately planned to
take place on the Mondayv in order to take
the public mind away from the want of
confidence motion. It is auite possible for
that monev to have come from the Govern-
ment on the same lines as I have alreads
mentioned.

Mr. COLLINS (Bowen): I have been
listening to the discussion, and I am sorry—
ovceedingly sorry—that the discussion had to
take place.

Mr. BEBRINGTON :
charge against us?

Mr. COLLINS: T recognise that in the
|ast thn people who controlled the destinies
of the world used to corrupt mankind, but
w2 have now reached a qt‘ufo in haman
cvolution when decisions should he made at
the ballot-box.

Mr. Bmseivgrox: We
corrupted. Don’t infer that.

Mr. COLLINS: I know full well in my own
mind that %ometv is responsible. We are
now discussing a motion to amend the
Criminal Code. 1 say again that soclety is
responsible. It is the arrogance of wealth

—and [ sav that advisedly-—the arrogance
of wealth placed in the hands of & few per-
sons, whom hon. members opposite represent,
that is responsible. There is no getting away
from that.

Mr. MoORGAN:
your side,

one of the panel
relieved the Chair-

\Vhat was likely to

Why did you make the

have not been

There

is more wealth on

Mr. Collins.]
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Mr. COLLINS: The organisations which
stand behind this party ave the political
organisations and industrial unions repre-
senting the workers of this State. What we
have got to examine in discussing this ques-
tion is: Whence came that £3,200?7 Yho are
the organisations who stand behind the hon.
gentlemen opposite? That is the question
we have got to ask ourselves to-day.

Mr. Moreax: The evidence did not show
where the money came from.

Mr. COLLINS: The organisations behind
hon. members opposite include the Pas-
toralists” Association, the TUnited Graziers’
Association, the Ratepayers and Taxpayers’
Association. The organisations which, 1 say,
represent the arrogance of wealth failed to
destroy us at the ballot-box, and they now
seek to destroy us, if they can, by bribery.
They set out to bribe members on this side.
Thev set out to accomplish in that way what
they could not accomplish by the votes of the
people. The people are honest, and the
people will stand behind this party, knowing
that they are an honest party. Now we
should try to find out whence came this
money.

Mr. MorceaN: Did anyone ever offer you
a bribe?

Mr. COLLINS: No.

Mr. MoRreaN: Exactly.
not offer it to anybody else?

Mr. COLLINS: And, if I had a revolver
in my hands, they might suffer for it.

GOVERNMENT KIEMBERS :

My. COLLINS: I say, at any rate, all
honour to the hon. member for Toowoomba
that he bowled out the bribers and showed
to this State, to the Commonwealth, and
to the world that there is within Queens-
land an organisation which is prepared to
corrupt the public life of the State and
destroy its purity. We see in this Chamber
many members who are typical of this
arrogance of wealth. I can sce the hon.
member for Oxley—he is typical of it. The
hon. member for Pittsworth is a typical
example, and the hon. member for Burrum
is another. All these men, with their patro-
nising style, are typical of it.

Mr. J. H. C. RoBerts: What about the
Premier—the most arrogant man in the
House?

Mr. COLLINS: They think that because
they have controlled Queensland in the pass,
they can control it in the future. I listened
attentively to the sophistry of the hon. mem-
ber for Oxley—that form of sophistry which
destroyed the ancient Greeks and Romans,
50 that their intelligent fellows used to pelt
them with stones and would not listen to
what they said. But it cannot destroy us.
The hon. member for Oxley talks about
honesty and integrity. We on this side do
stand for honesty and integrity, but it ill
becomes any man to talk about honesty and
‘ntegrity who was elected on a Nationalist
riatform and then joined the Country party.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN : Order!

Mr. COLLINS: I am replying to the hon.
member’s remarks about honesty and integ-
rity. We want honesty and integrity in our
public life. Then we have another example
in the hon. member for Port Curtis—we have
heard him talk about honesty and integrity—

[Mr. Collins.
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and another in the hon. member for Nor-
manby—men who went from one party to
another, and then talk about homesty and
integrity. When I was a boy in ‘ Merrie
fingland 7 I wused sometimes to be In a
market place and hear the people singing
ballads, and I want to quote a verse of one
of them—
Mr. J. H. C. RoBerTs: Sing it.

Mr. COLLINS:
“ Justice is in England,

This free and happy land;

Justice is in England,
I cannot understand;

Justice for the rich and poor
Tell their different tales,

For the rich man always seems
To get the balance of the scales.”

All T have to do is to cut out the word
“ Hngland ” and put in the word ™ Queens-
tand,” and the ballad is true of our own land.
When I read the sentence in this case 1 was
alarmed to think that men, because they
possessed wealth, would not be required to
serve a rentence of twelve months, but after
having served three months, would be able
to get free if thoy had £500 apicce. There
we have the arrogance of wealth again.

Mr. MoraaN : Do you say they should have
got *‘life 7?7 ‘

Mr. COLLINS: I do not say anything of
the kind. When we hear hon. members oppo-
site appealing to the Committee about British
justice, my mind goes back to 1891, when 1
saw my mates sent to St. Helena for three
years without any option of a fine attached to
their scntence. Yet, I hear hon. members
opposite talking about the sentence on these
men as if it were unjust! I say it is a very
light sentence indeed. I was surprised when
1 took up the afternoon paper and saw that
it was such a light sentence. For they tried
to destroy, first of all, a great party—which
is our party—and tried to corrupt, as it
were, the political life of this State. Every
man of intelligence in this community knows
who stand behind them. The organisations
mentioned by me stand behind them. Do I
want any proof? All I have to do is to look
at the reports of the different meetings of
the organisations from time to time. Look
at the disclosures made by the honorary
Minister for Public Works on one occasion.
do not want anything further than that. I am
satisfied that the sentence was a very light
one indeed. Has anyone ever witnessed 1n
the history of this State a more deplorable
affair than the debate on that metion of
want of confidence? The leader of the
Opposition did not speak his full time on
that occasion, Why? Had ‘he no case
against the Government? We all know the
reazon why he collapsed. We saw the Oppo-
sition collapse completely on that particular

occasion. It is said that a guilty mind
requires no accusing. That is the reason
they collapsed. Attempts to corrupt the

Tegislature arc not new in the history of
the world. Wealth has always «done it,
and, in my opinion, will always attempt
to do it. I have in my hand a book called
< Fronzied Finance ” written by Thomas W,
Lawson. He shows that on oune occasion,
instead of attempting to bribe an individual
member, the American Copper Trust bribed
the whole Legislature of Massachusetts to
legisiate in their interests. I have said on
many occasions that this Labour Govern-
ment is going to be destroyed if the power
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of wealth can destroy it, because it is a
danger to these people, because it is doing
something in the intcrests of the mass of the
people.

_Mr. J. H. C. Roserrs: Whom does John
Wren sapport?

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. COLLINS: How do I know? T do not
know anything about John Wren. I am
not a frequenter of racecourses,

_ Mr. J. H. C. Roerrs: He is the greatest
*“erook 7 in Australia.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Ordor!
I ask the hon. member for Pittsworth to
obey my call to order. If he refuses to
obey it, he will not be given any more oppor-
tunity of disobeying it.

Mr. FLETCHER: You mustn’t sav anything
about John Wren here. .

Mr. COLLINS : Then we had & speech this
morning from the hon. member for Burnett.
I had occasion to call him to account, and
rightly so. The party on this side of the
House consists of honest working men.
(Opposition laughter.) Listen to the laugh
coming from hon. members opposite, who'
have corrupt minds.

Mr. FLErcHER: Some of you are.

Mr. COLLINS: What does Ruskin
about that kind of mind? FHe SAVS—-

(X3
Low thoughts can emanate only from
low minds.”

say

I say that this party consists of honest work-
ing men. Can hon. members opposite prove
that we arc not honest? Can they prove
anything against our lives? If thev can
let them bring it forward. ) '

Mr. MoRmaax :
to low thoughts.

Mr. COLLINS: I am expressing  my
opinion of the people who stand behind hon.
gentlemen opposite—moneyed power—the
men who pull the strings while the puppets
move at their bidding. It would pay hon.
gentlemen to read this work, “ Frenzied
Finance,” written by an American million.
aire, who was behind the scenes and who
krew somecthing of the methods which were
adopted, We have reached in Queensland
the stage which the United States had reached
when this book was written. The other night,
speaking outside, the hon. member for Albert
seid that it was no longer a credit to be a
meraber of this Assembly. Why? Is it
because we have done wrong things—because
we have done corrupt things?

Mr. BEBBINGTON: Yos.

Mr. COLLINS: No.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: Yes.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN : Order !

Mr. COLLINS: According to the hon. mem-
ber for Albert. it is no longer a credit to
be a member of this Assembly because of the
fact that a Labour Government is in power,
If hon. members were sitting over here with
a membership of fifty, and we were over
there with a membership of twenty-two, we
would be the most decent fellows on the face
of the carth. It is owing to the fact that we
have a majority that the dignity of Parlia-
ment is lowercd—because we, the working
class, have taken possession of this House,
We intend to retain possession of it—don’t
forget that—by the votes of the neople, not by

You are giving expression
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corrupt methods. If we attempted to retain
power by corrupt methods, I would say we
ought to be hurled from office. But we
are not doing that. I challenge hon. members
on the other side to connect us in any way
whatsoever with the bonds that they talk
so much about. We are in no way con-
nected with them. We stand for a pure
political life in this State.

Mr. FreErcHER: Why does the Premier not
appoint a Royal Commission?

Mr. COLLINS: The Premier is able to
take you on one at a time and beat you every
time. If there were an inquiry, there would
be such revelations that hon. members oppo-
side would no longer sit in Parliament.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : Bring it on, then.
are you afraid?

Mr. COLLINS: The people would hurl
them from Parliament.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : Well, bring it on.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. Bessixerox: It should be the thing
you want.

Mr. COLLINS: I do not intend to quote
aj any length from this particular work,
“ Frenzied Finance.” It is one of the most
interesting that has ever been written. The
writer says— .

«Shall I begin with the sensational
bribery of the Massachusctts Legislature
which ‘occurrsd within this period, or with
the epirode that was the exciting climax
of that interval of trial? About this
time. too, occurred the laying of the
foundation of ¢ Coppers’ and Amalga-
mated, but that certainly requires a chap-
ter to itself. However, as all are starry
examples of what made *frenzied
finance ’ possible, and as any one_ fits
into my story as well ahead as behind
the other two, I will take them in the
succession above set down.”

The writer further states—

“ It was vastly bolder than Tammany
and made fewer excuses for its grab-
bings.”

That was what existed in that country, and
if we are not very carcful it will exist in
this country. Not only will there be an
attempt to corrupt an individual member,
but an attempt will be made to corrupt the
whole Legislature.

Mr. T R. ROBERTS (Fast Toowoomba):
I do not desire to say anything that will
suggest that any hon. member had anything
to do with the matter we are discussing.

The evidence was adduced, the
[2.30 p.m.] evidence for the Crown was

heard, and counsel for the
defence was heard, and then the prisoners
were sentenced.  The hon. member for
Bremer, in speaking this morning, referred
to the fact that more money was found on
one prisoner than on the other. It appears
to me that that question did not enter into
the judgment at all. The jury found the
prisoners guilty, and recornmended them to
mercy. The judge, in sentencing the
prisoners, said—

“71 always try to be ds lenient as pos-
sible to men of good character, but I
cannot give you the benefit of section 19,
and a fine will not come out of your
pockets.”

It is evident that the judge had 1n his mind

Mr. T. R. Roberts.]

Why
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the fact that £1,000 in fines was going to be
paid out of the money found on the prisoners.
The judge further stated—
“You have the bonds and money in
your possession.”

That is the only point I am concerncd about.

The Premizr: Does the hon. gentleman
say that the bonds belong to the prisoners?

Mr. T R. ROBERTS: No. The effect of
the Bill will be to make the penalty on those
men more severe. The judge further said—

“Y must inflict some punishment
beyond a fine.”
The judge, in carrging out the recommenda-
tion of the jury, sentenced the prisoners to
only threc months’ imprisonment, and then,
to my mind, he set out to confiscate some
of this money. I am given to understand
that the judge, in inflicting the £500 fine,
inflicted the maximum penalty. The Attor-
ney-General can correct me if T am wrong.
As he does not reply, I assume that I am
correct. I regret that this Bill was not held
over until the expiration of the time allowed
in which to appeul.
Mr. PavxE interjected.

Mr. T. R. ROBERTS: Here is the hon.
member for Mitchell giving information that
the Attorney-General should give.

The ArroRNEY-GENZRAL: The hon. member
was not here when the Premicr gave all the
information this morning. He now com-
plains because he did not get that informa-
tion.

Mr. T. R. ROBERTS: As a matter of
decency, the Bill should have been held over
until the expiration of the time in which to
Jodge an appeal. I regret that the men who
are responsible for the money are not where
the two prisoners are. Neither Connolly nor
Sleeman was responsible for finding that
money. I do not say that any hon. member
had anvthing to do with the finding of that
money. I shall very much regret it if any
of these men who found the money get a
shilling back.

Hoxovrapre AIEmsErs: Hear, hear!

Mr. HARTLEY (Fifzroy): When this Bill
was introduced this morning, I experienced
considerable confusion of thought as the
debate proceeded. I want to discuss this
matter without introducing any extraneous
political matters, and without imputing
improper motives. There iz no doubf that
the Bill may involve a very big principle
that might in the future affect our system of
administering justice. It occurred to me
this morning that, if I voted in favour of
the Bill, T would be voting to ivereasc the
sentence on those men, and I would also be
assisting to revise the judge’s decision.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : Quite true.

Mr. HARTLEY : And that I would also
be inflicting an additional fine of £3,200. I
listened very attentively to hear what the
legal members opposite would say, but I
have had to find out for mysclf what was
the initial mistake in this matter, and where
it originated. The initial mistake originated
in the sentencing of the prisoners by the
judge. I am not commenting in any
improprr way on the action of the judge.
If yon look into the findings, you will find
that he brought about an unjustifiable and
improper connection between the prisoners
and the sum of money that is the subject-
matter of this Bill; and in bringing about

[Mr. T. B. Roberts.
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that improper connection he established @
certain line of thought in the minds of the
men who read the case which it is difficalt
to dissociate one’s self from. He said—

“ I cannot give you the benefit of sece-
tion 19, and my power to fine is limited.”

Parenthetically he said—

“ That, of course, will not come out of
vyour pocket in the event of my inflicting
a finc, but the people who found that
money, whoever they may be.”

The judge further said—

“You have got the bonds and money
in vour possession. I must inflict some
punishment beyond a fine.”

he connected those two
1 contend

In those words
prisoners with that sum of money.
that that was incorrect.

Mr. MoreaN: They must be the owners
until they are proved not to be.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You have proved
that.

Mr. HARTLEY: They cannot be the
owners of it.

Mr. MoreaN: There is no evidence to
prove otherwise.

Mr. HARTLEY: The jury found them

guilty of bribery because they had a certain
sum of money in their possession.which they

refused to go into the witness-box and
account for. The judge who heard the
case, and who was absolutely dissociated

from any of the conflicting clements out-
side, also said—

“ Tt will not come out of your pockets.

You have the bonds and money in your
possession.”

Implying that that fine would be pald out
of that sum of money; implring it, with all
due deference, improperly, because he could
not think these men, if they were convicted,
could pay the fine out of that sum of money.
This is the way I look at it: Some persons
a: present unknown, in a conversation with
Connolly and Sleeman, suggested that a
member of this party should be approached.
and they found, after various transactions,
a sum of £3,000 in bonds and £200 in cash,
which they handed to Sleeman and Connolly.
Mr. Morean: All surmize.

Mr. HARTLEY: It is proved. It has
been adjudicated on by a jury and found
to be correct on evidence on which the men
have been sentenced.

Mr. Moreax: All surmise.

Mr. HARTLEY : It has been proved. You
must face the facts. No one can impeach
the honesty of that jury.

Mr. Moreax: The jury did not decide
whether that money belongs to those men
or to someone else.

Mr. HARTLEY: The jurr found these
men guilty of an attempt at bribery.

Mr. Morcay: We are dealing with the
ownership of the money.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN : Order!

Order !

Mr. HARTLEY : The important point of
this Bill is what the destination of that
money should finally be. The minute those
men accepted that money from the unknown
owners of it, they became agents carrying
that money for an illegal purpose. If the
money had got to its suggested destination,
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and the recipient of it had made a satis-
factory contract, who would have owned
it? If it had not been that the sense of
honour of the hon. member for Toowoomba
had been so strong, he would have become
the owner, but he repudiated it. There
are only two people who could possibly be
the owners of that money; that is the
person who handed the money to Sleeman
and Connolly, or the man to whom it was
sent, and who refused it.

Mr. MoreaN: Why could not the money
belong to Sleeman and Connolly ?

Mr. HARTLEY: Because they were
agents. The money is in exactly the same
position as goods that have been confis-
cated by the Government. It was caught
in transport for an illegal purpose—in
transport between the principals and the
man for whom it was intended, but he
refused it, and  cxposed the attempted
bribery. That brings me to say that, if the
judge made a mistake in assuming that the
two fines of £500 each would come out of
this money, and therefore relieve Connolly
and Sleeman of a large portion of their
sentences, that 1is his responsibility. I
cannot worry about that. My duty is to
say what is the right thing, in the interests
of the public, to do with the money. It
will be quite simple for the owners to
establish their claim if they like to come
forward, but they will not come forward
and claim it, because, if they did, they
would immediately become liable to a penalty
at law for an attempted crime; that is, of
instigating these men to offer a bribe. The
judge could not for a moment contemplate
that money being used by ecither of these
two agents. Supposing that the money found
in the posiession of these two men was
cperated on by them, if it was intended for
8 proper purpose, they would then immedi-
ately Dbecome liable to a prosecution for
embezzlement; and how could it be assumed
that, if it was intended for an illegal
purpose, they could convert it to their own
use?  According to the sentence of the
judge, these men were purely agents, and
therefore it is quite sound that. pending
the revealing of the true ownership of the
moncy, it should be impounded by the State.
tf the hon. member for Toowoomba had
accepted the money and had not exposed
the attempted bribery, what would have
been the position? Would Sleeman and
(Connolly have gone about with the £3.200
in their possession? Not on vour life. The
principals in this business would have come
torward and eclaimed it. There is another
matter in regard to the atmosphere and
the hints and the innuendoes of bribery
that have been thrown about. The leader
cf the Opposition challenged the Premier—
on a statement made in ‘“ Hansard,” that
he narrowed down to suit his own view—
t> have a Royal Commission. The Premier
replied offering  him a Commission -to
inquire into all the charges of bribery and
corruption made in this House. It is no
good the leader of the Opposition getting
up and striking an attitude, and traducing
the gocd name of this Government, when he
himself refused an inquiry after getting an
undertaking from the Premier. Members
on this side of the House promised their
support if he moved for a Royal Commis-
sion to inquire into his charge that one
bookmaker in this city had subscribed to a
fund to_ induce this Government to suppress
a certain Bill. I challenged him then to
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move for the appointment of a Royal Com-
mission, I challenged him on that one
statement to move for a Royal Commission
to inquire into the matter—and by the
unanimous interjections from the Govern-
ment benches he was assured of our support
in that direction. But the hon. member
failed to move for the appointment of that
Royal Commission, so that I can only think
that his statement and his attitude this
morning have been so much playing to the
gallery.

Mr. DEACON (Cunningham): If anything
wrong has been done in connection with this
bribery case, it is just as well that we have
had an opportunity of discussing it. I think
it is a disgraceful thing that anyone should
have attempted to bribe a member of this
House, and it was very wrong on the part
of any member of the House to have led
anyone on. I think it was wrong on the part
of both the hon. member for Toowocomba
and the Premier that these men should have
been led on.

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL: Do you say it is
wrong to catch a criminal?

Mr. DEACON : If a man puts temptation
in the way of a poor devil and he takes it,
what do you think of the man who puts
the temptation in his way? It is often
said that the man who exposes goods so that
they can be casily stolen is just as bad as
those who take them. It is wrong to temps
people and try to make them criminals.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: What do you say
about the men who gave this £3,500 to make
it possible to have bribery and corruption?

Mr. DEACON : I say that no man should
tempt anocther.

Mr. F. A. CoOPER:
done?  Should he have said,
behind me, Satan?”’

Mr., DEACON: Ife should have cut him
straight at oance. What would be said of
moe 7f I left money lying about the strect
waiting for a man to pick it up, and then
prosecuted him?

Mr. F. A. Cooper:
money there.

Mr. DEACON: Is it right for any hon.
member to act so as to lcad anybody to
belicve that he has no honour at all? Once
the Premier found out that an attempt to
bribe had been made, he was quite right in
prosecuting, but he went further and sug-
gested that the men should be led on. Under
our system of justice, whatever decision is
come to, there are certain rights of appeal
to the higher courts. If a man is sentenced
by any court, that is sufficient punishment.
It is clear that the judge took into account
when fining these men that they would be
able to pay the fine out of the bonds.

A GoveERxwENT MEeMBER: No.

Mr., Vowres: He distinctly said so.

Mr. DEACON: You cannot mistake the
statement—the wording iz clear. The posi-
tion is that rou are practically taking from
the prisoners the opportunity to pay the fine
out of the bonds, and you are going to
hold them up to torture so as to make them
reveal the man who found the money. You
are going to say to these men, “ You will
be imprisoned for nine months,” and that
is a torture, It is a threat, and it is quite
improper. No Minister should ever allow
that to be done. When a person has been
sentenced by a judge and sent to prison to

Mr. Deacon.]

What should he have
“ Get thee

He did nct leave the
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serve his sentence, all that the Minister has
to do is to sec that he serves it. I quite
agree that the balance of the money, after
the prisoncrs’ fines have been paid, should
Le impounded.

The SECRETARY FCR AGRICULTURE: You
would allow them to buy themselves out of
gaol with other people’s money?

Mr. DEACON: The judge indicated that
the fines should be paid out of the bonds.

Mr. Riorpan: You are pulling your own
teg.

Mr. DEACON: You are going to hold the
prisoners up to torture and refuse them an
opportunity of paying the fine on purpose to
give the money to somebody else. You are
not entitled to make the prisoners suffer
because another man has committed a cerime,
It is an impossible position for the Crown
to take up.

Mr. Corning: They used to get the Thugs
in India and the Pinkertons in the United
States to do such dirty work.

Mr. DEACON: Why should vou make
the thing more disgraceful than it is? The
hon. member for Fitzroy said that, after
reading the paper, it was plain to his mind
that the judge took into "account the fact
that the fine would be paid out of the bonds.
Vet he said the verdict was insufficient, and
that we should go further. We have no
right to go further.

Mr. Forry : He never said that.

The SecreTARY 7OoR PupLic Laxps: Do you
say that it was their money?

Mr. DEACON : It does not matter whether
it was their money or not. It is quite clear
that the judge took that into account. I say
that the money should be impounded, but
vou should first take out the prisoners’ fines.

The ArroRNEY-GENERAL: Why should it be
impounded if it is their money?

Mr. DEACON : The money was there and
was used for improper purposes. The judge
took into account the fact that this money
was to be paid. He assumed in his verdict
that it was not their money, but that it could
be used to pay the fine. I hope that later
on, when the Government come to deal with
this case, they will see where they stand,
and realise that thoy have no right to add
to the sentence passed on the prisoners. If
they can find out the man who offered the
money and led the prisoners on, they should
use cvery means in their power to punish
him.

A GoverNMENT DNemeer: Why did the
prisoners not disclose the name of the person
who gave them the money?

Mr. DEACON : That is for the prisoners
to say. You cannot torture them to make
them tell.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS (Pittsworth): 1
regret very much that the Minister should
have brought forward a Bill of this kind at
this juncture, and I regret that there is such
a very keen desire on the part of hon. mem-
bers opposite to lead people to believe that
hon. members on this side of the House are
connected with this famous Sleeman-Connolly
case. To that I give an emphatic denial.
Not one man on this side knew anything
about Sleeman or Connolly. There is not
one man on this side who knew anything
about it or had any knowledge whatever
that an attempt was to be made to get the
hon. member for Toowoomba. I do not
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believe that there is a man on this side of
the House who would sit on the same side
as the hon. member for Toowoomba.

OppPosITION MEeMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. BrRENNAN: Not now.

Mr. J. H. . ROBERTS: I am going to
say that the insinuations that were made
were unjust and absolutely unfounded. There

is not one man on the other side

[3 p.m.] of the House who feels in his

heart that he is honest and right

when he says that there may be a connec-

tion between the Country party and the

supposed bribery and corruption cases that

were reeently tried. Let me quote the charge

preferred against Sleeman and Connolly.

Thez were arrested on 14th August, 1922, and
the charge against them read—

¢ That between Tth August and 14th

August, 1922, at Brisbane, they, in order

to influence Frank Tenizon Brennan, then

heing a member of the Legislative

Assembly of Queensland, in his vote upon

a certain question which was then about

to arise in the Legislative Assembly of

Queensland, namely, that the Government

of Queensland does not possess the con-

fidence  of the Legislative “Assembly

or of the electors of Queensland,

offered to give Frank Tenison Brennan

a certain sum of money, natnely, £3,500.

And that, between the same dates, they

conspired together, with divers persons

unknown to the Solicitor-General, to offer

to give him a certain sum of money,

namcly, £3,500, in order to influence his

vote on a certain question then about to

arise in the ILegislative Assembly of

Queensland, namely, that the Government

of Queensland does not possess the con-

fidence of the Legislative Assembly or of

the clectors of Queensland.” ’

('n Tuesday, the 1st August, the Secretary
for Public Instruction had charge of the
Agricultural Education Bill in Committec,
and he wa= defeated on two divisions. He
felt then that he was getting into deep water,
and he asked permission to withdraw the
Rill for the time being. The Premier on
the same evening moved the adjournment of
the Fouss until the following Thursday weck.
and that was agreed to.

Mr. Flartigy: The Minister never with-
drew the Bill. and he never asked permission
to withdraw it.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS : T was just point-
ing out what happened on the night of
Tuesday, 1st August.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You rhould make
accurate statements. You waid the Minister

withdrew the Bill
Mr. J. H. ¢. ROBERTS: On Wednesday,

2ud August. a. meeting of the Country party
was held, at which there was a very large
attendance. In view of the fact that there
were no proxy votes at that particular period.
and in view of the fact that the Premier
showed on the Tuesday evening that he was
hard up against it, we belicved that there
was a prospect of defcating the Government.
We considered we had a chance of defeating
the Government on a vote of want of con-
fidence, and it was unanimously decided by
those present at that menting on Wednesday.
ond August, that we should move a vote of
want of confidence in the Government. The
right person to move that motion was the
leader of the Opposition, Mr. Vowles. It
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was agreed that that hon. gentleman should
give notice of a want of confidence motion
on the first possible opportuniiy and that we
should submit a want of confidence motion
within a fortnight. The Premier seemed to
think he was making a point when he tried
to ascertain if certain members of the
Country party were present at that meceting.
Why should they not be present? The mem-
bers of the Country party were not connected
with anything wrong or corrupt, and they
had a right to attend that mceting. Why
the Premicr should interject when the hon.
member for Drayton was speaking and try
to make some sort of capital out of it by
asking who were present at that particular
meeting, I do not know. That was a party
meeting, and everything was fair and above
board at that meeting. We never met to
discuss anything corrupt or wrong. We met
because of what occurred on the previous
night. We thought we had a reasonably
good chance of defeating the Administration,
and it was our duty to try to defeat them
on every occasion. On the Wednesday and
Thursday most of the Country pariy mem-
bers left the city. Sleeman and Connolly
were charged that, between Tth of August
and 14th August, certain suggestions were
made by them to the hon. member for
Toowoomniba.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!
1 have allowed the hon. gentleman a good
deal of latitude. I may say that a good
deal of latitude hasz been allowed during
the whole of this discussion. The hon. mem-
ber might refer in passing to the position
of parties in this House while dealing with
the question before the Committee, but I am
afraid I cannot allow a full-dress debate on
it. While we are discussing the introduection
of “a Bill to amend the Criminal Code in a
certain particular,” I cannot allow a full
debate on every subject. The hon. member
may refer in passing to the state of partics,
but to go into a full discussion of the ques-
tion, as he has been doing, iz quite out of
order. 1 have allowed the houn. gentleman
considerable latitude already.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: 1 do not think
that you have allowed me any more latitude
than other hon. members have had.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: We can see
what took place in this House on 10th August
by referring to page 601 of * Hansard.” It
is well known that certain action was taken
by the Premier between 7th August and the
10th August. Certain information was given
to him by the hon. member for Toowoomba,
and we naturally conclude that the Premier
evolved some scheme and decided to take
some course of action. I will read what the
Premier said in this House on 10th August.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!
‘The hon. gentleman is not regarding my call
to order. In discussing the introduction of
“a Bill to amend the Criminal Code.” the
hon. member is entitled to refer to anything
connected with it in passing, but not to go
into such detail and discuss it fully. That is
entirely out of order. The hon. member will
heve an opportunity of dealing with it in
som+ way on the second reading. but he is
not in order in dealing with it so fully at
this stage.

My, J. H. C. ROBERTS: T am replying to
charges that have been made against the
Country party in this Chamber,
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The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!
The hon. gentleman is in order in replying
and referring to other matters in passing,
but 1ot to discuss them fully.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: On 10th August
charges were made against the Country party
which are equally applicable to hon, members
on the Government side. On 10th August the
Premier said that the hon. member tor Too-

_woomba gave him certain information.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!
I am not going to permit the hon. member
to discuss that phase of the question at all,
and I ask him to respect my call to order.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: Mr. Chairman,

this is very unfair.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: I
the hon. member to withdraw that.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: Withdraw what?

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: The
hon. member made the remark that it is very
unfair.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: Of course, I
will withdraw it, if you say so, but I mean it
all the same.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!
I ask the hon. member to withdraw uncondi-

ask

tionally.
The SecreTary rFor  RaiLways: And
apologise.
The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: And

apologise to the Chair.
Mr. VowLES: Another instance of dictation
to the Chair.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: I withdraw it.
We know that it is laid down as the founda-
tion of British justice and frecedom that
cvery accused person shall be {ried by his
fellow countrymen. Every man has to be
tried by his peers. In introducing this Bill
the Attorney-General has distinctly shown a
desire to overrule a judgment given by a
judge of the Supreme Court on the recom-
mendation of a jury composcd of the fellow
citizens of these men.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: That is not true
Me. J. H. C. ROBERTS: It is true.

The ArTORNEY-GENERAL: It has nothing to
do with it.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: It has everything
to do with it, and I would point to the Pre-
mier’s desire at one period to have a moticu
of want of confidence brought on—that he
practically went down on his knees to the
leader cof the Opposition to get him to move
such a motion.

The ATToRNEY-GENERAL: That is not true.

Mr. BeszingTON : It is true.

Mr. J. H. (. ROBERTS: It is true, and,
when the leader of the Opposition gave
notic of his motion, the Premier said, ¢ That
is just what I wanted to get at.” Why did
ho want to get at it? It was all part of the
scheme laid down by the Premier to entrap
these men. Why did he want to g=t that
definite statement from the leader of the
Opposition? Was it because he wanted some
charge to lay against certain individuals, who
have been tried and sentenced by a judge
on the verdict of the jury? Now the Attorncy-
General is introducing a Bill which is practi-
cally going to override the verdict of the
jury and the sentence of the judge.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: No.

Mr. J. H. C. Roberts.]
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Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: The hon. mem-
ber knows it.
Myr. BeBBINGTON: He admitted it.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You have not seen
the BIll yet.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: That is what we
complain about so frequently in this House.
Seventy-two members are elected to this
Assembly, and are expected to carry on the
government of the country; yet we find a
spectacle of thirty-six members on one side
knowing all about a Bill and thirty-five on
the other side knowing nothing about it.
On the evidence that we will bring forward
on the second reading—because we are not
allowed to bring it forward now—it is quite
possible for us to prove that the £3,200 which
was offered to the hon. member for Too-
woomba belonged to the Government, and
they are bringing in this Bill so that they
can get their own money back. It is quite
reasonable; and the absolute desire right
through the piece on the part of the Premier
to secure some admission from the leader
of the Opposition or some member on this
side of the House that they knew something
or believed they knew something shows me
that the Premier was keen to sheet home a
charge against somebody in order to get his
Government and himself out ot a very awk-
ward predicament. And now, when they
find that they are in another awkward pre-
dicament, they bring forward at the last
moment a Bill to confiscate the money found
in the possession of the prisoners.

The ATTORXEY-GENERAL: To confiscate what
you say is the Government’s own money.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: It is not the
Attorney-General’s money or the Govern-
ment’s money. It belongs to the p=ople of
Queensland. The Government have devoted
a good many sums of money to causes of which
we do not altogether approve, and why should
they not devote some money to this particular
cause as well? They say that members on
this side of the House have taken up an
attitude of opposition to this Bill, and they
arc surprised at it. Why should they be sur-
prised at it? Have they not all along on
every possible occasion attempted to conncet
the Country party with this case? The
Boyee episode with the Premicr, the Garbutt
cepisode with the Premier, were all part and
parcel of the scheme. Mr. Boyce has dis-
tinctly stated that he can prove that the
Premier rang him up and asked him to go
up to see him, and Mr. Boyce’s word Is as
good to me as the word of the Premier.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN : Order!
Mr. J. H. €. ROBERTS: If you review

the circumstances leading up to this caze,
vou cannot help believing that, after all, the
Government are implicated in some zhape or
form. You cannot get away from that fact.
I believe the evidence would prove to a jury
that, at any rate, they are far more blamable
than the Country party.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: A jury will settle
that question—the people of Queensland.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: If the Attorney-
General is prepared to allow the people of
Qucensland to sit as a jury within the next
three or four months to decide the question
whether the Government shall sit on this
side or on that side of the House, T am pre-
pard to guarantce that they will be on this
side afterwards. VYou can take it from me
that nine out of ten persons of unbiased
mind who did not look at it from a political

[Mr.J. H. C. Roberts.
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point of view, or any other point of view
other than that of an ordinary plain citizen
of upright character and good standing, would
say from the evidence we have produced that
the Government are as guilty as anybody
else of having brought about a state of affaire
which is not creditable to the people or them-
selves. Yet we have our friends on that side
of the House everlastingly throwing across
the Chamber innuendoes that members of
this party know something about where that
money came from. We do not know where
it came from. But I would just remind the
Attorney-General of the old French proverb,
““That he who excuses himself accuses him-
self.”

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: We are the accu-
sers. You have been excusing yourselves all
the morning.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: We have taken
up the stand that the Attorney-General has
tried on all possible occasions to connect this
matter with some member of one of the par-
ties on this side of the Chamber, and show
that we are implicated in some shape or
form.

Th- ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You would like to
know all we know. ]

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: I have no_desire
to know all that the Attorney-General know‘s,
because, after all, I do not suppose it would
be of any benefit to me.

Mr. Prase: You would get a shock.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: It would not
be any greater shock than we got on Frxda’f{
night  when the Government gagged

through a Bill which is going to have far-

reaching effects in Queensland, without giving
us any possible chance of discussing 1it.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: I just mention
that in passing, but I can connect 15 up n
this way, that I feel perfectly certain that,
if the Attorney-General knew as much as
he wants us to believe he knows, he would
“gag 7 this Bill through without giving us a
chance of talking on it at all. We know
verv well that, no matter how great an injus-
tice may be done to individuals, the Attorney-
General is prepared to override a judgment
which has been given. )

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: That it not so.

Vr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: Tt is so. He
intends, if he possibly can, to override a
sentence imposed by a judge. .

The bell indicated that the hon. member’s
time had expired. )

Mr. G. P. BARNES (Warwick): There
can be no two opinions regarding this
wretched business. So far as I can sce, 1t
ie bad from beginning to end. I do not
know that you can look for one redeeming
cide to it. No one can say that this con-
spiracy should mect with the approval of
anv man. 1 cannot imagine any man here
saying that the men who_ were, perhaps,
the dupes of others, were justified in what
they did. No one can say that the men
who gave consideration to the matter acted
as thev should have acted. It is a greab
misfortune that the time of this House should
be taken up with a discussion of this ques-
tion.” There is, perhaps, one aspect..whlch
might relieve the situation, and that is that
the wretched thing miscarried. Had it come
off, and had this side been victorious as _a
result  we would have had a right to be
ashamed of ourselves at having indirectly
benefited. (Hear, hear!) The opportunity
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has come, again and again, for someone to
show the right and the better way. I feel
that the whole of our life is jeopardised by
what we have witressed, by there being the
possibility that any one might succumb to
a monetarv lure. OQur life is jeopardised by
the fear that there might be an interference
in the carrying out of justice. I do not
know of anything so unscemly as the com-
munication which was attempted to be con-
veyed by the Attorney-General. As Attorucy-
General he might convey what he likes, but
I know nothing more reprchensible than for
him to have a communication with the Pre-
mier, and to desire that something should be
conveyed to the judge as a result of that
communication. In any other case, if the
Government of the day have vindictive feel-
ings, are they to acquaint the judge regard-
ing their feelings in order that he might
mete out justice, not in such a way as to
accord with his own ideas, but in order to
accord with the ideas of the ruling authority
for the time being.

The PrEMIER: Does the hon. member know
that in the days of the Denham Administra-
tion a circular was sent to police magistrates
calling attention to the frequency of a certain
srime and asking them to impose a severe
sentence?  That is the same thing.

Mr. G. P. BARNES: I should condemn
that as forcibly as I am condemning this.
Two wrongs never make a right. I am sure
that_ in the days to come, when the Premier
looks upon his atiitude -in the matter he
will not be satisfied that he played the high
and true part that he might have played.
A great opportunity came in a dirty business
for some one to assert principles that are
right, true, and good. The opportunity was
not taken, and those principles were not
asserted. A great deal of condemnation has
been meted out to the men who may be
behind this £3,500. That money may have
been made up of many sums. The men who
gave it may have been perfectly ignorant
of what was going to be done with it.

The PreEMIER: The hon. member cannot
deny that the people who used the money
attempted to bribe. They knew where 1t
came from, and they could reveal where it
came from.

Mr. G. P. BARNES: I condemn it from
beginning to end. I also condemn the hon.
member’s attitude in various ways. It is a
wretchedly bad business, and the only decent
aspect about it is that no man in this House
can be charged with being a party to it in
any way, or with having any sympathy with
the attempt to purchase the vote of any
man. I hope that this party will remain in
Opposition for ever if their only road to
success is by the purchasing of someone
else’s vote. 1 hope that we shall be superior

to that.  The one gratification is that the
thing miscarried.
Mr. GREEN (Townsville): I support

strongly the request made by the leader of
the Opposition for the appointment of a
Royal Commission to inquire into the whole
of the circumstances surrounding the charge
made by the Premier concerning the leader
of the Opposition and other hon. members.

The PrEmiER: What charge did I make
against the leader of the Opposition and
other hon. members opposite?
~ Mr. GREEN: It is not in ‘ Hansard,”
but if my memory is correct, I think the

[4 OcToBER.]
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hon. gentleman linked up the leader of the
Opposition and several hon. members on this
side with the charge of bribery.

The PREMIER: What I said was that it
was significant that the hon. member knew.

Mr., VowreEs: You did not say that. You
said I was a party to it.

The PreMiER: I said no such thing.

Mr. GREEN: I am quite pleased to have
the Premier’s assurance that he did not
make those remarks.

The PrEMiErR: I did not make a charge
against the leader of the OUpposition con-
cerning the attempt at bribery.

Mr. Vowrgs: Did I not say that I would
give you a writ if you did?

The PreMigr: The hon. member must
have misunderstood me. Most inexplicably
the hon. member got into a temper. No cre

could understand his geting into such 2
fury-
Mr. GREEN: Attempts have bren made

to link up hon. members on thiz side with

this unfortunate and indefensihle cnarge
The ArtorNEY-GENERAL: It is due largely

to_their indefensible action in opposiny the

1

Mr. GREEN: Many things require clear-
ing up, and they shculd be cleared up in
justice, not enly to this House, but to the
people of Queensland. Whoever is guilty
should be made to suffer. The Premier
related certain interviews. Those interviews
Mr. Boyce and Mr. Garbutt have absolutely
denied; 'in effect, they have said that the
Premier is a liar.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN ::

Mr. GREEN: I am not saying
am saying that that is the effect
remarks.

The TEMPORARY CITAIRMAN : Oxder!
That has nothing to do with the question.
The question is, the desirability of introducing
“a Bill to amend the Criminal Code in a
certain particular.”” Any interview with Mr.
Boyce has nothing to do with the Bill

Mr. VOWLES: The name was mentioned.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Not
in the course of this debate.
_ Mr. BesBiNgTON : The Premier mentioned

1f.
The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN : Order!

Mr. GREEN: It was mentioned in the
cocurse of this debate. The leader of the
Opposition has asked for the appointment of
a Royal Commission in connection with it.
I was endeavouring to show why the Premier
should grant the appointment of that Reyal
Commission so that these matters might be
cleared up. If Mr. Boyce and Mr. Garbutt
are telling lies, let us know it.

The PREMIER: What do you want a Royal
Commission for? 1 made it perfectly clear
on the wan$ of confidence motion and again
this afternoon that I have not connected the
leader of the Opposition with the charge of
corruption and bribery.

Mr. GREEN: The hon. gentleman practi-
cally charged hon. members on this side with
being linked up with the charge.

The PREMIER: No, the hon. member has
misunderstood me. I said that T was satisfied
the money came from somewhere, and I
believe it came from organisations that ordi-
narily support the Opposition. I firmly
believe that.

Order !
that; T
of their

Mr. Green.]
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Mr. GREEN: I do not think that the hon.
gentleman is justified in saying that.

Hon. W. Forean Suira: Who was going
to get the advantage if the Government had
been defeated?

Mr. GREEN: We should long ago have
gone to the pebple of Queensiand and gob
them to decide the position of partics in this
House.
does  not Justify

The Promier: That

attempted bribery.

Mr. GREEN: Certainly not. No one can
justify what has taken place. Though the
Premier claims that he acted in the interests
of justice in doing what he did, no one
can justify what he did. Is he prepared to
prove, by means of a Royal Commission, that
those men made those statements ?

The PrEMiER : The hon. member, and every
other hon. member, know from their own
evidence that those statements which I
recorded are true.

[3.30 p.m.]

My, GREEN: These men have denied it
and they have practically stated that the
hon. gentleman is telling lies. 1f the hon.
gentleman can prove that those men are
telling lies, I wish he would do it.

The PmrEMIER: I can only prove it by pro-
ducing the report of the conversations.

Mr., GREEN: I think the hon. gentleman
should have more evidence than that to go
Ol

The Premirr: The report of the conversa-
tions is very convincing evidence, in that it
coincides with the knowledgs that was in the
minds of hon. members opposita.

Mr. GREEN: An attempt has been made
to link up hon. members on this side with
the matter.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Order!
The Bill is intended to deal with the distri-
bution of moneys and property used for a
certain purpose. The conversation between
Mr. Bosvce and any other gentleman and
the Premier has nothing to do with the Bill.

Mr. GREEN: On the Wednesday proced-
ing the day when the charge was made by
the Premier—the hon. gentleman claims to
have made no charge—I asked the leader of
the Opposition to request that a Royal Com-
mission should be appointed to inquire into
the charge regarding a bribe, so that hon.
members on this side would have an oppor-
tunity of clearing themsclves. Before any
paper had commented upon the matter, the
feader of the Opposition said it would not
be wise, because the case was sub judice. I
repeated the request the following day, and
I got the same reply. The leader of the
Opposition has had every intention through-
out the session of asking for a Roval Com-
mission, so that members of the Country
party would have an opportunity of clearing
themselves. I am prepared to give cvidence
before a Royal Commission.

Mir. BreExnNan: Tell your electors that.

Mr. PEasE: They know Sleeman in Towns-
ville.

Mr. GREEN: I will tell my electors.
They know exactly where I stand in connec-
tion with this matter.

[Mr. Green.
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Mr. J. JONES (AK:nnedw): 1 hope the
Phremier will grant the request of the leader
of the OCpposition and appoint a Royal
Commissicn,

The Previpr: The hon. genfleman has
asked for a Roval Commission to inguire
into charges that I have not made.

Mr. JONES: Even if charges have not
bect made, let us have a Royar Cominission.
{Laughter.) It seems an extracrdinary thing
that a Labour Governmeit should attempr
to introduce legislation to increase a sentence
after the mexn have been found guilty by a
jury and sentenced by a judge.

The ArtorNry-GENERAL: It i3 not intended
to increase the sentence.

Mr. J. JONES: We have in the past heard
of action being taksn to reduce a sentence,
but we never expected to sce legislation intro-
duced with the object of increasing the sen-
tence, as this Bill will do. The judge, in
inflicting a fine of £500, had in inind the
fact that it would be paid out of the £3,200.

The IrREMIER: Where will Connolly get his
money to pay the fine?

Mr. J. JONES: I have no objection to the
Bill, so long as it is made to apply to the
future; but it is liks all other legislation by
this Government—it is retrospective. That is
not a fair thing.

Question put and passed.

The House resumecd.

The TeyMrorary CHAIRMAN reported that the
Committee had come to a resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

FirsT READING.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Mullan, Flinders) presented the Bill, and
nieved-—

*“That the Bill be now
time.”’

Question put and passed.

read a first

SEcoND REeaDING.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Mullan, Fiinders): This is the sccond occa-
sion during the present session on which the
Government have found it necessary to amend
the Criminal Code. 'The last amendment
provided for the abolition of capital punish-
ment. To-day we seck to amend secction 60
of the Code, which deals with the bribery of
a member of Parliament. The section has
been published in the newspapers almost
every day for a fortnight, and I am sure
hon. members are well acquainted with it,
unfortunately for all concerned. It is pro-
posed to amend that scction by adding tho
following paragraph:—

““ Where a person has becen convicted
(whether before or after the first day of
July, one thousand nine hundred and
twenty-two) of an offence under this sec-
tion, all property which has been ten-
dered or produced in evidence at the
trial of the offender, as being the pro-
perty or part of the property which the
offender in the course of the commission
of such offence gave, conferred, or pro-
cured, or promised or offered to give, or
confer or to procure, or attempt to pro-
cure, to, upon, or for a member of the
Legislative Assembly of Queensland, or
to, upon, or for any other person, shall
become and be deemed to have become
forthwith upon such conviction and with-
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out any further judgment or order the
absolute property of His Majesty, whether
such property is the property of the
offender or of any other person.’
The Bill provides for the forfeiture of pro-
perty used for or in conmection with the
bribing of a member of Parliament, which.
1 take it, no member hay any sericus cobjec
tion to. It is a well-cstablished principle in
the State law, the Federal law. and the
Imperial law thdt money or property used
in tho commiizsion of a crime is forfeited,
or i3 lable to ke forfeited to the Crown. In
yroof of that I will quote some examples. [
Emve quite a number of extracts from the
Liquor Act of 1912, which was passad by a
Government representing the interests that
houn. members opposite represent. In that
Act there are no less than five provisions
providing for fines, imprisonment, and for-
feiture of the goods involved. Then, in the
Federal arena, under the Foederal Customs
Act, & ship can be forfeited, and smuggled
goods to the value of thousands of pounds
can be forfeited. Section 241 of the Criminal
Code, dealing with the adulteration of
beverages, prondm for a penaity of £200
fine, two years’ imprisonment, aud the forfei-
ture of the goods. Section 242 of the Code
provides that in connection with fraudulent
land transactions the offender can be con-
victed and sentenced to imprisonment and
all his right and title in and to the
land forfeited. The principle of forfeiture
is well established in State, Federal, and
Imperial Jaw. There can be no reason why
a briber of a member of PParliamcent should
be treated with greater respect than any
other kind of criminal. I have yet to learn
why he should get special consideration from
this House, which I hope stands for the
incorruptibility of Parliament. No one would
argue that the property of land swindlers or
other criminals whose property is liable to
forfeiture is less tainted than the property
of a briber or of the man who provided the
money for a bribe. Why, therefore, should
this property be regarded as sacred? If
wealthy and unscrupulous persons are pre-
pared to spend huge sums of money——
Mr. VowLEs : Who prepared the brief for
you?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You could
never prepare any brief.

Mr. Vowrms: I suppose it was the
Solicitor-General.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: When

unscrupulous persons are prepared to find
huge sums of money to bribc members of
Parliament, it is the duty of members of
Parliament—the men who stand for the
incorruptibility and purity of Parliament—
so to amend the law as to enable that money
to be forfeited. With all its imperfections,
Parliament as we have it is so far the best
governmental machine created by human
genius, and any man who does anything to
subvert the authority of Parliament, any
man who does anything to corrupt Barlia-

ment, is a traitor to Queensland and a
menace tO CIVIllSﬂ.thn.
GOvERNMENT MeveeRS : Hear, hear!

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: There is
no mistake about that. I hope that the day
will never come when the rich men of this
country will be able to get control of Par-
liament by bribing its members. It will
be a sorry day for Queensland if that ever
comes. about. I was dealing with an
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abstract amendment dealing with generalities
for the past, the present, and the future,
and I had not intended, for 0bv10us reasons,
to 1efe1 to a particular case, seeing that the
case which has been under discussion to-day
nnv be the subject of appeal. For that reason

had not intended to refer to it at all, but,
h» the amazement of everyone, the Opp051-
tion have openly championed the cause of
boodlers, and demanded that this tainted
nmoney of the bribers should be returned to
them or to the owners of the money.

IIr. Kurr: That is not true.
Mr. Payng: That is the argument.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: We will
hear whot the hon. gentleman has to say
about it later on. Would the leader of the
Opposition, the hon. member who is inter-
Joctmg, or the hon. member for Logan
get up in any reputable court and argue
that the burglar should be handed back his
instruments of crime?

Mr. Kixe: Certainly not.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: What you

are attempting to do is the same thing,
because you are asking the Government to
hend back to boodlers and criminals—to the
men who have been convicted—the money
with which they committed the crime, in
order that they might be ablc to commlh
further crime. The money, in their case, is
their kit of tools. The money was the
instrument with which they proposed to
commit the crime, and handing back that
money would be the same as if we were to
hand back to a burglar his kit of tools.

Mr. King: Will you say that a criminal
has any legal right at any time to a kit of
tools ?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Nor has
the briber at any time a right to have ill-
gotten money in his possession.

Mr. Kixe: One is legal, the other is not;
that is the difference.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: It has
been suggested by hon. members opposite,
sceing that the judge ha:z imposed a fine
of £500 on these men as an alternative to
an additional nine months’ imprisonment,
that, by passing this Bill, we are imposing
an addltmnal penalty on these men. The
thing is absurd. Every man in this House
knows—no man knows it better than the
leader of the Opposition—that the men
behind the bribers dare not refuse to pay
the £500 fine.

Mr. VOWLES :
it.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You know
more about it than I do. If the fine
were £10,000, the men behind the bribers
dare not run the risk of exposure. It shows
that, when a man wants to commit a wrong,
he has to pay the penalty, and these men
behind the prisoners will have to pay the
penalty, and pay pretty dearly. Make no
mistake about that. They will pay pretty
dearly before it is all over.

Mr. J. JonEs: Queensland is paying

pretty dearly for what your Government
have done.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I am
amazed that any legal member opposite
should raise the contention that there was
anything wrong in the action of the

Hon, J. Mullan.]

You seem to know all about
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Solicitor-Gieneral, as a reprecsentative of the
Crown, in going into court and stating that
he had consulted with the Attorney-General,
who, as a matter of right, consulted with the
Premicr, and impressing upon the courf the
gravity of the charge. I am surprised at
the member for Logan—

Mr. Kixe: What

referring to?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The leader
of the Opposition.

Mr. Kimng: Well,
Logan out of it.

The ATTOR\TEY GENERAL: I thought
the hon. member for Logan was sustaining
the attitude of the leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Kixg: The hon. member for Logan
is able to speak for himself.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I am
pleased to hear that he is not prepared to
sustain such a ridiculous contention, Sup-
pose, instead of being a layman, I was a
barrister, and in my capacity as a
barrister.

Mr. Vowres: It is too ridiculous.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: It is not
so ridiculous as the hon. member being the
leader of the Opposition. What could be
more ridiculous than that the hon. member
should be the leader of any party?

Mr. VowrEs: You are a * Jumping
Johnny.”

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: No wonder
we are in power, and no wonder we have
good prospects of remaining in power, when
there 1s such a mediocrity leading the Oppo-
sition. However, I do not wish to be
personal; but, if the hon. member wishes
t> be pel=ona1 he will get all he wants. If
I were a professional Attorney-General, I
could, as a matter of privilege, go into
court and prosecute. I would be the prose-
cuting counsel.

legal men are you

leave the member for

Mr. VowLzs: You prosecute! You will

never prosecute anybody.

The ATTORNEY.-GENERAL: Beyond a
tinpot bush lawyer’s job wou will never get
anything.

The SPEAKER Order! Order!

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The hon.
member is looking for it. In my capacity
as professional Attorney-General 1 would
have had undisputed right to prosecute, and
that right would not deprive me of the right
to consult the other members of the Cabinet.
I would have had the right, as Attorney-
General, to point out to the judge the gravity
of the charge, and surely no man suggests
that it was not a grave charge?

Mr. G. P. BarnEes:

vour action.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: It is one
of the gravest crimes against the Constitu-
tion of this country that was ever committed,
yet we have hon. members on the other side
treating it in rather a light vein. I certainly
stand solid against any interference with the
judiciary, but when the previous Administra-
tion—an anti-Labour Government—were in
power, the Attorney-General of the day sent
out an instruction to the police magistrates of
Queensland that they would have to exercise

[Hon. J. Mullan.

The judge resented
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greater severity against men guilty of
pilfering cargo. That is on record, and can
b2 investigated by hon. membels opposite
il they want to make inquiries about these

things. We have had the sorry spectacle
to-day of an Opposition, that should be
standing for the purity of Parliament,

making a claim for the cash of the boodlers.
Mr. MorcaN: No. Against victimisation.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: No, it does
not affect the men one twopenny stamp, but
it does affeet the men behind them to the
extent of £3,200 and that is the pinch.

Mr. Comser: That is the pinch with you
fellows; you want to get it back.

The ATTCRNEY-GENERAL: That brings
me to a statement of the hon. member
for Oxleyv. When he was speaking a while
ago he said that if the hon. member for
Toowoomba had gone over to their side, he
and others would have left the party.

OrrostTioN MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Why did
the hon. member not leave the party when
the hon. member for Normanby went over?

Mr. KLPHINSTONE: You are not going to
compare the men, are you?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Why did
he not leave the party when the hon. member
for Port Curtis went over? Why did he
not hang himself when he went over him-
self from the Nationalist to the Country
party? Here is a man who has been a Judas
to his own party and now talks like this.

The SPEAKER: Order!

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The hon.
member for Bulimba laid down the dictum
in the House the other day that no man
had the right to leave any party without
consulting the clectors, and then this man,
above all others, lectures the House upon
political morality‘

My, ELPHINSTONE :
the subject.

The ATTORNLEY-GENERAL: The hon.
member  should learn something about
political morality before he preaches it.

The SPEAKER: Order! I hope the
Attorney-General will withdraw the word
“Judas,”” as applied to the hon. member
for Oxley.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I withdraw
the word, as Judas would refuse to associate
with the hon. member.

The SPEAKER : Order!

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Everybody
knows that for a long time this party has
been beset with big difficulties in the way
of fighting the ¢ boodlers’ outside. Ever

You nced a lecture on

since the time when I exposed the
Employers’ TFederation—(Opposition laugh-
ter)——

Mr. VowLEs : Stolen documents

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Ever since
the hon. member for Bremer exposed another
organisation connected with the party
opposite

Mr. VowLEs : More stolen documents.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Ever siuce

the Minister for Works exposed the lr-
ployers’ Federation in connection with
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another matter, there has been a conspiracy
at work to beat this party—not at the polls,
but by uanfair moeans.

Mr. G. P,
the polls.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The palty
opposite, in the name of p011t10a1 purity,
comes along and seeks to have the bonds—
the instruments of political corruption—used
in payment of the fines. Hon. members
opposite seek to condone the dastardly acts
already committed. I hope that hon. mem-
bers on this side will never stand for that.
Personallr, I would rather leave political
life to-morrow than stand for anything of
the sort.

Mr. J. Joxos:
early.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL:
it when the electors decide. I am sure the
hon. member will leave it long before me,
although it is a bad thing to be a prophut
in pohtxu (Laughter.) I think I have
exploded the arguments raised by hon.
members against the Bill. (Opposition
laughter.)

Mr. KErpHinstoNe: Abuse is not argument.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I meet
abuse with abuse. I never allow the hon.
member to come along in his supercilious
way and insult the members of this party.
Before concluding, I want to give an
emphatic denial to the statement that has
been made that the Bill proposes to increase
the sentences of the men who have been
found guilty.

An OrpoSITION MEMBER :
they cannot find the money,

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: It is not
the intention of the Government to do any-
thing of the kind. In no way can this Bill
mean that it is the intention of the Govern-
ment to increase the penalty imposcd on these
men., I move—

¢ That the Bill be now
time.”

Parxes: You were beaten at

You will leave it pretty

I will leave

It must do so if

read a second

(GOVERNMENT MEMBERS ;

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): The attack which
was made by the Attorney-General on mem-
bers on this side shows that he is just about
as big in mentality as he is in stature.

The SPEAKER : Order!

Mr. VOWLES: I notice that when inter-
jections have been coming across from the
other side, the members making them werc
not called to order; but when I propose to
reply to some of the things that have been
said, I am called to order.

Hear, hear!

The SPEAKER: Order! I called the
Attorney-General to order.
Mr. VOWLES: I have an idea that I

heard some whisper from the other side that
I was a political mediocrity, and I noticed
that you did not call the Attorney-General
to order for that. However, those are my
sentiments. When we find that attitude
being adopted by a Minister of the Crown,

we really wonder whether the days of the
Inquisition are gone. What do the Govern-
ment tell us thev are going to do? They
are going to apply the thumbscrew to these
men—io keep them in gaol until such time
as they squeal and give information to the

1922—6 R
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Crown which is wanted. Those are the prin-
ciples by which hon. members opposite are
actuated. It is going back a good many
centuries in civilisation.

Mr. WinstaNLEY: That is
Government tried to do.

Mr. VOWLES: That is what the Govern-
ment tell us they are going to try to do.
When a man 1s convl(tedgé) a jury, we accept
the decision, and we accept the verdict that
these men were guilty. Then the next stage
is that the judge deals with the case, as he
is in a position to do on account of his
particular knowledge through having to deal
with matters of this sort, and he inflicts
what he considers to be a just sentence—a
punishment to fit the crime. What did the
judge do in this case? He said he could not
apply seciion 19 of the Code and allow these
men out under recognisances, as he thought
that imprisonment would be nece: sary. He
told the prisoners, when an appcal on their
behalf was made for mercy by counsel—and
I would like it to be remembered that the
foreman of the jury said the jury recom-
mended them to the mercy of the judge—that
he could not accept the ‘recommeéndation. L
do not want to criticise the attitude of the
Attorney-General or of the Premier in trying
to interfere with the judge; but if any
instructions were sent by the Premier to the
Solicitor-General—and something transpired
in that direction—the judge refused to hear
the Solicitor-General.

The ATTORNEY-(GENERAL :
my right to consult
(eneral ?

Mr. VOWLES: I do not dispute it. but
it is a remarkable thing that Mr. Macrossan
did not make those suggestions to the judge.
It was left to the Solicitor-General—an
employec of the Crown-—to make the sugges-
tions to the judge, and the judge told him
that he did not want to hear them.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Ile was the right
man to make the suggestions.

Mr. VOWLES: The judge, knowing that
they had possibly not money to pay the
fines themselves, decided they could he taken
from the fund. There was sufficient in money
and bonds to pay the fines. The judge
inflicted his sentence on the condition that
the fine should be taken from the fund, and
the men could be let off nine months of the
sentence. That is reported in the news-
papers. The Government are going to get
behind the sentence of the judge; they are
going to rub the salt in. They are not satis-
fied.. The judge ignored the instructions
from the Premier and the Attornev-General,
and as a result, the Government arc going
to have their pound of flesh, and are going
to kecp these men in gaol for twelve months
and forfeit the money which, so far as we
know, was their property. T hold no brief
for these men. I say that the criminal law
is one of the things we do not want to
monkey with. But why should we make
the Bill retrospective and extend it to cases
which have been already dealt with by
judges? If vou are going to place this Bill
on the statute-book and make it apply to
the future only; if you delete the words—

““ (whether before or after the first day
of July, one thousand nine hundred and
twenty-two)’—

I will support the Bill,
no more argument.

what your

~ Do you_ dispute
with the Solicitor-

and there will be
(Government laughter.)

Mr. Morgan.]
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We have no right to put measures on the
statute-book which are going to be retro-
spective and apply the law to particular
individuals.

The ATTORNEY-(GGENERAL :
to apply
Connolly ?

You are prepared
it to anybedy but Sleeman and

4 p.m,

Mr. VOWLES: I do not care who it s,
I say that is not the principle of the criminal
law. The criminal law is not to ke applied
to suit particular cases and overcome deci-
sions which are unsatisfactory to the Govern-
ment. Therce are some things in the Bill to
which I take exception, and I would like
the Attorncy-General and the parham9ntar
d)aftaman to take notice of it. It says here—

© Where a person has been convicted
of an cffence under this section.”
It makes reference to the question of whether
the offence occurred before or after the Ilst
July, and then goes on—

*“ All property which has been tendered
or produced in evidence at the trial of
the offender, . shall become the
property of His Majesty.”

I draw attention to the fact that it refers to

<Al plopelt* tendered or produced in evi-
dence, It might be property not actually
tondered in evidence, yet it can be confiscated.
There is something imperfect about that, and
1 draw the Attorney-General’s attention to
the way in which it 1s drawn.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Tt means property
used in the course of the commission of
the offence.

Mr. VOWLES: It does not say so. The
fact that any property is produced or ten-
dered makes it confiscatory.

The ATTORNEY-(ENERAL :
perty.

Mr. VOWLES : Whether it is tainted or not,
it should mnot be confiscated unless it is ten-
dered in evidence. There are certain docu-
ments which were found in the possession of
the prisoners, and which were referred to
in the Police Court. If they had been ten-
dered in evidence in the Supreme Court, they
could be confiscated under this Bill.

Mr. BRENNAN : What was the value of those
documents ? Nothing !

Mr. VOWLES: There was something in
one of them. I want the Attorney-Gencral
to notice that the wording of the Bill is
imperfect. Documents or anything else may
be confiscated, whether they are produced or
tendered. Suppose portion of the floor of the
house of the hon. member for Toowoomba
had been tendered as evidence, is that going
to be confiscated by the Crown?

Mr. GrepsoN: Yes, if it was given for the
purpose of bribery.

Mr., VOWLES: Any documents produced
or tendered may be confiscated without being
actually receivable in evidence. That should
be amended. T would like to refer to a state-
ment made by the Premier this afternoon
in dealing with another matter. He said
that he did not make certain statements.

The PremIER : I said that I made no charge
against you.

Mr. VOWLES: I refer the hon. gentle-
man to page 966 of “ Hansard,” when I was
speaking in Committee of Supply I I\now it
is not in order to quote from ¢ Hansard,” but
I am quite prepared to write it out and read

[Mr Vouwles.

It is tainted pro-
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from Wlltmg to put it in order, if necessary,
but I do not want to Wacm f'me This is
what appears in “ Hansard ’

“Mr. Vowrrs: And sceret stenograph-
ers, and evuvthmg that is low and mcan.
We ar» consenting to the employment of
individuals who are compelled to do these
things against their better judgment, and
it is the Premier of Quecnsland who is the
man who places them in the invidious and
miscrable position of having to play the
part that they play by being behind the
door.

“ The Premier :
the money?

““Mr. Voweres: Which briber ?

“The Premier: The hon.
knows. ITe knows all about it.

““Mr. Vowres: Is the hon. gentleman
prepared to substantiate his statement?

“The Premier: Yes. In due course 1
will do it.

“Mr. VowLes:
gentleman to do it.

* The Premier: Never fear; it will be
done.”

I ask the Premier again for a Royal Com-
mission to prove the insinuation he made
there. T state that he is unable to associate
me with the bribery in any way.

Th> Previer: I did not associate you. I
said that you knew about it.

Mr. VOWLES : I say that I did not know
about 16,

The PrEMIER: I say you did, because you
mentioned it on the racécourse at Ascot.

Mr. VOWLES : There you are going back
to the same old thing. You arc like a dingo.
once he is cornzred, the way he comes back
at you again,

The Premier: You stated that the hon.
member for Toowoomba was going to vote for
the Opposition.

Mr. VOWLES : You are a squib. I demand
an inquiry into that statement to prove
whether I was connected with this business
in any way.

The SPEAKER : The hon. gentleman will
have to withdraw the statement that the
Premier is a squib. (Opposition laughter.)

Mr. VOWLES: Do I understand that that
is unparliamentary ? Very well, I withdraw
1t.

Mr. J. Joxes: He is a big squib.

The SPEAKER : Order!

LIr. J. Jones: I withdraw. (Laughter.)

The PREMIER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,

Chillagoe): T do not want to take any notice
of the small fry of the Country party, or I
might say somcthing about the hon. member
that would make him uncomfortable.

Mr. J. Jowns: Say it. I dare you to say
it! I challenge you to say it!

The PREMIER : The leader of the Oppo-
sition demanded a Royal Commission to
inquire into a certain specific point which
he read out this morning. Now he changes
his mind, He wants a Royal Commissy, >
now because he says I was not justified in
saving that he knew that the hon. member
for Toowoomba was going to vote for the
want of confidence motion. There is no neces-
sity for a Royal Commission. because the
words of the hon. member hitnself are quite
sufficient evidence to show ths+ he did know.

Who gave the briber

member

I challenge the hon.
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ITe knew all about it a week before he moved
his want of confidence motion, berause the
briber approached one of the members of this
party a week before the notice of motion
was given, The hon. member gave notice on
the Fridey. On the Thursday a member of
the political organisation which the hon.
gentleman leads in Parliament was able to
+ 11 me that the hon. member for Toowoomba
had been approached with a bribe to vote
for the want of confidence motion. Mr. Boyce
told me that.
Mr. VowLes: Mr. Boyce denies that.

The PREMIER: He may deny it, but
I was able to indicate that I knew before
the leader of the Opposition gave notice of
his motion—that was on the Thursdas before
his motion came on—that the hon. member for
Toowoomba had been approached. The leader
ot the Opposition gave notice of motion on
Friday, and on Saturday, when he was at the
racecourse at Ascot, he told a certain gentle-
man down there that they would carry the
want of confidence motion because the hon.
member for Toowoomba was going to vote
for it.

Mr. Vowres: Nothing cof the kind.
vou producs that gentleman?

The PREMIER : I don’t know about that.

Mr. VowLEs: Because you cannot.

Mr. BrennNax: I will give you his name.
It was Mick O’Sullivan of Toowoomba.

Mr. Voweres: Is Mick O’Sullivan prepared
to suppert the statement that I said the hon.
member for Toowoornba would vote for it?

The PREMIER: I did not mention Mr.
O’Sullivan’s name.

Mr. VowLes: Your friend did.

Th: PREMIER: When I first menticned
the fact that you made this statement on
the racecourse at Ascot, you did nct deny it.
To-day, the leader of the Opposition has
made an attempt to sidetrack the issue by
saying that everyone knew that the hon.
member for Toowoomba was going to vote
for the want of confidence motion. We first
heard about the want of confidence motion
from a prominent member of the Primary
Producers’” Union. We heard from him that
they were getting the hon. member for
Toowoomba.

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): I rise to a point
of order. I have already denied the statemens
made by the Premier. He said that I knew
that we ware getting hold of the hon. member
for Toowoomba. I say that I knew absolutely
nothing of the kind. (Government laughter.)

The PREMIER : You admitted it.

Mr. Vowies: No. Do rou say that I
told Mick O’Sullivan that I knew the hon.
member for Teowoomba was going to vote
for the motion? I did not.

The SPEAKER: I hope the Premier will
accept the hon. member’s denial.

The PREMIER: I will accept it. When
I mentioned the conversation that tock place
at Ascot, the hon. member, in explangtion of
this conversation, said that everybody talked
about the hon. member for Toowoomba voting
for the motion,

Mr. Vowres: I said that it was rumoured
that the hon. member for Toowoomba was
coming over, but I would believe it when I
saw it.

The PREMIER:
rumoured.

Will

You state it was
It was rumoured by those who
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arranged it. I have not charged the hon.
member with being implicated in any way
in the attempt at bribery, but I say that he
knew—he must have known frowm his own
statement made at Ascot—of what was mov-
ing. 1 do not say he was responsible for it.
What I have said, and what I reiterate now,
is that it was evidently arranged by influen-
tial men in the Country party organisation
outside—they arranged the thing, they set

the stage, they engaged the bribers—the
“ tools "—and they arranged the want of
confidence motion; and the hon. member
moved it.

Mr. TAYLOR (Windsor): 1 am sure that
any member who listened to the Attorney-
General this afternoon making his reckless,
wild charges that hon. members on  this
side are a party who encourage men to bribe
members of Parliament, must have felt
ashamed. I challenge the Attorney-General
to find one statement by any member on
this side which would substantiate such a
charge, It is quite untrue, and nobody knows
that better than the hon. gentleman. The
main point which we have made during this
discussion has been that these men were tried
before a judge of the Supreme Court, with a
jury. A certain sentence was passed on those
men, including imprisonment and a fine, and
now the Government come along with this
Bill to punich somebody still further—
evidently these men. I claim that the whole
of the money found on those men belongs
to them until the contrary can be proved.
(Government dissent.)

The Prramier: The hon. member is over-
looking the fact thai at the trial their
counsel said that they had not 3,000 pence,
let alone £3,000.

Mr. TAYLOR: He may have said that,
but no evidence was produced to show that
those men did not own the money.

Mr. Corser: The judge said they had the
money.

Mr. TAYLOR: What we have been con-
tending the whole day is that the Premier
and the Solicitor-General consulted together
after the men were found guilty to sece in
what way they could have a heavier penalty
inflicted  on them. That, wec claim, was
unfair and un-British, and it is not to the
credit of the Premier to have anything to do
with proceedings of that character. Until
some evidence has been produced in court
to show that that money belonged to some
Tom, Dick. or Harry outside, those men
have a perfect right to take from that £3.200
the fincs of £1,000 inflicted on them. It is
part of their property, unless the Crown
proves otherwise. The Attorney-General has
said that the £500 fine imposed on each man
will be paid. He does not know that, and
I do not know it. He thinks it may be so.

The Arrorsey-GeENgraL: What 1is
candid opinion?

Mr. TAVLOR: I will not give a ¢ quid”
nor half a sovereign towards it.

The Prrvier: Hear, hear!

Mr. TAYLOR: Not a “bob” would I
give to help to pay the fines of those men.

The ArroRNEY-GENERAL: The fines will be
paid.

Mr. TAYLOR: I say that they are
ahsolutely entitled to have those fines paid
on their behalf from that money. It has been
an unfortunate business, and we on this side

Mr. Taylor.]

your
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of the Chamber do not stand for anything
of the kind. We want to see Parliament
what it ought to be, the highest tribunal in
the land; but I would remind the Attorncy-
General, who talks about the dignity of
Parliament being maintained unstained, thag
even P’arliament makes laws which the courts
decide are ultra vires and not in accordance
with justice, and that Parliament then has
to repeal them, We repealed one yesterday,
We are not the agua pura that the hon.

member would like us to believe we are.
But it should be the aim and object of
every member of Parliament to sce that

Parliament is kept as pure as it can be
kept. There are four classes of persons in
the community whom I never forgive when
they commit offences—clergymen, doctors,
lawyers, and members of Parliament. In
those four classes the people place their trust
and confidence, and anything which would
tend to break that trust or destroy that con-
fidence in any shape or form is to be deplored
and deprecated. I certainly think that in
this Bill provision should be made that the
fines should be paid out of the money in
possession of the prisoners,

Mr. MORGAN (Murilla): Notwithstanding
all that the Attorney-General has said, I am
still of opinion that the Bill has been brought
forward for the purposc of increasing the
sentences imposed on these men. There was
not one particle of evidence to prove that the
money did not belong to Sleeman or Con-
nolly ov both. Mention was made of the
statement that the money was got together
for the purpose of buying a certain journal.
(Laughter.) The Premier laughs. That is
just as important as the statement which he
alleged was made by Mr. Feez, that the
prisoners did not possess 3,000 pence. It was
not a matter of evidence. The hon, member
for Iitzroy endeavoured to show that this
Bill was establishing a precedent which might
be used by some cther Government to affect
some other case in which hon. members now
forming the Government may be interested.
I say it is a wrong principle. The Premier
in a very weak speech—an exceptionally wealk
speech in comparison with what we expect
from the hon. gentleman—endeavoured to
show a similarity between the bonds or
money found on these prisoners and the kit
of a burglar or an illicit still. I would
point out that the possession of burglar’s
tools or an illicit still, whether the person
is using them or not, is an offence, but it is
not an offence to have bonds or money in
your possession. The Premier urged that the
money should be taken away from these men
—admitting thereby that to some extent
they possessed the money—Dbecause they might
use it again for a similar purpose—to bribe
some other member of his party. If that
is not a roflection on the members of his
own party, I do not know what is. I do
not know how members opposite can allow
him to cast such a reflection or slur upon
them.

A GoverNxMENT MEeMBER: What for?

Mr. MORGAN : What for? Have you got
a hide likke a rhinoceros? The Premier said
that, if the money was not confiscated, the
men would have it in their possession when
they came out of gaol for the purpose of
sttempting to bribe another member of the
Government party. That was a sign of weak-
ness on the part of the Premier. I look upon
this Bill as part of the scheme-—or the trap,
if you like so to call it—which was engineered

[Mr. Taylor.
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and set on foot by the Premier. I regard
the Premier as having sufficient brains to
engineer and set in motion a trap of this
deseription. Up to the present time, in con-
nection with any charge of this deseription,
if money were found in the possession of any
individual which it was intended to use for
the purpose of bribery, that money could not
be interfered with. The man could be sen-
tenced for a long term of imprisonment and

fined up to £500—the maximum * penalty
imposed upon these prisoners.
The ATrORNEY-GENERAL: The maximum

penalty is seven years with hard labour.

Mr. MORGAN: I am glad to have that
interjection.  That is the reason for the
introduction of this Bill. If they had got
that sentence, this Bill would not have been
introduced. In the report of the trial we read
that when the hon. member for Toowoomba
was _approached, he immediately consulted
the Premier. There are rumours going about
~—they were not breught forward in evidence
—that it was the hon. member for Toowoomba
who approached these men originally. (Ironi-
cal Government laughter.) ’

The PREMIER: You knew that that is not
true. You have no foundation for such a
statement.

Mr. MORGAN : I have as much foundation
for making it as the hon. gentleinan had for
accusing this party of being connected with
the matter. We have asked the hon. gentle-
man for a Royal Commission. Why does he
rot give it to us? He has made certain
statements in connection with this party which
he cannot substantiate in any shape or form.
e becomes annoyed because I state what is
reported.  Go where you like, T honestly
think that the general report is that the hon.
member for Toowoomba was the first to
approach these men.

. Mr. BrExxaN: You would like to believe
1t.

Mr. MORGAN : It may not be true.

Mr. BriNNAN: You know it is not true.

Mr. MORGAN: It was not brought out
in evidence.

Mpr. BrREXXAN : Why was it not brought out
in evidence ?

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber’s reflection on the hon. member for Too-
woomba must be withdrawn.

My, MORGAN : I said it is rumoured out-
side. If it is against the Standing Orders,
T withdraw it.

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. moem-
ber did it by imputation, and he is out of
order.

Mr. MORGAN : Not my own imputation—
T wish that to be thoroughly understood. 1t
is the general impression outside.

The SPEAXER: Order! The hon. ruem-
ber is now repeating the offence.

Mr. MORGAN: The Premier made impu-
tations against this party which were a
reflection on every member of this party, and
vet no withdrawal was called for.

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber is now reflecting on the Chair. I would
point out that an imputation concerning a
party is quite a different matter to an
imputation concerning an hon. member.
Much greater latitude 1s allowed in referring
to a party than in referring to an hon. mem-
ber. I hope the hon. member will bear that
in mind.
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Mr. MORGAN: T would not like to cast
a reflection upon the Chair; I would be the
iast in this Chamber to do so. Nevertheless,
the Premier has made certain charges, and
we have asked him to appoint a Royal Com-
mission. I remember that when the hon.
member for Dalby made certain charges in
connection with another case, it was not a
matter of asking for a Royal Commission.
The lcader of the Government immediately
jumped at the chance and appeinted a Royal
Commission. knowing that he had the hon.
member for Dalby at a disadvantage owing
to the sickness of the most important witness.
The hon. member for Fitzroy asks the leader
of the Opposition to move for the appoint-
ment of a Royal Commission in connection
with a certain statement he made. It is not
the duty of a leader of the Opposition to
move in that direction.

My, HARTLEY: It is. He is the only man
who has evidence, and he should come for-

. ward and substantiate it.

Mr. MORGAN: This Bill appears to be
2 part of the trap originally arranged by
the Premier. The hon. member for Too-
woomba approached the Premier and told
him certuin things on Monday morning. It
was arranged to trap these men, and the
detectives were called in to assist.

Mr. BrENNAN: We exposed the plot.

Mr. MORGAN: The hon. member for
Toowoomba allowed himself to be used as a
“pimp” in connection with this particular
matter.

The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the
hon. member to withdraw that.

. Mr. MORGAN: Certainly.
1s out of order, I withdraw 1t.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. MORGAN: We will get on with the
plot. The Premier called in detectives to
assist.  Part of the plot, according to the
evlden(;o adduced, was that these men should
be enticed to have in their possession on a
certain date as much money as possible.

Mr. Brexsax: To get the “spondulix”
on them.

Mr. MORGAN: And this Bill is going to
collar those * spondulix.”

Mr. Brexyan: That is what is hurting
you.
_ Mr. MORGAN: There is the whole plot.
It was desired that these men should be
possessed of as much money as possible so
that it could be found in their possession.
The Premier had in mind all the time the
introduction of this Bill for the purpose of
collaring that money.

The PREMIER: Whose money was it?

Mr. MORGAN: 8o far as I know, so
far as the public know, so far as the judge
or anyone else knows, that money belongs
to the men in whose possession it was found.
Any property found in the possession of a
man at the time of his arrest, no maiter
what he might be accused of, must be
veturned to that man unless it can be proved
that it docs not belong to him.

Mr. Brexvan: To the police they admitted
that it was not theirs.

Mr. MORGAN : There is not the slightest
evidence of that. Under the existing law
those men have a right to claim that money
as belonging to them.

Mr. BrExNAN: The money is tainted.

IF < pimp 2
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Mr. MORGAN : They had a right to have
it returned to them. If they make an appli-
cation for it, and say that it belongs to them,
and it is not returned, we shall be commit-
ing an offence. By this Bill we are legalis-
ing what might be termed absolute robbery
so far as those men are concerned. A man
might commit an offence and be scntenced;
but the moment he has served his sentence
and comes out of gaol, he has a rignt to be
given every opportunity to get an honest
living and become a useful citizen. It is
a well known fact that there is honour even
among thieves. There is evidently no
honour in the hon. member for Toowoomba.
Thieves will not “ pimp ” upon one another,
or give one another away.

Mr. BreNxAN: Do you say that they are
thieves?

Mr. MORGAN: No. I said there was
honour amongst thieves. These men have
been convicted of a worse offence than thiev-
ing. These men say that that money
belongs to them, and they have a right to
get it. In sentencing men for certain crimes,
in cases in which the law allows the con-
fiscation of property found in the possession
of the prisouner, if the value of the property
is great, the judge gemerally reduces the
penalty. If the jury had known that this
Bill was going to be introduced, which will
have the effect of confiscating the £3,200
found on the prisoners, most likely the jury
would have brought in a verdict of ‘not
guilty.” Tt was not until the jury had been
locked up for six and a-half hours that they
brought in a verdict of ¢ guilty.” There
was evidently some doubt in their minds.

INTERRUPTION OF BUSINESS.

At 4.30 p.m.,

The SPEAKER: Order! Under the
Sessional Order agreed to by the House on
30th August, the business of the House will
now be interrupted for the purpose of
dealing with questions and formal business.

QUESTIONS.

Mp. T. R. Hawr’s IMPRESSIONS OF RAILWAY
TRAVELLING IN THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA.

Mr. DUNSTAN (Gympic) asked the Secre-
tary for Railways—

“1. Has his attention been called to a
report published in the Brisbane Tele-
graph’ recently containing the impres-
sions of Mr. T. R. Hall of his trip
through the United States of America?

<2 If so, has hc noted the following
statement made by Mr. Hall:—'He
found that the sleeping accommodation
on the trains in the United States was
not nearly so geod as on the Queensland
railways, and that the railway fares
generally are much higher. Althoughnot
so fast, railway travelling is more com-
fortable and agrecable in Queensland ?”

The * SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS
(Hon. J. Larcombe, Keppel) replied—
“1, Yes, I read Mr. Hall’s excellent

statement of the impressions he formed
as a result of his trip through the United
States.

<9 1 also read with interest and
appreciation Mr. Hall’s refeveuce to the
favourable comparison which Queensland
bears to the United States in the matter



2166 Questions. [ASSEMBLY.] Questions.

of train accommodation and fares. For-
tunately, the great majority of Queens-
land travellers recognise Queensland’s
favourable position. There are, however,
a few bilious croakers and defamers to
whom I recommend Mr, IHall’s valuable
comparison.”’

ArLrcED MONOPOLY TO TAKE SHELL GRIT AT
CALOUNDRA.

Mr. WARREN (Murrumba) asked the
Treasurer—

1. Is he aware that a license to take
shells and shell grit at Caloundra has
beon granted to one person to the exclu-
sion of all other persouns, and that, in
consequence of this, the price of this
marine product has been increased from
2s. to 3s. per bag?

“92, Was such license granted on the
recommendation of departmental officers?
What were the reasons for the granting
of such exclusive license, and for what
term was it granted?

“3. Was any public notification given
prior to the granting of this license?

4. Will he bave inquiries made into
this matter, with a view of sueh action
being taken as will allow other residents
of Caloundra taking part in this indus-
try 7

The TREASURER (Hon. . G. Theodore,
Chillegne) replied—

“ 1. Four licenses have been issued
granting the exclusive right to remove
shell grit from certain defined areas. It
is open to any person to obtain a license
for such purpose.

“2. The action taken was reccmmended
by the department in order that the fore-
shores could be protected against damage
which might be caused bv the indiserimi-
nate removal of grit. The license is for
a term of twelve months.

“3. No public notification was neces-
sary. The license provides that the use
of the beach by residents and visitors is
unrestricted, as formerly.

“ 4, Provided no damage will result to
the foreshore, an exclusive license to
remove shell grit from a parpicular sec-
tion may be obtained by any person upon
application to the Portmaster and pay-
ment of the prescribed fee.”

INTENTIONS IN RE INTRODUCTION OF ('O-OPERA-
TIVE AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTION  AcT
AMENDMENT BILL.

Mr. WARREN (Murrumba), in the absence
of Mr. Costello (Carnarvon), asked the Secre-
tary for Agriculture and Stock—

“1. Is it intended to introduce this
session  the Co-operative Agricultural
Production Act Amendment Bill?

“2. If not, in view of the fact that
this is the third measure mentioned in
the Governor’s Opening Speech, why is
it not being proceeded with?”

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE
AND STOCK (Hon. W. N. Gillies, Kacham)
replied—

“1 and 2. It was the intention of the
Covernment to present this amendment
Bill to Parlizament this «ossion, but the
developments that have arisen during the
preparation of it will necessitate the post-
ponement of the improved measure until
next session.”

Prourririon ofF CurLrivaTioNn oF COTTON AND

oraEr Crors oN (Grazine Farws.
My, CLAYTON (Wide Bay), in the absence

of Mr. Edwards (Vanango), asked the Secre-
tary for Public Lands—

““1. Do the leases of grazing sclections
restrain  the holders of such selections
from using their land for cotton-growing?

“2. In the event of the holders of
grazing selections using their land for
such purpose, will they be liable to have
their leases forfeited, or to any other
penalty ?

3. If liable to any penalty, will he,
in view of the present importance of
cotton-growing to this State, give a guar-
antee that no penalty will be imposed in
such cases?”’

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS

(Hon. J. H. Coyne, Warrego) replied—

“ 1. The leases of grazing selections are
granted for grazing purposes only.

2. Notwithstanding the restriction in
their leases, the department allows lessecs
of grazing sclections to cultivate for cot-
ton an area not exceeding 50 acres of
each selection.

“ 3. Sce answer to No. 2.7

LIMITATION OF GUARANTEE TO COTTON
GROWERS.

Mr. CLAYTON (Wide Bay), in the absence

of Mr. Edwards (Vanango), asked the Secre-
tary for Agriculture and Stock—

“1. Is it a fact that only growers of
not more than 50 acres of cotton will be
covered by the Government’s guarantee
of 54d. per 1b.?

“2. In the case of growers of more
than 50 acres of cotton, will a propor-
tionate part of their crop e covered by
the guarantee?”

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE

AND STOCK replied—

“1, No; not until after 1st August,
1923.

2 Yes.”

Lire ASSURANCE CoOMPANY DEPOSITS WITH
TREASTRY.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS (Pittsworth)

asked the Treasurer—

“1. Have the Quecusland Probate
Insurance Company, Limited, the Aus-
gralian Probate and General Assurance
Corporation, Limited, and the Citizens
and Graziers’ Life Assurance Company,
Timited, yet paid their deposits of
£10,000, as required by the Life Assur-
ance Companies Act of 19017

2. If not, seeing that the two first-
named companies have been registered
for more than three months, can they
legally transact life assurance business
in Queensland?

“2 In view of the fact that three
more Jife assurance companies are about
to commence business in Queensland,
will the Treasurer insist upon all future
companies making their full deposit of
£10,000 before the expiration of three
months from the date of their respective
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vegistrations, so that the provisions of
the Life Assurance Companies Act,
which were intended for the protection
of the general public, may be given full
effect to?”’

The TREASURER replied—-

“1 and 2. It was agreed to accept the
deposits of these companies in 1nstal-

ments, and to date each has lodged
£5,000.

“ 3, No further concessions will be
granted.”

SaLE OF VICTORIAN BUTTER IN (QUEENSLAND.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS (Pittsworth)
asked the Secretary for Agriculture and
Stock—

“1. Has he been advised that Vie-
torian butter is being sold in Queens-
land to-day at 5d. per lb. under locally
manufactured butter ?

“2. Will he have full inquiries made
and a report made public as to how such
a condition of affalrs can exist?”

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE
AND STOCK replied—

“1 and 2. I understand that several
Brisbane firms, including Barnes and
Company, are being cnabled, through
want of unity amongsi Southern dairy-
men, and section 92 of the Federal Con-
stitution, to purchase Victorian butter
and import it into Queensland at a price
considerably below our local prices.”

REPORTS OF COMMISSIONER FOR TRADE AND
AUDITOR-GENERAL ON STATE IENTERPRISES.

~ Mr. LOGAN (Lockyer) asked the

Premier—

‘“1. When may the report of the Com-
missioner for Trade on State Enterprises
be expected ? Also, the Auditor-General’s
report thereon?

“2. If these reports are not tabled
before the end of this session, will they
be made available for distribution to
members as soon as they are completed ?”’

Hox, W. FORGAN SMITH (Mackay)
veplied—

“1. The Trade Commissioner advises
that his report will be ready as soon as

the audits have been completed, and
this is expected within a few days.
““2. There will be no unavoidable

delay in distributing these reports to
members as soon as they are completed.”

ProspECcTs OF OBTAINING DETROLETUM IN
QUEENSLAND.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE (Owiey) asked the
Secretary for Mines—

“ As the session is drawing to a close,
and the question of the discovery of oil
in Queensland is a matter of such vital
impotrtance, will he state—

1. (¢} What are the prospects of
achieving success in the operations at
Roma? (b) Is he quite satisfied that
those opcrations have not at any time
been interfered with from outside
sources ?

2. Is the Beaudescrt area looked upon
with any favour in regard to oil?

3. Are there any other areas that
show signs of successful boring?
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The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon.
A. J. Jones, Paddington) replied—
«“1, 2, and 3. I refer the honourable
member to the various reports which
have been published from time to time.”

Waesr Crop or 1820-1921.

Mr. G. P. BARNES (Warwict) asked the
Secretary for Agriculture and Stock—

“1, What was the total quantity of
wheat received by the Wheat Board on
account of the 1920-1921 wheat crop—
viz., No. 1 Milling, No. 2 Milling, No. 3
Milling, No. 1 Red, No. 2 Red, Scented,
No. 1 Feed, and No. 2 Feed?

g2, What quantity of each of these
respective grades has been sold?”
The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE
AND STOCK (Hon. W. N. Gillies, Facham)
replied—

“1 and 2. Iunquiry will be made.”

Cosr or CoxsTrucTING MAIN RoaDs BY MAIN
Roaps BoarD.

Mr. BEBBINGTON (Drayion), without

notice, asked the Secretary for Public
Lands—
1. Has he made any inquirics from
the Main Roads Board Office this

morning, as the result of the statements
made last night, in connection with the
cost of construction of main roads?

“9. Has he ascertained whether the
Main Roads Board is compelled to take
the labour from the labour bureaus, and
is the Board compelled to take the first
on the list, irrespective of whether they
are suitable for the work?

«3 Is it intended to carry out the
work by day labour?”

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS
(Hon. J. H. Coyne, Warrego) replied—

“1 have not made such inquiries,
because of the irresponsible, exaggerated
misstatements made by the hon. member
in connection with the matter.”

BaLANCE-SHEET IN RE 1920-1921 Wuear CroP.

Mr. & P. BARNES (Warwick), without
notice, asked the Secretary for Agriculture
and Stock—

“Ts he able to give any further reg)ly
to a question which I asked yesterday
fo which the hon. gentleman replied,
¢ Inquiry will be made? The matter 18
of greai importance, because two years
ago those people commenced harvesting,
and they want to know what has become
of the wheat or the money?”

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE
AND STOCK (Hon. W. N, Gillies, Facham)
replied—

« 1 am afraid that the hon. gentleman
does not really appreciate the busy
nature of the work of ilinisters at_the
present time. The matter referred to
is a matter entrusted to the Wheat
Board, and, consequently, inquiries will
have to be made at Toowoomba. I can-
not give the hon. gentleman any infor-
mation at present.”



2168 Criminal Code

PAPERS.
The following papers were laid on the
table, and ordered to be printed:—
Despatch respecting permission to Mr.
dmund Harris Thornburgh Plant to
retain the title of “ Honourable.”
Return of all schools in operation on
the 30th June, 1922, with the attend-
ance of pupils and the status and
emoluments of the teachers employed.
The following paper was laid on the table—
Orders in Council under the Supreme
Court Act of 1921.

CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENT BILL.
SECOND ReALING—RESUMPIION OF DEBATE.

Mr. MORGAN (Murille): The hon. mem-
ber for Toowoomba stated that if the
prisoners had said where they got the money,
they would not have been sentenced at all,

Mr. BrExNaN : Their principals would have
been arrested.

Mr. MORGAN : If they had been arrested,
the men who tock part in the commission
of the crime would have been released.

Mr. BRENNAN : Exactly.

Mr. MORGAN : That is an admission that
the men were approached to turn King's
evidence in order to put their principals in
the cell.

Mr. BRENNAN : They could have done that.
I said that in the witness-box.

Mr MORGAN: That is a most important
admission for the hon. member to make. It
appears that he was not only the prosecuting
witness, but he was prosecutor as well. From
the remarks of the judge, it appears that he
wae 1ot prepared to allow the Premier or
the hon. member for Toowoomba to dictate
to him what the sentence should be.

The ArToRNEY-GENERAL: He said nothing of
the kind.

Mr. MORGAN: He did. He practicaily
said he would not be dictated to by the
Premicr, and all honour to the judge. I
am very pleased to know that we have some
judges who will not be dictated to by the
Preminr.

At 4.40 p.m.,

The CHAIRMAN oF CommirTies (Mr. Kirwan,
Drisbanr) relieved the Speaker in the chair.

Mr. POLLOCK (Gregory): The hon. mem-
ber for Murilla raid that, until it is proved
to the contrary, the money in question belongs
to the men on whom it was found. I take
it that it has been proven to the contrary
by the judge and the jury, and the evidence
of the whol: case goes to prove that the money
found on these men did not belong to them.

Mr. Mor&an: Read the evidence.

Mr. POLLOCK: His honour, in his sum-
ming up, said—

“The man behind these men has offered
them money.”

Mr. Feez, counsel for the accused, said—

“If the object of the prosecution was
to deter that class of crime, then those
responsible should be made to suffer.
There was no doubt there was someone in
a financial position behind the accused.”

Their own counsel said that. In another
portion of his address he said—

‘ Neither of the defendants would be
able to find 3,000 pence, let alone £3,000.”

[Mr. Morgan.
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Amendment Bill.

Tlis honour later on, in summing up, said—

“ It is quite clear that there is some-
body behind you as to money. Neither
of you is in a financial position to find
£3,000 in bonds and £200 in cash.”

The whole of the circumstances connected with
the case prove that these men were not
attempting bribery with their own money, and
for that reason I believe that the Crown is jus-
tified in estreating this money and all the
other moneys in the future raised for a like
purpose. The jury proved that these men were
guilty of attempted bribery. There is no doubt
on that score. They had a fair trial, and
it was definitely proven against them. On
the question as to whether this fine should
be paid out of the money that was found on
them, I would again like to emphasise the
point that was so ably demonstrated by the
hon, member for Bremer when he said one of
the accused had £3,000 and the other only had
£200, and, if the judge intended that the
fine should be paid out of the money found
on them and out of these bonds, then one of
the defendants would have been unable to
pay the fine.

Mr. F. A. Cooper: While I was speaking
the leader of the Opposition interjected that
it was a common fund. How does he know
that it was a common fund?

Mr. Vowres : The judge said it was.

Mr. POLLOCK : Not only did the judge
say 0, but the jury thought so; and when
the judge decided that these men were in
possession of a common fund, it is quite
obvious that the money should be estreated
by the Crown, otherwise one man would have
to serve the whole of the twelve months and
the other one would get off with three months,
although there is no doub* both men were
equally culpable. There is no danger that
these men will have to serve the additional
nine’ months’ sentence because this money is
being estreated. We know very well that
tswvo men who are acting as agents for a
certain organisation in a big financial way
arc in a position, when they reccive a =omn-
tence of this kind, to ¢ blow the gaff ”—to
use a commion expression—upon the men
behind them. Does anyone belizve for a
moment that the persons who found the
£3.200 to pay these agents for the commission
of a crime sach as this are going to baulk
at aunother £1,000 in order to meet this fine?
Does anyone suppose that these men—who
are evidentlv in a big way financially—arc
going to take the chance of being arrested
for conspiracy (because that is what it means)
for the sake of a paltry £1,000—less than
one-third of the original sum provided? So
that the argument that these men are likely
to serve an additional nine months’ sentence
because of the forfeiture of this money does
not hold water. The men behind these men
are apparently feeling very uncomfortable.
If anyone in this Chamber was behind a
matter such as this, he would naturally feel
very umncomfortable until the whole affair
was over. Then there is a side issue to this
argument—that these men were trapped.
How clse would it be possible to detect a
briber? Is it likely that men guiltv of
attempted bribery would come along and teil
the public generally, and tell the court, that
they were going to commit the offence?
The only way to catch thesec men is to catch
them red-handed by a trap. In the ordinary
way it would not be possible to bring these
men to book, and the hon. member for Too-
woomba, instead of being sncered at by the
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Opposition and the newspapers, should be
congratulated upon the stand he has taken.
Pribery and corruption is cither wrong or it
is right. We and our laws hold that it is
wrong. If that is the case, should we not
sympathise with, the man who has to go into
court and who has the whole of his iife
raked up for the inspection of the public
and every attempt made to damage his charac-
ter, and have things brought up that never
existed? Is it not better that we should
sympathise with a man of this kind and
encourage him in the stand he has taken
against this practice than that we shouid
sneer at him and attempt to Dbelittle him
in every way? I say that the newspapers have
talkken up a very dangsrous attitude, and
one that no right-thinking man can stand
for. Yet the hon. member for Murilla
attempted to make capital out of this ques-
tion of trapping men who were guilty of
attempted bribery. It is practically on the
same principle as the burglar objecting to
the watchman. Why should they not be
trapped? If the offence is a crime—if there
is only one way of preventing the spread of
this sort of thing-—every hon. member opposite
has said that he does not want to see 1t
spread—if there is only one way of preventing
the spread of this crime why should we not
compliment the man who is responsible for
preventing this sort of thing in future? I
eay without any fear of contradiction that
cither hon. members opposite are talking with
their tongues in their cheeks or else they are
taking a very unsound stand in connection
with this matter. The most astonishing argu-
ment of all, and one which has been used
by almost cvery hon. member opposite, is
that the estreating of funds such as this
should only take place in regard to future
cases, Why? If it is a sound thing to apply
to future cases the principle of confiscation
of money such as this, it must be equally
yuid to apply it to cases that have occurred
in the past. Not only that, but their reason,
in my opinion—I take it the public will take
the same stand as I am taking—their reason
fou applying it to future funds is because they
know there will be no future cases of this
kind. This case has effectually squelched all
attempts at bribery for the futurc.

When they ask that it be applied only to
future ceses, they take up an attitude that is
not casily understandable or consistent with
honesty. Why» apply it only to future cases?
Is it not because they want to safeguard the
money that is already lying in the Supreme
Court? "They know very well that sxny future
money ceoming from. the men behind them
will never come into the possession of the
Supreme Court again. It is obviocus that
overy man guilty of bribery in the future is
going to leok under the table, and there are
going to be no future cases of confiscation
of moncy which has to be used in a case of
attempted bribery. I hope that the people
of Quecnsland are going to ask—they will
probzbly be asking to-morrow morning—why
there is all this anxiety on the part of the
Opposition about safeguarding this £3,200.
Where is the necessity for it? Xverybody
kiuows that it is money used for the purpgse
of attempting to commit bribery. Then why
is there any necessity to return it to the
defendants ? Why all these pitiful arguments
for having it returned to the defendants?

Mr. Moreax: Because the law is against
you.
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Mr. POLLOCK: We are here to see that
the law is applied to this matter—to see
that this money is estreated, and the thing
effectually stopped. When we attempt to
do it the hon. member for Murilla says the
law is against us. What are we here for?
Are we not here to make laws for the good
conduct of the State?

Mr. Morean: Xvidently not,
override the judge’s sentence.

Mr. POLLOCK: If these laws are mnot
catried out, are we going to be worthy of
the name of legislators who are here to pro-
tect the interests of the people of Queens-
land? The case is a most unsavoury one.
It does not reflect credit on the Opposition
when they attempt to get from under the
responsibility of being accessories and
come back again with an attempt to safe-
guard the funds that are the property of
these bribers behind their agents. )
thing is illogical and absurd, and the people
of Queensland will estimate at their true
value the statements of hon. members oppo-
site.

Hox. W. H. BARNES (Bulimba): The
hon. member who has just resumed his seat
tried, like other members on the other side
to-day, to dodge the real issue in connection
with this matter. The real issue is some-
thing like this: These men were brought
before a jury, which heard the evidence and
brought in a verdict of guilty. No member
of this House can in any way justify a
wrong, and I want to be very emphatic on
that point. Tt does mnot matter who does
that wrong.

The PREMIER :

Hon, W. H. BARNES: The verdict was
brought in and the judge pronounced sen-
tence, and apparently the Government are
not satisfied with the sentence,

Mr. Moragan: That is the sore point.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: They are trying
now to got at the back of the sentence. Is
that British justice and what we stand for
in this House?

Mr. CoLLINs: You ought not to talk about
justice.

Tfon. W. H. BARNES: We stand for
putting down anything improper; but ab
the same time we stand for mamtaining
intact the findings of those who are placed
in the position which judges are placed in.
Lot us look at the position fairly and
squarely. What really happened? Is it
not a recorded fact that the Premicr of this
great State cvidently had a document written
that was to be delivered to the judge? I
would like to ask if that document has been
forthcoming. ITas anyone scen it?

The Preyirr: You are a champion side-
tracker.

Hon. W. H. BARNES: I ask what was
the object of it. The object was to try and
influence the decision of the judge, so far
as the penalty was concerned. That i# really
what happened. We find the Premier of this
great State doing this, and I congratulate
the judge, who said, “I am here to
administer justice, mnot to receive instruc-
tions from a gentleman, even although he
may be the Premier of the State.” ”He said,
“T am not going to be influenced.

The PrEMIER: You are inventing words.

Hon. W. H. Barnes.]

when you

Was this & wrong?
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Hox. W. H. BARNES: If the Premier
would only carry out his officc in the same
way, it would be better for this State than
to do what he is doing.

The PREMIER: You are a sidetracker.

Hon. W. H. BARNES: No one could be
a sidetracker equal to what the Premier is,
Mr. Porrock: I will read from the paper
what the judge said. He said—
“1 cannot go into that.”

Ion. W. H. BARNES: I am quoting from
the ¢ Observer.”

My, Porrock: I am quoting from the
“ Courier.” (Laughter.)

Hon. W. H. BARNES: The *“ Observer ”’
states—

“ Mr. Webb said that, after the verdict
the previous evening, he consulted the
Attorney-General, and he subsequently
interviewed the Premier.

““ His Honour: I do not wish to hear
the views of the Premier. I want only
to hear you.”

Mr. Porrock : That is not what you said.

How. W. H. BARNES: I said that it was
evident that a document was prepared, aftor
consultation with the Premicr, which the
Solicitor-General was going to quote from.
The Premier had the audacity to interfere
with the course of justice, and, because he
did not get his way, he brings in a Bill of
this nature. I want to be absolutely clear so
far as my action is concerned. I repeat
again that any men who do a dishonourable
thing have a right to be punished; but, when
they have been before a British court of
justice, no Premicr has the right, because
he wants to get at them and to victimise
them, to go behind and seek to influence
justice.

The PreMiER: Go behind what?

Hov. W. H. BARNES: To get at the

judge’s verdict,
The PreEmiER : That is a most unscrupulous
statemient.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: It is rccorded
that there was an interview between the
people I have mentioned, and that the
Promier tried to get his views before the
judge. The point I want to make is that any
evidence that could be introduced prior to
the verdict of * guilty ” being brought in
was quite right, and should have been intro-
dnuced; but, once the verdict was given, no
Premier, no individual, had a right to get
behind the verdict,

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! 1
understand the hon. member to say that the
Premier was trying to get behind the verdict
of the court. That is imputing improper
motives, which is unparlimentary, and I ask
the hon. member to withdraw the statement.

Hon. W. H. BARNES: I withdraw the
statement in accordance with your wish, but
1t is rceorded that the Premier——

The DEPUTY SPTAXER: Order!

JHon. W. H. BARNES: That the Premier
LII)ld certain things, which are recorded in the
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How. W. H. BARNES: The judge himself
commented upon it.

The Premizr: What did he say?
[Hon. W. H. Barnes.

MeMBER: Not even
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Hon. W. H. BARNES: He said that he
was going to listen to what the Solicitor-
Creneral had to say, but he was not going
to listen to what the Premier had to say.

The Premizr: That is a different thing
to what you said before.

Hox. W. H. BARNES: The hon. gentle-
man is trying to dodge the position—that the
CGovernment were not satisfied with the
verdict brought in by the jury, and are now
trying to go one better and sce if they cannot
further penalise these men. Let me say thas
I have no sympathy with the men who
perpetrated such a crime. I have no sym-
pathy with anyone, whatever his name may
be, who attempts to do anything of that
kind.

The Prexacr: You want the money to go
back into your political party funds.

Hox. W. II. BARNES: I take the stand
ihat once a verdict has been given by a jury,
the judge should be untrammellied and per-
fectly free from outside influence.

Mr. PAYNE (Mitchell): Members of the
Opposition who have spoken on this question
to-day—more particularly the hon. member
for Bulimba—on every occasion have gone
to a lot of trouble to assure the House that

they had no hand or part in

[5 p.m.] this bribery case. We _have

spent the whole of one sitting
and part of another sitting in discussing this
question, and during the whole time hon.
members opposite have been, as it were,
shedding crocodile tears at the hard sentences
imposed upon the two men, Sleeman and
Connolly.

Mr. Morean: No. We never complained
about the sentence at all. You are abso-
lutely wrong. The Government want to

impose another sentence.

Mr. PAYNE: The only excuse that hon.
members opposite offer for opposing this
motion is that the Government are increas-
ing the sentence on those two men. 1 ask
anybody if twelve months’ imprisonment i4 a
severe sentence—cven if they carry out the
whole twelve months—for a crime of this
character. During the whole of the dis-
cussion on this Bill the Opposition have
proved to me beyond any doubt that their
sympathies are more or less with the men
who committed this crime.

Mr. Morcav: Our sympathies are with
British fairplay.

Mr. PAYNE: A wrong must be a wrong,
and you cannot say anything to justify
wrong. Nearly every member of the Oppo-
sition who spoke on this question talked
about a thing being wrong, and said tha+
we must not pollute the public life of this
State; vet in the next breath they show
their sympathy by condoning the actions of
the men who actually committed the wrong.
What position is any member of the House
in who sits here and listens to such argu-
ments?  First they say it is wrong, and
then they take six or seven hours in con-
doning it. Hven if the men serve the whole
twelve months, it is not a severe sentence
for this crime.

Mr. MORGAN :
serve it.

Mr. PAYNE: I know they are not going
to serve the whole twelve months. I am
quite satisfied that, when the three months
are up, the source from which the other
money came will provide the £1,000 to pay

They are not going to
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the fines. Yet we have a section of the
Opposition supporting the men who supplied
the money, and trying to protect the money-
bags who supplied the £3,200, and save
them from having to put up another £1,000.
That is the whole thing.

I am not going to say whether members
of the Opposition had any hand in supply-
ing the money or not, but I will say that
men have been hanged on less circum-
stantial evidence than we have got that
the Opposition knew that this was going on.
My mind is carried back to the year 18091.
Hon. members opposite now object to an
amendment of the Criminal Code, but what
did supporters of the party do in 18917
They rushed legislation through this House,
and went back to the days of George IV.
to dig up a statute to use against men in
Central Queensland. They took the most
honoured men in Central Queensland,
removed them to another district, right away
from their own centre, tried them before a
special jury, and sent them to gaol.

Mr. Corrins: Don’t forget that they
chained them to logs, too.

Mr. PAYNE : They chained them together
as well. The late President of the Legis-
lative Council, the late Mr. William
Hamilton, was a specimen of the men whom
they took away in chaing and tried before
a special jury in Central Queensland, and
then sent them to gaol. They were amongst
the most honoured men in Central Queens-
Iand. Yet hon. members opposite talk about
the unkindness of this Government. I
remember seeing these men being marched
in chains through the streets of Barcaldine.
They were driven along like wild beasts.
Men were swept off the street at Barcaldine,
and put into gaol for months without having
a trial at all. Yet we have hon. members
opposite standing up for the money-bags.
They are not concerned about the two men
who have been convicted. All their concern
is about the men who have to find the money.
Their whole sympathies are with the men
who found the monev to try and bribe the
hon. member for Toowoomba. and not with
the two men who have been sent to gaol.

Mr. F. A, COOPER (Bremer): I heard
the leader of the Opposition, by interjection,
state that the £3,000 bond and £200 cash
came from a common fund

Mr. Vowtres: The judge said that.

Mr. F. A. COOPER : I cannot find in the
evidence where the judge said that.

Mr. Vowres: He said the money could
be applied to the purpose of the fine.

Mr. F. A. COOPER: According to hon.
mg(rinbers opposite, this is what the judge
said—

““ The boud and the money are yours.”
According to the Press, the judge said—
“The bond and the money come from
a common fund.”
What are they trying to make out? They
evidently have a knowledge of a ‘common
fund.” That is one thing I draw attention
to which was mentioned by the hon. member.
The hon. member for Murilla and other
members opposite made the statement over
and over again that this Bill was an attempt
to override the verdict of the judge. The
judge found these men guilty of a crime,
and the members of the Opposition say
that this is what the judge said—
“1T find wou guilty of a crime. I also
find you guilty of having £3,200 in your
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possession. I am going to fine you £500
cach. That will leave £2,200. After
you come out of gaol, in three months’

time, T will present you with £1,100
each to cover the period of your
incarceration.”

That is what hon. members opposite say that
the judge said. I cannot conceive of any
such thing being in the judge’s mind at all.
It could not have been in his mind that
these men should get £1,100 each when they
come out of gaol. The thing that was in
his mind, as was pointed out by the hon.
member for Fitzroy, was that they were
merely agents handling trust funds, and, if
they were successful in their mission, the
trust funds would pay. If they were not
successful, the money would be paid back
to the people who gave the money. It would
not go to the men who were handling the
money, because that would be a misuse of
trust funds. The money had t?l go to the
: ~Ad

porsen Ior

go back to the people from whom it came.
That is quite clear to anyone who looks at
it clearly and calmly. There is no question
about it that that was in the judge’s mind.
We have now arrived at this stage of the
question. There is an unexplainable desire
on the part of the Opposition to defend the
money. The hon. member for Bulimba
said, “I will speak calmly and quietly,”
vet he ended his speech with fire in his
eyes and froth in his whiskers. There is an
inordinate desire on the part of the Oppo-
sition to save the money. Above all things,
save the money! Hon. members on the other
side. in the course of their business, alxyays
think about saving the money. It reminds
me of another occasion when a gentleman,
ringing on the telephone, said, I told you
right from the start that you should not
trust a man by the name of Gilligan.”” When
they make mistakes they always endeavour
to get out of them, but all the time they
want to save the money. Hon. members
opposite saw, ‘“This is no concern of ours,
but let us save the bonds.”

Hon. members opposite are evideuntly
readers of Shakespeare. They all say, I
want my bond ”—that is the whole position.
I do hope that this House will amend the
Criminal Code in the direction indicated, if
for no other reason than that stated by
the hon. member for Gregory—that it is a
good thing for the future. And if it is a
good thing for the future, it is certainly a
good thing for the past; and if it is a good
thing for the future and the past, it ought
to be a gocd thing for the present.

Mr. G. P. BARNES (Warwiek): 1 am sure
that the remarks of the hon. member for
Bremer will not carry much weight. What
do we care for the amount of £3.200?

A Govrrnyent MeuBer: What are you
arguing about?

Mr. G. P. BARNES: We are arguing
against the establishment of a new principle
of meting out double punishment to people.
Hon. members opposite are not satisfied with
the verdict of the court. They come to a
higher court—the sphere where the laws of
the land are made—and they say, in effect,
that what they have failed to accomplish in
one direction they will use their powers to
achicve in another and mete out the justice
which they think these people should have
given them. The whole of this business will
be settled if the Attorney-Gencral will place

Mr. G. P. Barnes.]
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on the table of the House the document which
he addressed to the Solicitor-General on the
occasion. of the verdict.

The ArToRNEY-GENERAL: There was no docu-
ment at all.

Mr. G. P. BARNES: It was indicated that
there was a document.

The ArTOoRKEY-GENERAL: I had the right to
discuss the case with him as Attorney-General.

Myr. G. P. BARNES: Tf there was not
a document, we will accept the verbal state-
ment of the hon, member. At any rate, he
attempted to do something that the judge
immediately dismissed. It was such a knock
back to the Premier and the Attorney-
General as has never been witnessed before.
and certainly both of them should hide their
heads.

Surely there is room for some further
explanation regarding this matter! Has it
come to this—that this is to be a precedent
of the future and that, in the event of the
courts of the land failing to satisfy the ideas
of the Government in the matter of punish-
ment, this House is to be compelled to pass
a  Bill retrospectively imposing judgment
according to their ideas? If the whole of
that money had been forfeited by the court,
or if the sentence had been heavier, I would
have said nothing; but I do object to this
House being asked to mete out a super-
punishment or a sccond punishment. That
is where we stand. We do not condone the
offence. I would stigmatise it with the
fiercest of langunage I could eommand. I
think it was a most reprehensible act from
beginning to cnd; but the Government are
not adding to their dignity or increasing the
good feeling which should exist in the com-
munity when they seek to override a judg-
ment of the court.

The ATTORXEY-GENERAL: That is not true.

Mr. G. P. BARNES: Well, then, lay on
the table of the Ifouse a statement of what
transpired between yourself and the Solicitor-
General, and we will decide as to whether
the failure to succeed with the judge in the
matter of carrying out the Government’s
behests was right or wrong. If we find that
there is any colourable significance in what
the hon. gentleman wished to indicate to the
judge, this Bill should pass, and we will say
tl_qat it 1Is not a sccond judgment; but unques-
tionably it is a very serious thing to attempt
to administer justice by Act of Parliament.
. Mr. WEIR (Moryborough): It is very
mteresting to contrast the attitude of homn.
members opposite in regard to these bonds
with the attitude their friends took on a
case in New South Wales, to which we must
take our minds back. We have the Oppo-
sition railing and roaring because this sen-
tence is too heavy. A little while ago we
had the same crowd railing and roaring
because the IT.W.W. prisoners in Sydney did
not get more than fifteen years. 1 do not
take much satisfaction out of the fact that
two men of my class have to spend even
three months in gaol.

Mr. J. Joxgs: They may spend twelve.

. Mr. WEIR: They might spend their lives
if ther were fools enough to serve that
crowd. What do they care so long as men
like these prisoners do their dirty work?
Here they are with £3.200 behind them for
a certaln purpose, and, in order to save their
hides, hon. members opposite want the
Government to pay their fines out of the

[Mr. G. P. Barnes.
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money. They are not big enough to stand
up to the collar and take their punishment
and give the men the amount of their fines
as well. I venture to say that onc of the
prisoners is a fairly longheaded gentleman.
and right now he is demanding an annuity
of £500 for the rest of his natural life—and
he is going to get it. At any rate. I have
cnough confidence in him to believe he
will get it, and I have enough confidence in
both of those gentlemen to believe that they
will not do twelve months in gaol. Twelve
months in gaol if they do not find £500
apiece ! Perish the thought! Men who can
find £3.200 to bribe a politician can surely
find £500 to clear their friends. If these
men will send along their dirty tools to burst
up the Labour party—if they will send along
men of my class who are so devoid of intelli-
gence that they will lend themselves to the
designs of these people, and if they will give
them £3,200 for their purpose, in common
deceney they will find enough to got them
out of gaocl. My belief is that, if it will cost
£1,500,000 to get them out they will find it.
so much are they involved. - They got
“Billv” Hughes out of trouble to the tune
of £25.000. They will get these fellows out,
too. Fancy the absurdity of the position!
Hon. members opposite are trying to make
out that these men will have to do twelve
months beecause they have not got £1,000 to
pay their fines. I have got a ticket on one
of them, anyway—I do not know the other
fellow—and if he stays in gaol he is not the
wise head I think he is. T give these gentle-
men credit for knowing more than that.
TUnless the one I know finds that his wife and
“Liddies ’ and his people are provided for
and he gets a retainer for himself, he will
“blow the gaff’’—and “‘ up goes the monkey.””
If he threatens to ‘““blow the gaff” they will
run like “ billy-oh.”
Mr. Vowires: Who are ““they 7 ?

Mr. WEIR : The hon. member for Burnett
made a clumsy, but fairly shrewd attempt—
which one would expect of the hon. member
—to change the venue and to associate this
party with the finding of the money. Vias
therc ever anything more clumsy? 1 do not
want to run a man to earth; nothing 1s
further from my mind than to be a blood-
hourd, so I do not want to use the man’s
name. They are only suffering punishment
for being fools—after all, that 1s all they
are, One of these men, on his own admis-
sion in the court, has had an eternal grouch
against the Home Secretary personally and
against this party—a man who would do any-
thing, according to the admission of his
counsel, to get even with this Government.
Who does not know the other man? Whe
does not know the views he has expressed

in the Press regarding this party? He was
the publicity agent for the Northern
Country party at the last election. Nobody

would associate thosec men with this party.
We were told to-day by a shrewd ¢ mug’
that we lent these men money to get them
into trouble, Imagine these men having
this party in the palms of their hands!
Tmagine these men with this Government
in the palms of their hands! Imagine
these men being able to say, * These are
the ‘blokes’ who gave us the ‘dough.””
We would be up Queer street, as sure as
eggs. We are not, but they are. They have
tried everything possible, and they will try
it again. Let us make no mistake as to how
far they will go. They have used every
endeavour in the past; they have used all
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the dirty work they are capable of against
(Governments and against individual mem-
bers of (overnments that have dared to
challenge their class interests. Let us look
at how those class interests work out. Let
us look at the set of circumstances that
found men in this State committing one of
the most grievous crimes & man can commit.
Accmd;ng to the Criminal Code, one of the
most unamous crimes is to (ontammato the
Legislature of the country. Ever yhody knows
that, once he is in this Chamber, if there
is one thing more prominently blought home
to him than anything else, it is the fact that

it 1s nece =eary to keep the Legislature
roasonably clean so far as suspicion is con-
cerned. Once the public get an idea that

the Legislatare is contaminated

Ir. YowLEs : It reflects on everybody.

Mr. WEIR: Of course, it does. There is
not a man in this House who does not recog-
nise that. If that is so—and I am taking 1t
as an accepted d\;om—if it is necessary to
keep this place clean, surely to goodness the
punishment for contammqtmg it oucrht to be
severe,  Is not that logical?

- Mr. Vowrus:
judge, surely.

Mr. WEIR: The punishment ought to be
severe. L am not concerned about the judge.
{lass interest displays itself right away.
Took at what was done to my friends n
New South Wales—the TW.W. men. I do
not want to run away from my responsibili-

That is a matter for the

ties. Any man in this working-class move-
ment—whether he disagrecs with me on
details does not matter—is a friend of
mine. These people say it is the judge’s

responsibility to give a man three months for
contaminating the Legislature. It was the
Judge’s 1esponsxblhty on the recommendation
of their friends in New South W ales, to give
a man life for an offence they ne"el proved
against him. Judge’s responsibility | = Why,
bless my soul, New South Wales rose up mn
arms against this sort of thing ; yect here we
find men getiing three momhs and the
Opposition squealing that it is too much !

Mr. VowLes: We are not squealing about
it at all.

Mr. WEIR: I held quite a different view.
I thought, in their decency, they were.
can see that they are not’ p1epalod to go
that far. They are not concerned one iota
about the men; their trouble is that their
“ dough” is involved, and they want to get
it out.

Mir. Vowres: Do
“dough” is involved?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: He
‘ dough.”

Mr. WEIR: T want fo say again that the
position is that, when ¢ dough’ s involved,
these people rise up in their wrath; but
when human life is involved, they do not
care a tinker’s curse. It omy shows the
absurdity of these poor fools who are locked
up lending themselves to this class. On the
day of the tnal certain people in the street
said to me, “ Are you going to the court?”
I said, “No I am not going to the court.
1 cannot gtt any pleasure out of going to
any court wherc a member of my class gets
three months, six months, or twenty years;
it does not give me any satisfaction.” I
think the same now; I get no satisfaction
out of these unfortunate fellows going to
gaol. I am conscious of the fact that per-

you say that our

said ‘‘ their
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haps both of them have families. Those who
got them into trouble should keep their
families. These miserable cads would run
away because it is going to cost them £3.200.
They tell us on the floor of this House that
if we dare to confiscate this money-—which I
say we are justified in doing—these men
will remain 1 gaol another nine months.
Did you ecver hear anything more con-
temptible? After using them they drop them
and leave them in gaol. There is only one
thing which will stop them leaving them in
gaol, and that is the fact that both of these
men would squeal and put the show away
if they did not get this £500 a year. I hope
to goodness they will get it.

SWAYNE (Mirani): I protest against
th@ mannel in which this Bill is being made
a medium for the abuse of hon. members
on this side of the House. I listened to the
hon. member for Maryborough, and I do not
thmk he made one single refercnce to the

ill or to the principles contained therein.
His speech was just concentrated, venomous
abuse of hon. members sitting on this side.
Therve are very grave punmples involved in
this Bill. A perusal of it can give you only
one impression, and that is that it is a
vindictive, revengeful attack upon men who
have alrcady becn punished by the law. The
mere fact that it was in the judge’s power
to impose a sentence of scven rears and he
gave only three months, shows that there is
something to be said on the other side.
Such practices as werve indulged in by these
men are just as abhorrent—perhaps more
abhorrent—to members on this side than to
members on the other side. What we object
to is that, after sentence has been passed,
special legislation is brought in to supplement
that sentence.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: That is untrue.

Mr. SWAYNE: We are initiating a most
vicious principle, and are simply degrading
Parliament.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:
hon. member is not justified in passing a
reflection like that on Parliament. T ask
him to withdraw. The hon. member has
been long enough in this Chamber to know
that in loﬂoctmg on Parliament he is refleck
ing on himseclf as a member of Parliament.

Mr. SWAYNT : There was no application
to hon. members on this side.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
the hon. member to withdraw.

Mr. SWAYNE : I withdraw. What I have
said is not a reflection on hon. members on
this side, because the action to which I have
alluded came from the other side, and if any
harm has been done to the standing of
Parliament, it has been done by hon.
members on the other side.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr, SWAYNE: What 1t means, in plain
Tnglish, is that it is simply turning Parlia-
ment into

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I
have told the hon. member in very plain
language that he is not justified in reflecting
on Parliament. The hon. member withdrew
the statement. He ought tc know that that
closed the incident. I hope that he will
discuss the principles of the Bill, and set an
example.

Mr. SWAYNE: The Bill is not passed
vet. I was pointing out that, if it is passed,
1t simply brings Parliament down to the

Mr. Swayne.]

Order! The

I ask
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level of being a registering machine to carry
out the party or personal revenge of hon.
members on the other side.

The DEPUTY SPEAKXKER: Order!

M¥Mr. SWAYXNE: I am certain that that is
what will happen.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! 1
thought I had made it plain to the hon.
member that he Is not justilied in making
reflections upon Parliament. He still per-
sists in repeating those reflections. 1f the
hon. member disobeys my ruling again, I
shall have to deal with him.

Mr. SWAYNE: The fact of the matter is
that we are dealing with criminals who have
been sentenced, and it seems to me to be most
unjust that they should be singled out to be
affected by retrospective legisiation of this
kind. Fortunately for Queensland, I think
that this is the first case of its kind. If it is
found that the legislation on the statute-
book does not go sufficiently far and is
inapplicable to the position, the proper thing
to do is to pass legislation dealing with the
future. I object to the retrospective pro-
visions which we see in the legislation which
is brought forward by this party. This goes
back six weeks. Why should it not go back
six years and pick out somebody who
happens to have offended hon. members?

Mr. Duxsran: There has not been a case
of this kind before.

Mr. SWAYNE: The principle is exactly
the same. It is simply making Parliament
a medium for carrying out the personal
vengeance and spite of hon. members on
the other side, or of the party which they
represent. I am pleased that, notwithstand-
ing the efforts that have been made to
implicate hon. members on this side, the
attempt has been absolutely unsuccessful.
I was pleased to hear the leader of the
Opposition invite the Premier to appoint a
Royal Commission to inquire into this matter.
The fact that the Premier does not see fit to
appoint a Royal Commission proves that
hon. members on this side are not in any
way implicated. This is a despicable action
on the part of the Government, and they are
attempting to get another dig at men who
have been already punished.

At 5.30 p.m.,
The SPEAKER resumed the chair.

Question—That the Bill be now read a
second time—put and passed.

COMMITTEE.
(Mr. Kirwea, DBrisbane, in the chair)
Clause 1--“ Short title and construction of

Act”—put and passed.

Clause 2—“ Amendment of seclion
Bribery of members of Parliament ’—

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): I beg to move the
omission on lines 10, 11, and 12, of the
words—

“ (whether before or after the first day
of July, one thousand ninc hundred and
twenty-two.) ”’
T think the reason is very patent why this
is being moved.

The PreMier: It is pabtent why the amend-
ment is being moved.

Mr. VOWLES: Yes. If you want to
create new principles for the future, it is
all right; but we should not interfere with
the cases of the past. The object of the

[Mr. Swayne.
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Bill is to empower the Government to
estreat certain moncy now in the possession
of the police, and to pay it into the con-
solidated revenue. A judge appointed by
law dealt with the case, and he has inflicted
a sentence providing for a term of imprison-
ment for threce months and a [ine of £500,
swhich he considered was inadequate. We
can only assume, when there is no other
charge against these persons of being unlaw-
fully in possession of certain bonds and cash
that they had on them when they were
arrested, that they were lawfully in posses-

sion of the bonds and money, and were
entitled to them.
The ArTORNEY-GENERAL: Can the hon.

gentleman assume that?

Mr. VOWLES: Yes. Otherwise, why has
no action been taken against them in respect
of another charge? The judge in sentencing
the prisoners delinitely said that the case
was not a suitable one to be decalt with
under section 19 of the Criminal Code. That
section provides that under certain circum-
stances a penalty need not be imposed; and
he was relying on the fact that, although
they had been convicted of a very serious
charge, the jury had added a rider to their
verdict that there were extenuating circum-
stances and that mercy should be shown to
the prisoners. A judge is a person who,
by law, is put in the position to say what
punishment shall be meted out for certain
crimes. He has decided the punishment in
this case. He told the prisoners distinctly
that the fines of £500 could be taken from
the bonds and money which were impounded.
The hon. member for Bremer tried to make
political capital out of the matter, and sug-
gested that it was a * common fund.”” The
judge did not say it was a *‘ common fund.”

Mr. F. A. Coorer: The hon. gentleman
did.

Mr. VOWLES: The judge was of the
opinion that, as the men were jointly con-
victed, they could pay the sum of £1,000
out of the money. 1 think we can safely
assume that it was a “common fund” to
which the prisoners had recourse to the
extent of their fines.

Mr. F. A. Coorer: You are putting it on
the judge now.

Mr. VOWLES: T am not. T never take
advantage of my position in Parliament to-
attack a judge.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL :
hon. gentleman assume that it was a
mon fund ”?

Mr., VOWLES: Because the judge told
the prisoners they could take the fines from
the money.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL :
that.

The PreMiER: Who owns the £3,200?

Mr. VOWLES: I do not know.

The ArrOoRNEY GENERAL: You said a
minute ago that we had the right to assume
that the prisoners owned it.

Mr. VOWLES: It has not been proved
that they came by the money unlawfully.
The judge told the prisoners that they could
take the fines from the money.

The Promier: He also told them that the
fines would not be paid by them, but would
be paid by the people behind them.

'Why does the

‘¢ com-

He did not say
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Mr. VOWLES: The judge committed a
very grave error if he said that. (Govern-
ment laughter.) If that was the conclusion
he came to, then he was misled by the
Girvections from the Premier and the Attor-
ney-General through the Solicitor-General.
We are bringing in special legislation to
deal with speclal “eriminal cases. These men
have been convicted, and they are incarcera-
ted at the present time. We are golng to
alter the conditions of their sentence, and
ve are going to make it impossible for them
to take aavantage of certain things which
would reduce their sentence by nine months.
By doing what is suggested here, we are

taking away their fund which will allow
them to obtain their liberty after ‘three
months.

The SecreraRY FoR Mines: The hon.

gentleman puts up a bigger fight for the
bribers than he put up for the farmers.

Mr. VOWLES: I am astonishod that the
hon. gentleman should be associated with
this Bill. I did not think that Caucus or
the authority which decided that the punish-
ment inflicted was insufficient would be able
to reflect its powers in this Chamber so as
to over-ride the decision of a judge, and
compel men to suffer more than it was
intended they should suffer. I do not think
hon. members opposite realise what is being
done. We are told that the Bill is intended
to compel the men to remain in gaol in
order that the thumbscrew or the rack may
he applied to them to compel them to squeal
and incriminate their principals.

The PremIER: Nobody said that.

Mr. VOWLES: It has been said. They
are the methods of the dark ages. We are
told that the object of tho Bill is to make
these men squeal. Who is prepared to take
the cvidence of those convicted on any
charge in an endeavour to better their own
po:lthn"

The Prenvier: Everyone knows that they
are the tools of others.

Mr. VOWLES: The principle of the Bill
is wrong. We are dealing with the criminal
law. When we amend it we should make it
apply to future and not to past cases. Thore
has been a tendency on occasions to legislate
in respect to individual cases. I do not mind
the Government altering the civil law or
the criminal law so long as it is to be applied
to the future. In the past an attempt was
made to upset a decision of the Arbitration
Court. The Government are not playing the
game when they seek to inflict further penal-
ties on men who have already been punished.
I ask the hon. gentleman to realise that it
is not a fair thlng to_include these men in a
clause like this, and I ask him to give it his
serious consideration and even at the eleventh
hour to consent to the omission of these words,
If he does so, there will be no objection to
the rest of the Bill. If a man does anything
that is illegal, then he has to take what is
coming to him,

Mr. GrepsoN : That is after he is found out.

Mz, VOWLES: That applics in every case.
The hon, gentleman says we are out to pro-
tect the boodlers—the people who are behind
these unfortunate men who have been convic
ted. We arc now dealing with general prin-
ciples, because, if we consent to a principle
such as this in respect of these individuals, wo
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do not know what we may be asked to do in
the future. 'This may be pointed to as a pre-
cadent, and we shall be told that we consented
to 1t on one occasion. I do not believe in
retrospective legislation of any kind., We
liave had a lot of that kind of legislation
in the past, and now the Government are
introducing a Bill to deal with unfortunate
men who are in gaol, and who are down and
cut.  The hon. gentleman says this fund
belongs to other persons. Just let him cast |
that out of his mind and assume for one
moment that it belongs to the two accused,
and that that is the only means they have
of keeping their wives and children. Are
you going to take the risk of doing an
injustice under those conditions?

Mr. DuNSTAN : Do you mean to say that that
money would be used for the upkeep of their
wives and children?

Mr. VOWLES: What I say is that the
money is there, and that it could be used
for that purpose.

Mr. WER: You will
“ kiddies.”

Mr. VOWLES :-That is another dirty insinu-
ation. The hon. member is not game to say
things straight out. It is his dirty way of
putting things. He is not prepared to make
a definite statement. The whole time the
hon. member was speaking he was too cunning
to make a definite statement. The Premier
should realise the danger of what he is assent-
ing to as a principle in criminal matters, and
how far- -reaching it may be. He has in his
mind that this fund may belong to someone
else; I ask him to assume for one moment
that it belongs to these two men.

The Promier: The facts are otherwise.

My, VOWLES: If you have the proof of
thos(, facts, why do you not prosecute the
individual you say you can prosecute?

The PreMIER: I think the real culprits
will be brought to justice.

Mr. VOWLES: The sooner that is done
then the sooner will the stain which the hon.
member attempted to put on the Opposition
disappear. The hon. gentleman cannot con-
neet any member of the Country party with
this matter. I have given good reasons why
we should omit these words, and I have very
much pleasure in submitting the amendment
to the Committee,

look after their

Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted (Mr. Vowles’s amendment) stand part
of the clause—put; and the Committee divi-

ded :—
AYES, 34,
Mr. Barber Mr. Huxham
,, Bertram 5 Jones, A, J.
,, Brennan ,, Land
,, Bulcock s> Larcombe
,» Collins ,» Mullan
,, Cooper, F. A. . Payune
,» Cooper, W, ., Pease
,» Coyne . Pollock
,» Dash 5, Riordan
,, Dunstan .» Ryan
,» Ferricks 5, Smith
,, Foley ,» Stopford
,» Forde s, Theodore
. Gilday 5, Weir
,, Gillies 5  Wellington
,, Gledson . Wilson
., Hartley s, Winstaniey

Tellers: Mr. Brennan and Mr, Ryan.

Mr. Vowles.]
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Noes, 28.
Mr. Barnes, G. P, Mr. King
,, Barnes, W. H, ,» Logan
,, Bebbington ,, Macgregor
,,» Bell ,, Maxwell
», Brand . Moore
,, Cattermuj* ,, Morgan
,, Clayton . Nott
,, Corser ,, Petrie
., Deacon ., Roberts, J. H. C.

s> Elphinstone ., Roherts, T. R.

,, Fletcher . Swayne
,, Green ,, Tarlor

,, Jones, J. . Vowles
5, Kerr Warren

Tellers: Mr. Deacon and Mr, Logan.
Pair.

Aye—Mr. McCormack, No—Mr,

Resolvid in the affirmative.

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): I have another
amendment I w ould like the Minister to take
into consideration. I suggest the insertion,
after the word *“property,” on line 13, of
the words—

“lawfully scized arnd.”
It is quite possible—in fact, it is a very
common thing—for various articles to be ten-
dered during a trial, but not to be actually
made exhibits, and they do not become part
of the case

Mr. BreEnxaN: Who would get them?

Mr. VOWLES: If you tender something
which is not cntitled to be tendered, and it
is refused by the judge and has no rlght to
be used as an exhibit, then under this clause
it can be retained.

Mr. BrENNAN: If it is part of the bribery,
it should be.

Mr. VOWLES: How can it be part of the
bribery if the judge refuses to receive it in

Sizer.

the case? There is frequent tendering of
documents and other things which the judge
does mnot accept. If the judge does not

accept them they are not part of the subject-
matter of the action.

Mr. BrENNAN: They are secized.

Mr. VOWLES: If they are seized, and
they are not lawfully subjcct-matter to be
received in evidence, whg should they be
retained ?

Mr. GLEDSON:
more bribery.

Mr. VOWLES: We are not «ealing now
with a case of bribery—we are making laws.
So far as Sleeman and Connolly are con-
cerned, we have done with them.

Mr. PrEask: You are washing your hands
of them.

Mr. VOWLES: I would like to know

whether the Minister will accept the sug-
gested amendment.

The ArToRNEY-GENERAL: I have not the
slightest intention of accepting it.

Mr. VOWLES: If that is so, I will not
waste any time over it.

Clause 2 put and passed.

The House resumed.

The CHAIRMAN reported the Bill without
amendment.

To tell them to attcmpt no

THIRD READING.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Mullan, Flinders): 1 beg to move—
“« That the Bill be .now read a third
time.”

Question put and passed.
[Mr. Vowles.

[ASSEMBLY.] Matrimonial Causes, Etc.,

Bill.

MATRIMONIAL CAUSES ACTS AMEND-
MENT BILL.
SECOND READING.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon.
A. J. Jones, Paddington): It does not follow,
because the Bill deals with the most solemn
contract of life, that there is any attempt to
encourage any breach of the marriage tie.
While the Bill may give great power in the
way of securing umsoluhon of marriage, it
is 1n no way intended to facilitate divorce.
The motive is rather to do justice to both
parties to this most solemn contract, As is
well known to hon. members, as the law now
stands, while a husband may petition the
court for the dl\«olu’tlon of his marriage on
the ground of his wife’s adultery, the wife
has to prove, not only adultery, but some
other offence, such as cruelty or desertion.
We intead in this Bill to amend the Act in
such a way that both husband and wife shall
be equal 1n this respect; and as adultery is
a ground for divorce so far as the wife is
cencerned, it will also be a ground for divorce
so far as the husband is concerned. This is
no new principle. In Western Australia,
New Zecaland, and Victoria they have Acts
with similar provisions, but not in New South
Wales. The New Zealand Act provides—

“ Any married person who at the time
of the institution of the suit or other
proceeding is domiciled in New Zealand
for two ycars may present a petition to
the court praying, on onc or more of the
grounds mentioned in this section, that
his or her marr age with the rerondf’nt
may be dissolved—

On the ground that the respondent
has, since the celebration of the mar-
riage, and after the first day of June,
one thousand eight hundred and ninety-
nine (being the date of the coming into

operation of the Dnmce Act, 1898),
been guilty of adultery.”
The same provision, differently worded,

obtains in the West Australian Act, and aiso
in the Victorian Act.

There is another provision in the Bill which
provides that a petition may be made to the
court for dissolution of marriage on the
ground of imsanity. The Bill states that, if
a husband or wife is an inmate of a lunatic
asylum for five years or upwards, whether
before or after the first day of January,
1823, or partly before and partly after that
date it will be sufficient ground to approach
the court for dissolution of marriage.

This Bill provides that either a husband
or a wife may present a petition to the
court on the ground of insanity for a period
of not less in the aggregaie than five years
within six years immediately preceding the
filing of the petition, and whether before or
after 1st January, 1923, or partly before and
partly after that date where ~the patient
is unlikely to recover from such lunacy.
I will quote the law in this regard in New
Zealand, West Australia, and Victoria.
The New Zealand Act, in regard to lunacy,
reads—

“On the ground that the respondent
is a lunatic or person of unsound mind,
and has been confined as such in any
asylum or other institution or house in
accordance with the provisions of the
Lunatics Act, 1908, for a period or
periods not less in the aggregate than
ten years within twelve years imme-
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diately preceding the filing of the

petition, and is unlikely to recover from

such lunacy or unsoundness of mind.”
The West Australian Act reads—

“On the ground that the respondent
is a lunatic or person of unsound mind,
and has been confined as such in any
asylum or other institution in accord-
ance with the provisions of the Lunacy
Act, 1903, for a period or periods nof
less in the aggregate than five years
within six years immediately preceding
the filing of the petition, and is unlikely
to recover from such lunacy or unsound-
ness of mind.”

The Victorian Act reads—

“On the ground that the respondent
is a lunatic or person of unsound mind,
and has (whether before or after the
commencement of this Act) been received
into and detained in any hospital for the
insane, or rcceived into and detained in
two or more of such hospitals for a
period or periods not less in the aggre-
gate than five years within six years
immediately preceding the filing of the
petition, and is unhkeiy to recover from
the lunacy or unsoundness of mind.”

I have read those sections to verify the
statements I made previously, We are not
" introducing anything new in this Bill, or
something that does not obtain in some of
the other States. As a matter of fact, in
1913 an pttempt was made to make the
matrimonial laws a Commonwealth matter,
so that there could be uniformity throughout
the whole of the States. 1 thm( that would
b2 a good idea, especially when we are
dealing with the quesmon ol domlclle which
is a very important one. We are alzo forti-
fied in the introduction of this Bill by the
findings of a very important Commission
which was appointed in Great Britain to
inquire into matrimonial causes, in Novem-
ber, 1909. Certainly, that is a few years
back, but T would like, even at the expense
of wearying the Iouse, to quote a few
extracts from the findings of the Commis-
sjon. First of all, I would like to say that
the personnel of the Commission comprised—

‘“ Baron Gorell (chairman, late presi-
dert of the Probate, Divorce, and Admir-
alty Division of the ngh Court), the
Archbishop of York, the Barl of Derby,
Lady Frances Balfour, Thomas Burt,
Esq.; C. J. Guthrie, Jisq. (a senator
of the College of Justice in -Scotland);
Sir William Reynell Anson, Sir Lewis
T. Dibdin (judge of the Arches Court
of Canterbury and of the Chancery
Court of York), Sir George White, Henry
T. Atkinson, Esq. (a judge of County
Courts in England); Mrs. M. E. Ten-
nant, Rufus D. Isaacs, Esq.; FHEdgar
Brierley, Hsq. (Barrister-at-Law, Stipen-
diary Magistrate of the City of Man-
chester); John A Spender, Hsq.”

Among the questions submitted were these—

“Should the law be amended so as to
place the two sexes on an equal footing
as regards the grounds upon which
divorce may be obtained?

“ Should the law be amended so as to
permit of divorce being obtained on any,
and if any, what grounds other than
those at present allowed?’

The Commission went very fully into this
matter and voluminous evidence was taken,
but the findings may be summed up very

1922—6 s
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briefly. It is true that there was a minority
report from three Commissioners, but they
were all at one on the question of lunacy,
with which we are dealing just now. Their
recommendations on these points read—
¢ 'That the law should be amended so
as to place the two sexes on an equal
footing as regards the grounds on which
divorce may be obtamed
“ That the law should be amended so
as to permit of divorce being obtained
on the following grounds:—
“ (1) Adultery;

“{2) Desertion for three years and
upwards;

“(3) Cruelty;

“(4) Incurable insanity after five
years’ confinement;

“(5) Habitual drunkenness found
incurable after three ycars from first
order of separation;

“e) Tmpuscnmmt under commuted

death sentence.’

Mr. T. R. RoserTs: Can you say how far

those recommendations have been carried
out?

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: I do
not know how much or how little of the
findings of the Commission have been
adopted by the legislature.

The PreMiER: They have carried out most
of the recommendations. They passed an
Act last year.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: I do
know that the findings of the Commission,
after exhaustive inquiry, are very sound. It
is true that there was a minority report,
which reads—

“We concur in the recommendations
of the majority report as to costs and
generally as to procedure and practice,
both as to divorce in the High Court
and as to magistrates’ orders under the
Summary Jurisdiction (*.;arned Women)
Act, 1895 and the Licencing Act, 1902,
except so far as those recommendations
contemplate the substltntlon of divorce
for mere separation in certain cases
where magistrates’ orders have been
made.

“ We concur in the rccommendation of
the majority report with regard to
nullity of marriage in cases of—

(e} Unzound mind;

(b) Fpilepsy and recurrent insanity;

(¢) Venercal disease;

(d) When the woman is pregnant at
the time of marriage by a man other
than the husband, who is ignorant of
the fact; and

(e) Of wilful refusal to consummate
the marriage.

“ We concur in the recommendation of
the majority report with regard to ¢ pre-
sumption of death.

“We concur in the recommendation
of the majority report that, whatever
grounds are permitted to the husband
for obtaining a «ivorce from his wife,
the same grounds should be available for
a wife in a suit againsg her husband.”

Our provision as to lunacy being a ground
in a petition for dissolution of marriage is
based largely on the finding of that important
Commission, on the law in New Zealand—
although the number of years in New Zea-

Hon. A. J. Jones.]
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land is ten—on the law in Westorn Australia
and the law in Vietoria. I think the provi-7
sion in Western Australia and Victoria is the
same as we have in this Bill—five rears in
the aggregate out of six years prior to a
certain date. I think it wonld be a good
thing in Australia if the whole of the States
had a uniform law in this regard.

We provide in the Bill that a husband or
wife may present a petition for divorce on
the ground of desertion continuously for five
years or upwards, whether before or after
the first day of January, 1923. T will not
quote again from the laws of the other States,
but in Victoria—speaking from memory—the
period is three years, and in Western Aus-
tralia, New South Wales, and New Zealand
five years.

That brings me again to the question of
domicile, It is proposed to deal with the
question of domicile in this Bill. The general
law of domicile is that the wife’s domicile is
the domicile of her husband, This has caused
a good deal of trouble and expense to those
who could ill afford the expense. A wife may
wish to get a divorce, and may have good
grounds for getting a divorce from her
husband, but, if she is in Queensland and
her husband is in Western Australia, her
domicile under the existing law is the domi-
cile of her husband. The last clause of this
Bill removes that disability. If a woman is
secking a divorce from her husband, who is
in some other Statc or in some other foreign
place, her domicile will, under this Bill,
not necessarily be his domicile; she may be
in Queensland and will be able fo petition
for divorce. That difficulty, at least, will bo
overcoma.

I recognise that this is a somewhat import-
ant Bill. I feel that we are doing the right
thing—not in giving greater facility for
the dissolution of marriage, but rather in
giving an extra ground, based on common
justice, and a greater power under our
Matrimonial Causes Acts. There was a time
when divorce became a remedy for the rich,
and the poor were driven to commit bigamy.
I will quote from the Encyclopaedia
Britannica an address delivered by Mr.
Justice Maule in England in 1845, to a
prisoner who had been convicted of bigamy.
This satirical address caused the amendment
of the divorce laws in Great Britain. The
man had been convicted of bigamy and the
absurditics of the existing law were thus
pointed out by the judge in his ironical
address—

“ The prizoner’s wife had deserted him
with her paramour, and he had married
again during her lifetime. He was
indicted for bigamy, and convicted; and
Myr. Justice Maule sentenced him in the
following words:~—* Prisoner at the bar:
You have been convicted of the offence
of bigamy, that is to say, of marrying
a woman while you had a wife still alive,
though it is true that she has deserted
you and is living in adultery with another
man. You have, therefore, committed a
crime against the laws of your country,
and you have also acted under a very
serious misappnrehension of the course
which vou ought to have pursued. You
should have gone to the Tecclesiastical
Court and there obtained against your
wife a decree a mensi et thoro. You
should then have brought an action in
the Courts of Common Law and
recovered, as no doubt you would have

[Hon. A. J. Jones.
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recovered, damages against your wife’s
paramour. Armed with these decrees,
you should have approached the Legisla-
ture and obtained an Act of Parliament
which would have rendered you free and
legally competent to marry the person
whom you have taken on yourself to
marry with no such sanction. It is quite
true that these proceedings would have
cost you many hundreds of pounds,
whereas you probably have not as many
pence. But the law lknows no distinction
between rich and poor. The sentence of
the court upon vou, therefore, is that you
be imprisoned for one day, which period
has already been exceeded, as you have
been in custody since the commencement
of the assizes.””
No less a church dignitary than the Arch-
bishop of York stated that he approved of
marriage being declared void if, within a
limited period, either of the parties was
found to be suffering from insanity, epilepsy,
or certajn disecases. There are many other
matters that one could deal with. One or
two very sad cases have come under my
rotice, and I have received letters on the
question since the introduction of this Bill
a few days ago. It is not possible to alter
the law under this Bill to deal with those
cases, and I will not discuss them; but I
am in hopes that in the near future some-
thing will be done to help people who are
ticd to persons who are suffering from almost
unmentionable diseases. At the present time
those persons have little or no redress. I
beg to move—
“That the Bill be now read a second
fime.”

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): In dealing with
the sccond reading of this Bill, it strikes one
as being rather a pity that there is not
uniformity in the laws of the Commonwealth
in respect of matrimonial matters, and that
the Premiers of the: various States do not
make some cffort to bring about that unifor-
mity. For some time past thc conditions have
been very different in other States to what
they have been in Queensland with regard to
a man’s right under the law in connection
with the dissolution of marriage. However,
we are making a move in the direction of
the other States now, and in this Bill equal
rights are given to the wife and the husband.

There is a novelty in making lunacy under
certain conditicns a ground for divorce.
When we are dealing with the lunacy laws
one has to be very guarded, becausc they
arc so open to abuse. The history of lunacy
in the past—not so much in Australia as in the
old country—shows that there have been
glaring cases of injustice and abuse so far
as people who are mentally defective are
concerned, and we should put all the safe-
guards we can in this Bill in order to see
that that provision cannot be abused. It
strikes me that, when you make provision
that a claim for dissolution may be
based on the fact that during six years
previously the wife or husband—as the
case may be—has been insane for five years,
there is an opportunity for abuse creep-
ing in. When a man has lucid intervals and
becomes sanc for one year in six years, that
case may not be altogether hopeless, in spite
of any medical certificates, and we should
provide that the person should be insane
for a definitc period without any luecid inter-
val before it can become a claim for dissolu-
tion of marriage.
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The question of desertion, too, is a new
one so far as we are concerned. Where there
has been continuous desertion for five years,
it is to be a_ground for petition for dissolu-
tion of marriags. Provision is also made in
regard to collusion, and in cases where the
desertion has been condoned the Court shall
dismiss the petition.

I think the provision with regard o domi-
cile is very desirable, because, if a man des rts
a woman and goes and lives in another State,
the very faci of his deserting her for that
time possibly means that she will not be in
a pecuniary position to claim the right to
which she is entitled. This is a non-party
measure. I have not discussed it with the
members of my party. Personally, I am going
to support the Bill, but I would ask the
Minister to give consideration to the amend-
ments that will be brought forward, becaus:
there are some directions in which the Bill
might be made a beiter measure.

Mr. TAYLOR (Windsor) : 1 cannot say that
I am prepared to give the Bill my blessing,
notwithstanding what the Minister has tokd
us with regard to the law in Western Austra-
lia, Victoria, and New Zcaland. The Bill
we have before us to-night is one which, in
my judgment, affects more the women of
the State than the men. They probably are
the ones who may suffer more, or who may
secure greater benefits from it. There are
one or two amendments that we propose to
move in Committec, which I hope will be
accepted. I should have been glad if the
Minister, when introducing the Bill, had given
us some indication as to the number of cases
of lunacy which would have been affected
both in regard to men and women for the last
year or two. We all know that in the mental
institutions in Australia improved methods
are being adopted for the treatment of persons
who suffer from mental troubles. I would
like to have had from the Minister some
statistics to guide us as to whether the number
of cures cffected in our asylums in recent years
is increasing or not. I would like to know
the length of time for which the patients
have been confined in these institutions, and
the longest period patiznts have been detained
before being discharged as cured.- I suppose
the measure will be safeguarded to a certan
extent, but there is a possibility of men or
women who havs children being detained in
mental institutions for over five years and
the old relationships being subsequently
broken up under a measure like this. We
know that desertion is something which occurs
every day. I would like to know whether
the Minister can give us the number of
divorce cases within the last three or five
vears in Western Australia or Victoria, so
that we can compare them with the divorces
which have taken place in States where there
is no similar measure in operation to that
which we are now considering. I do not like
the Bill, although I recognise the hardships
which are inflicted on many innocent people
in having to live for five years under unsatis-
factory conditions,

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: There are a few
very sad cases in Queensland.

Mr. TAYLOR: I have no doubt about
that. If I were asked which of the two or
three matters mentioned in the Bill I would
prefer giving relief to, I should say venereal
disease every time. 1 would favour relief
being given in that dircction, because it is
a crime for anyone who is afflicted with that
disease to be married. ¥ have a couple of
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reasonable amendments which I hope the
Minister will favourably consider. One is
with regard to the extension of the time.
We are told that it is ten years in New
Zealand, and that in Western Australia and
Victoria the pericd is the same as is men-
tioned in the Bill.

Mr. T. R. ROBERTS (Fast Toowoomba) :
Though this Bill is a very short one, it is
certainly very important, and will have con-
siderable consequence. This is the end of a
strenuous session, and it is most unreasonable
and unfair to bring such a measure as this
before us in the closing hours of the session.
The Minister referred to the report of the
Royal Commission on divorce and matrimo-
nial causes in the old country, and I quite
admit the exhaustive inquiry which the
members of that Commission held, There
were also ladies on that Royal Commission
of twelve members. The Premier said that
some of those recommendations were given
effect to in 1921. It would have strengthened
the Minister’s argument in favour of the
Bill if he had made himself familiar with
the recommendations of the .Royal Commis-
sion which the House of Commoens has since
given effect to. He told us that there were
nine members of the Commission 1n favour
of certain recommendations, but he has not
told us exactly what the House of Commons
has put into effect. As the leader of the
Natiosalist party has said, we all know some-
thing of the statistics there will be when this
law 1s altered.

I went through that report hurriedly at
the week-end after I found that the Minister
had given notice of irtroduction of the Bill.
We find that America is the country where
the most casy methods for obtaining divorce

prevail. On looking through the

[7.30 p.m.] report I found that in 1867 the

number of divorces in America
was itwenty-seven per 100,000. Owing to the
greater facilities since provided for obtain.
ing divorce, I find that in 1900 the number
had increased to seventy-three per 100,000.
The corresponding rate in England and
Wales for 1900 was 2 per 100,000 population.
I find that the number increased in 1806 to
eighty-six per 100,000, and I notice from the
report that that number is only exceeded in

one country, and that is Japan. I am
sure that no one wants to emulate the
standard adopted in that country. Under

the circumstances, I regret that we find our-
selves in the position we are in to-night, that
we cannot go into that question more fully,
as I understand that it is the desire of the
Government to close the session to-night.

The Commission went fully into the evi-
dence in regard to desertion. It was aston-
ishing to sce the evidence that was adduced
in regard to desertion, which proved that
divorce on that grcund was not warranted.
A number of stipendiary magistrates from
the various districts around London gave
evidence, and none can doubt the authen-
ticity of the figures which they gave. One
magistrate did not look upon the matri-
monial law as very binding, and was inclined
tn vegard desertion very lightly. As a result,
considerably more divorces were granted
because of desertion. When a new stipen-
diary magistrate was appointed, he adopted
a different method of dealing with cases of
desertion. He brought the men and women
together with the result that there was 2
falling-of in the number of applications.
In fact, the num:ber of applications for

Mr. T. R. Roberts.]
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divorce became almost nil. Those are one
or two points that I hurriedly gathered from
the report. I regret that we find ourselves
rushing through a measure whose conse-
quences sre so far-reaching. We can only
tell by experience what wiil be the result,
and I have indicated the rosults in America,
where divorce has been made easier for a
number of years. There is no doubt that
some hardship exists, but that applics to
other things too. I quite agree in regard
to divorce that the privileges which are
given to men should also be given to women.
We should treat both alike. 1 do not think
anyone will differ with the (Glovernment on
that point. There is also the question of
cheapening the law where a person has a
grievance, We wilt not differ there either.
Generally  speaking, I, personally, regret
that the Bill has been introduced.

Hox. W. H. BARNES (Bulimba): I think
the House is indekted to the hon. member
for Fast Toowcomba for the very full way
in which he has dealt with the Bill. I quite
agree with the Minister that the woman
should have exactly the same privileges as
the man. The Minister said there was no
attempt to cause any breach of the marriage
tie. I am sure, when the Minister said that,
Le meang it; but it seems to me that the
Bill has been hurriedly introduced as an
attempt to overcome some of the cases he
has incidently referred to. No doubt, there
are many cases where married life has not
turned out as the parties in their carly
stages intended. We know that people are
not always happily mated. At any rate, if
I am alone in opposing the Bill in some
directions, then I am going to stand alone.
I do not agree that we should make divorce
casy. I am referring morc particularly to
the guestion of lunacy and one other clause
in the Bill. If you make divorce casy, then
you are going to open the door to a looseness
in the community. No doubt, the Minister
is right when he says that there are some
hard cases, but that also applies in other
directions and in other walks of life. I do
not krow why this Bill should be introduced
at the end or a session. At any rate, by
making 'unacy a ground for divorce, I con-
sider that we are taking a retrograde step.
The experience in the other States has been
that where it has been made easy to get a
dissolution of marriage you have more appli-
cations than you would have under other
conditions. Before people get married they
should sit down and consider the responsibili-
ties they are undertaking, and find out all
the responsibilities that are attached ko
married life. I am certainly opposed to the
second reading of the Bill.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE (Oxley): This is a
subject that, under ordinary circumstances,
we would take a long time to debate,
because it opens up a most important phase
of our social life and upon which a great
deal of argument can be applied. We know
quite well that it is the intention of the Go-
vernment to close the session to-night, and
that rather curtails our opportunities for
debating what is a most important guestion.

Mr. Harrmey: It is in your own hands
whether we ci0se or not.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: The Minister in
charge of the Bill is, unfortunately, reliev-
ing another Minister who is suffering from
illness, We fully appreciate the work which

[Mr. T. R. Roberts.
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has been thrown upon the hon. gentleman,
and we also appreciate the disadvantage
under which he is labouring, in that he
cannot give us the data which the original
Minister might have placed at our disposal

The SrcrETARY FOR MINES :
number of hard cases.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE: There may be a
number of disastrous cases that are suffer-
ing through the law which applies to
divorce, yet on the other hand we have to
be most careful not to interfere with the
sanctity of marriage or let our hearts run
away with our heads. It is a matter which
involves the whole of our social fabric,
and if the Minister had had more time
at his disposal he might have bcen able
to give us detailed statistics and more com-
plete information. Personally, I take a very
broad view of this question, because I do not
believe that it is desirable in a large number
of cases to compel people to live with one
another under coanditions which make both
lives miserable. That is quite unnecessary.
On the other hand, we have to take care, as
I said before, that our hearts do not run
away with our heads.

There is a

There is just one point on which I wish to
touch. It affects lunacy as a ground for
divorce. In such cases, no doubt, many
harrowing circumstances may be brought to
the light of day, and I would like the
Minister to sce betwecen now and the Com-
mittee stage if some provision cannot be
made for the hearing of such cases in camera.
We want to avoid the circumstances of
domestic unhappiness being cxposed before
the world, particularly when neither party
is an offender. Where one party is an
offender, of course, the position is quite
different, and the fact that certain details
come before the public acts as a deterrent,
because publicity does in a large mecasure
operate 1in ‘that way. Where lunacy is
advanced as a cause for divorce, ncither
party has committed an offence, and I do
rot see why all the circumstances should be
published to the world.

I was much amused to hear the Minister’s
quotations from the remarks of a judge
i passing sentence in 1845. He might also
very properly have told us of the Brahmin
who asked for entrance to Paradsse, but,
when he said that he had been married twice,
was told that there were no fools in Para-
dise. (Laughter.) Here we are opening
the door for people to marry twice, aund,
although, as I say, it is not our desire to
place any undue restriction against any
pronounced demand there may be for facili-
ties for divorce under special circumstances,
and to enable people to get rid of matri-
monial burdens—as they may turn out to be—
nevertheless we need to see that we do not
make divorce too easy. 1 suppose most
hon. members are well aware that in the
United States divorce is almost a farce.
There are rome States. I believe, where a man
can take up his residence for three weeks
and become privileged to take advantage
of the lax divorce laws of that State. We
do not want in any way to approach that
state of affairs, and, further than that, we
ought not to make our laws so much_easier
than those of other States that people will
come here and acquire a domicile in order
that they may take advantage of them. In
my opinion, if this should not be a Federal
matter—because that would whittle away
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the right of the States—it is a matter for
those frequent Premiers’ Conferences that
take place.

The PreMiER: I asked the Premiers to
come here this year, but they did not seem
to like the idea. (Laughter.)

Mr. ELPHINSTONE : I wonder if it was
our company they would not like, or whether
the company of certain members opposite
is obnoxious to a certain section of them.
(Laughter.) I think the Premiers of the
various States could profitably confer on
this matter, so that we could arrive at some
uniformity throughout Australia.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: This is a step
towards uniformity.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE : It certainly is. T
recognise that, because I listened to the
remarks of the Minister fairly carefully,
and I think we are bringing ourselves into
line with West Australia and Victoria. But
there are still three other States, and, if we
had uniformity, it would be for the benefit of
the people of the Commonwealth.

Mr. MOORE (Aubigny): I look upon this
measure as a most important one, and I
d> not agree with all of its provisions. I
do not think the grounds for divorce should
be made easier.

The PreEMIER: Do you
wife should have equal

husband ?

Mr. MOORE: I quite believe that they
should be made equal, but I do not think
it is a_good thing to make divorce casy for
anybody. People should think well before
they enter into the contract of marriage,
because it is net as if the husbands and
wives only are going to suffer in the event of
trouble. In many cases there are families to
be considered. and it does not make for the
betterment of those families when their
parents are divorced. We all recognise thab
there are hard cases, but there is an old
maxim that “ hard cases make bad laws,”
and we must be very careful that we do not
make divorce too easy. 1 have here the
Commonwealth “ Vear Book,” which gives

not think that a
rights with her

the following comparison between  the
divorces in different States in 1915 and
1919:—

Divoress in | Divorces in

|
1915, l 1919,

[

| |
New South Wale ‘ 362 | 427
Victoria .. vl 218 | 346
Queensland .. o 28 | 25

I

[

And below they make this remark—
“The bulk of the divorces and judicial
scpavations refer, as the table shows, to
New South Wales and Victoria, the Acts
of 1899 and 1889 in the respective States
having made the separation of the
marriage-tic comparatively easy.”
Mr. CorLins: Mostly amongst the wealthy
classes.

Mr, MOORE: It does not matter whether
those divorces wore amongst the wealthy
classes or not. We know that there are
millions of people who have scruples in
regard to obtaining divorce at all, and I do
not think it is a good principle to make
divorce too easy. They undcrtake serious
obligations and make important vows when

[¢ OcTOBER.]

Amendment Bl 2181

thev enter iuto marriage, and I do not think
those vows should be broken merely because
they find they have made a mistake. The
partics should fully consider the position
before they enter into the contract, because
they have not only themselves to think of—
ther have their children and, po=sibly, their
grandchildren to consider. This Bill is cer-
tainly going to facilitate divorce, and, there-
fore, perhaps encourage marriage between
people who run into it 1n an unthinking way.
For my own part, I look upon the marriage-
tie as extremely binding. I consider that the
vows should not be broken under any con-
sideration—at least unless there are very
adequate grounds. I am sorry to see the
experience of New South Wales and Victoria
commented upon in the “ Year Book,” and
that the breaking of the marriage contract
is made so casy there as to increase the
number of divorces very greatly. I certainly
would not like to see Queensland or Australia
in the position of some of the States of
America, because, to my mind, that condi-
tion of things converts marriage from a
sacred tie in which the parties make binding
vows into something in the nature of conveni-
ence for a time. I do not think that is an
objective which we ought to seek in any way
whatever. There are some hard cases, and if
we can facilitate them by keeping the divorce
laws comparatively strict, all the better. 1
do not think that those cases should cause
us to rush into making the law comparatively
easy. After all, it will be comparatively
easy for people to get divorce. We know
that very often collusion enters into the
question of desertion.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: Do you
not think that desertion should be a sufficient
ground ?

Mr. MOORE: In some cases desertion is
a sufficient ground, but we know perfectly
well that there is desertion in which there is
collusion. .

The Premizr: That destroys the ground.

My, MOORE : If you can prove it: but it
is a very difficult thing to prove it. The law
prevents it at the present time, but there is
plenty of coilusion. Our laws should make
it difficult to procure divorce. I trust that
the Minister will look upon this as a non-
party mcasure, and not push it through as
1t is simply because he wants to bring the
law into lne with the law in some other
State.

Mr., WARREN (Murrumba): I think if is
a terrible crime for anybody to be tied to a
lunatiec. I think that the woman should
stand in exactly the same position as a man
in regard to obtaining a divorce, therefore
I am prepared to support the Bill. I hope
that it will not have the effect of encourag-
ing divorce; but the present system causes
more corruption than will be rendered pos-
sible by the passage of this measure. I know
of one case where the wife of a man who is
in a lunatic asylum is living with another
man, and I feel quite surc that there are
many such cases. It would be far better for
the law to separate those two than that they
should continue to live under those condi-
tions. The question of offspring has bheen
mentioned. What would be the position of
the offspring in a case like that? My sym-
pathy is with the person who is in that
unfortunate position, and I do not think the
law should compel it. If Parliament makes
divorece easior, it will be doing a very serious
thing. Some people may think that this is

Mr. Warren |
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the thin end of the wedge to make things as
they arc in America; but I hope the admin-
istration of the law will be such that it will
relieve, not aggravate, the offence.
Question—That the Bill be now read a
second time--put; and the House divided :—

AxEs, 40.
My, Barber Mr. Jones, J,
,, Brennan .. Kirwan
., Bulcock ,» Land
,» Clayton ,» Larcombe
,, Collins ., Morgan
,» Cooper, F. A, »» Mullan
,» Cooper, W. ;. Payne
»» Coyne ., Tease
., Dash ., Petrie
,» Deacon ,» Pollock
,» Dunsgtan ,» Riordan
., Ferricks . Ryan
,, Foley , Smith
., Forde ,. Stopford
., Gilday ,» Theadore
,, Gillies ,» Yowles
,, Gledson . Weir
. Hartley .o Wellington
5, Huxham ,» Wilson

,, Jones, A, J. 5 Winstanley

Tellers: Mr. Pease and Mr. Riordan.

NoEs, 8.
Mr. Barnes, G. P. Mr. Maxwell
1 I}gmrnes, W. H. . loore
,, King ,» Roberts, T. R.
,» Macgregor -, Taylor
Tellers: Mr. King and Mr, Maxwell,
Parr,

Aye—Mr, McCormack. No—Mr. Sizer.
Resolved in the affirmative.

CoMyITTRE.
(Mr. Kirwan, Brisbane, in the chair.)
Clause 1-—“ Short title and construction of
Aet -—put and passed.
{8 p.m.]
Clause 2— Amendment of section 21—Dis-
solution of marriage "’—

Mr. T. R. ROBERTS (Fast Toowoomba):
‘On the sccond reading of the Bill I was

dealing with the question of
[8 p.m.] insanity as a ground for divorce,
would like to refer to the

opinion of Sir George Savage, an eminent
medical man. Dealing with the question of
insanity as a ground for divorce, he states—

‘“There is no doubt of the individual
hardship that I have felt. I entered upon
it with a feeling, T must say, rather in
favour of the divorce, but the more I
have considered the individual reports
from these people, and the more I have
considered my own forty years experi-
cnce, I cannot help thinking that there
is not ground enough to justify the
alteration.”

At onme time in the United States insanity
s:as a ground for divoree. In dealing with
that matter Sir George Savage states—
“It will not be forgotten that the pro-
posed uniform divorce law for the
United States does not contain insanity
as a ground for divorce, and that during
the last few years soveral States where
this ground was recognised have, by
express legislation, effected its abolition.’”’
In those States where they had insanity as a
yround for divorce they found, after experi-
ence, that it was necessary to abolish that
provision,

[Mr. Warren.
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Mr. TAYLOR (Windsor): I beg to move
the omission, in lines 10 and 11, page 2, of
the words—

“or periods not less In the aggregate

than five vears within six years”—
with a view to inserting the words—

“of not less than seven years.”’
We are bringing forward legislation of a
very serious character. The Minister has
pointed out that in New Zealand the period
is ten years. This Bill is experimental legis-
lation in Queensland, and it is experimental
legislation that I do not appreciate. We
have had no information from the Minister
with regard to the experience of places where
insanity is a ground for divorce. During the
past few years more cures of mental patients
have been effccted than was previously the
case, On that ground we are justified in
asking the Minister to make the period seven
years. The amendment is a reasonable one,
and I hope it will be accepted.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon.
A. J. Jones, Paddington): I regret that the
hon. member has moved the amendment. I
is no good tinkering with the Bill. This
clause was drafted after mature considera-
tion, and it follows the finding of the Com-
mission in Great Britain. In Victoria and
Western Australia the period is five years,
and that was brought about when those States
were not governed by a Labour Government.
If there is anything in the argument of the
hon. member for Oxley, we want to bring
about uniformity with regard to our matri-
monial laws, and, in the abscnce of any
action by the Commonwealth Government,
we are doing something in that direction.
Much as I would like to oblige the hon.
gentleman, I do not feel inclined to accept
the amendment.

Amendment (3r.
tived.

Mr. MOORE (Auwbigny):
the insertion, after the word
line 17, of the words—

“ provided that on the hearing of the
petition such lunacy or unsoundness of
mind shall be certified by the oral evi-
dence of the medical superintendent of
such asylum or institution and supported
by the oral evidence of at least two duly
qualified medical practitioners.”
In applications for the dissolution of mar-
riage on the ground of insanity, we should
see that no injustice is going to be committed.
I think that oral evidence should be given
by the medical superintendent and by two
duly qualified medical practitioners.

Mr. HarTLEY: Dces the hon. gentleman’s
amendment require evidence to be given by
two doctors in addition to the medical officer
of the asylum?

Mr. MOORE: Yes. I am not particularly
keen on having two other doctors. If the
Minister is prepared to accept the amend-
ment after altering the words “two duly
qualified medical practiticners” to ‘‘one
duly qualified medical practitioner” I am
prepared to accept that. I want to give a
full opportunity to cross-examine the medical
officer before a divorce is granted.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon.
A. J. Jones, Paddington): I would like to
point out that this measure is not introduced
to make divorce easier.- We are simply
creating additional grounds for divorce. The
amendment is not acceptable, for the reason

Taylor) put and nega-

I beg to move
“mind,” on
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that it will hamper the court, and I do not
want to include in this Bill any provxslom
that will hamper the court. No judge will
grant a dissolution of marriage on the ground
of nlsamtv unless he is ‘:atlshed that the
party is incurably insanc. Before a person
is  adjudged insame, two doctors must
declare that they are satisfied that he is
insane. I am satisfied that the hon. member
i3 unnecessarily alarmed, and he can well
loave this matter to the court.

Mr. HARTLEY (Fitzroy): 1 am sorry the
Minister is not inclined to accept the amend-
ment, because I am strongly of the opinion
that 1t 1s a wise safeguard to have in a mea-
sare of this sort. The Lunacy Act itself
demands that, before anyone can be com-
mitted to an asylum two independent medi-

cal experts must agree as to the insanity of
the patient, Many people know quite well
that in our asylums to-day are to be found
men and women who should not be confined
in an asylum. That has been my experience
in Brisbane, and I am quite sure that if
other hon. members will think over their
experience, they will be able to call to mind
cases where men have been pronounced by
medical men to be insane when such has not
been the case. Possibly, at the precise time
when they were examined they were not
altogether normal, but when the worry and
anxiety from which they were suffering at
the trme were removed, they have bheen
demonstrated to be quite sane. Yet I have
known at least one case in regurd to which
the medical man was not prepared to be
convinced in the matter, and it took a great
deal of persuasion before the person con-
cerned was released. That man has been
free for a very long time, and there has
been no recurrence of any mental irregularity
at all. 1 hope the Minister will reconsider
the question. One of the great safeguards
in regard to the incarceration of a lunatic is
the open ecxamination of medical expert
opinion. That is why the Lunacy Act was
framed as it is at present, and if such a
p1ous'o"x 18 1mpox‘ant in t‘mt connechon,
it is also 1mp01tant in this matter, seeing
the important issues involved. It w11 not
only affect the man or woman whose men-
tality is called into question, but will also
‘affect the issue of the marriage. I intend
to support the amendment, and hope the
Minister will think it over and make it man-
datory that at least one other medical ma,n,
in addition to the medical superintendent of
the asylum, shall certify that the man or
woman in guestion s insane and is not likely
to recover. That is the important part of
the matter, and that is why the very best
medical opinion should be obtained.

Mr. TAYLOR (Windsor): I desire to sup-
port the amendment. As has been pointed
out, this is simply providing for an additional
ealeguald I suppose there are no cases
that come under the notice of doctors where
there is so much difference of opinion as
there is in regard to mental cases. The
Minister told us that the doctor would not
do certain things.

The SecreTaRY ForR Mixes: I said the
judge.
Mr, TAYLOR: It must be within his

knowledge that within the last twelve or
eighteen months there was a good deal of
trouble in connection with some woman who
came from New Zealand to Svdney. I
cannot imagine anything more dreadful than
for a sane pevson to be confined in an insane
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asylum, That would be one of the most
dreadful punishments possible to any sane
person, and, knowing the difficulty of
diagnosing mental cases, this safeguard is
one that the Minister mlght well accept. It
will give greater safety to persons suffering
from mental troubles, and it will make it
more difficult for those persons who try to
take advantage of this provision.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: Why not leave
it to the court?

Mr. TAYLOR : If you accept the amend-
ment, there is an end of it.

The SecrETARY FOR MiNEs: The party may
be in an asylum in Western Australia.

Mr. TAYLOR : It does not matter whether
they are in an asyvlum in Western Australia
or in any other State they are entitled to
all the safeguards we can give them.

Mr. PAYNE (Metchell): 1 am not opposed
to any extra safeguards in regard fo any
man or woman who may be adjudged
insane; but it does appear to me that this
Bill is pretty well safeguarded, as it makes
provision that, before anyone can apply for
a divorce on the ground of insanity, the
person concerned must have been insane for
at least five years out of the six, which
\VIH be a good test.

MorGaN : Under the amendment two
doctors would have to certify that.

Mr. PAYNE: Is it suggested that a man
who has bcen in a lunatic asylum for five
years is not insane? I have heard state-
ments made that men who are insane have
normal periods, and I quite believe it. I
had a letter only the other week from a
man in Goodna Asylum whom I have known
for forty years. He spoke of things which
happened thirty years ago just as accmately
as if they had only happened ten minutes
before, and then he went straight off to
somethmg else. e said that it was a dis-
grace to keep him there, as he was the
greatest inventor in the world., I have
visited Goodna a good deal, and some of
the men there seem just as sensible as
anyone here. (Laughter.) The doctor
cxplalned to me that patients have normal
times as well as insane periods. I am not
very particular as to whether the Minister
accepts the amendment or not. I think the
Bill sufficiently provides that there shall be
no undue hardship to men or women who
are in an insane asylum, and there is no
necessity to load it with amendments.

Mr. KING (Logan): I hope the Minister
will accept the amendment. We must bear
in mind that, before a patient is admitted
to a lunatic aeylum it is necessary to get
the certificate of two medical men.

The SecrRETARY ¥OR Mines: That is pro-
vided for in the Insanity Act.

Mr. KING: Yes; that is in the case of
a patient who may be merely temporarily
insane, but we are dealing here with far
more serious matters. A man may not be
five years continuously in an asylum; the
Bill provides for an aggregate period o!
five vears. We know that in connection
with certain diseases there are periods of
insanity—for instance, puerperal insanity in
the case of women; yet the Bill provides
that, if the period of lunacy extends for an
wggmvate of five years out of six, it will be
a ground for a divorce. The pomt which
we must consider as of the most importance
is that the patient must be incurable before

My. King.]
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there is ground for a divorce. I am quite
prepared to admit that medical prognosis
with regard to lunacy is reduced to a fine

art, and medical men can almost say
definitely whether a patient is incurable
or otherwise; but down South, where

divorce is so easy to get, a judge will get
through forty or fifty cases in a day. I say
that where judges get through so many
cascs they are not very particular about
analysing the evidence in the way they
should do. It is very easy to come before
a judge and make an allegation that a
person is insane and has been in a lunatic
asylum for five years; yet that person may
be curable. The judge must be satisfied,
but, as a protection to the judge, there is
no harm in having the evidence of the
medical superintendent and other medical
evidence in support. In a case down South
recently there were numbers of men on both
sides who differed as to whether a patient
was incurable. How can a judge, with con-
flicting opinions of that sort before him,
come to a definite conclusion as to whether
a patient is incurable or not? I do not
want to throw an obstacle in the way of a
divorce where a patient can be proved beyond
a shadow of doubt to be absolutely incurable:
but it is a question for the judge, who should
examine very minutely the evidence as to
whether the patient is incurable. But,
when cases come along at the rate of forty
or fifty a day, as they do, how is the judge
to satisfy himself about the matter?

Mr. T. R. ROBERTS (Fast Toowoomba):
I have in my mind a debate which took place
in the House in 1914, when the Labour party
were in opposition. There were two speeches
made on that occasion, one by Mr. Fihelly,
the present Agent-Gencral, who tock up the
case of certain individuals at the time in
Goodna. I want to quote another case
which was brought up, which shows how
necessary it is to deal very carefully with
medical reports. Mr. Fihelly referred to a
case where a man in an asvlum in New
Zealand escaped to Auckland, where he was
again confined. He then escaped from Auck-
land to Svdney, where he joined the Sea-
men’s Unton. He afterwards went back
to New Zealand and fought his case, and
proved that he was not insane. Mr. Fihelly
15 reported on page 1038 of “ Hansard ”* for
1914, Mr. Theodore, in the same dcbate,
is reported on page 1939, to have said—

“He had journeved to Goodna with
the hon. member for Paddington, and
saw Thompson, who complained that he
was kept there by the powers that be.
He scemed to be a clearly rational
person. It seemed to him that Thomp-
son would not be in Goodna had he not
associated himsclf with meetings that
were being held in Brisbane some time
ago to get free speech. IIe had the
naisfortune to be sentenced to a month’s
imprisonment, and during his term of
incarceration he was summarily removed
to Goodna. He understood that three
medical officers certified to his madness,
but he thought that probably in one or
two of those cases tho certificates were
formalities. In his opinion, Thompson
was not a lunatic who was likely to
cause great danger to himself or the
public, and he was not a fit subject for
detention in Goodna. That was his
dispassionate opinion about him.”

} will not further quote from the speech,

[Mr. King.
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Amendment Bill.

but the Premier devoted a considerable time
to showing that this man was wrongly
detained at Goodna. I think that is suffi-
cient to show that mistakes may be made,
and that we are justified in asking the
Minister to give serious consideration to the
amendment.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon.
A. J. Jones, Paddington): 1 am still of the
opinion that matters may be left to the
judge, and it seems to me that the amend-
ment is unnecessary, but I am willing to
meet the hon. gentleman by a compromise.
I think that will meet with the wishes of
the Committee.

HoxouraBLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The SECRETARY FOR MINES: I still
say that it is quite unnecessary, because
patients must be confined as lunatics five
years out of six, but I will move the
amendment if the hon. member for Aubigny
will accept it. I would be very sorry if a
nmistake was made, and a person suffered
in consequence.

Mr. Moore: I will withdraw my amend-
ment.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

The SECRETARY TFOR MINES: I
move the insertion, after the word * mind.”
on line 17, of the following words:—

“ as proven by the oral testimony of not
less than two legally qualified medical
practitioners, one of whom shall be a
medical officer of the institution in
which the respondent is confined.”

Amendment (Mr A. J. Jones) agreed to.

Mr. ELPHINSTONE (Oxley) : 1 would like
the Minister to give some reply to the point
1 raised in the second reading in regard to
cazes where lunacy is accepted as a ground
for divores.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon. A.
J. Jones, Paddington): T have looked up that
matter, and, for the information of the hon.
gentleman, I can say that in the principal
At there is power o deal with these cases 1n
camera.

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): I would like to
ask if the future maintenance of a woman
who has been divorced can be made a subject
matter for inquiry by the court?

The SEcRETARY FOR MINES : That is entirely
a matter for the court.

Mr. VOWLES: Therc is nothing in the
Bill to say so. The legal obligation is still
thore.

The Secrersary ror Minps: Alimony may
be granted.

Mr. VOWLES: If the Minister is sabisfied
that suflicient provision is made for the court
to deal with the matter, and if the husband
is in the position to pay maintenance, then
it is all right.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon. A.
J. Jones, Paddington): For the information
of the hon. gentleman, I can tell him that
a judge can order permanent alimony, and
it Is provided for in this Bill.

Clause 2, as amended, put and passed.

Clause 3— Dismissal or granting of petition
jounded on dessrtion; Domicile of deserted
wife ?—put and passed.

The House resumed.

The CHAIRMAN reported the Bill with an
amendment.
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THIRD READING.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon. A.
J. Jones, Paddington): I beg to move—
““That the Bill be now read a third
time.”
Question put and passed.

HAWKERS LIC}%;IIS‘I}?S AMENDMENT

SECOND READING.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon. A.
J. Jones, Paddington): I do not anticipate
that there will be any discussion on this
Bill. It amends the Hawkers Licenses
Amendment Act of 1869 in a certain particu-
lar. Strange to relate, that Act has not
been amended since 1869, before many of us
were born. The original Act was passed in
1849, and it fixed the different fees to be
charged for different classes of merchandise.
The 1869 Act fixed the fee of £10 for all
forms of hawking. This Bill provides that
in any particular case the Home Secretary
may do certain things. It provides that the
Home Secretary—

‘“{a) May authorise the grant of such
license for any specified period less
than twelve months upon payment
of such smaller sum than ten pounds
as he may fix; or

“(b) May reduce the amount payable

in respect of such license for a full
period of twelve months to such sum

as he may fix.”
That means that the Home Secretary will
have power to issue licenses for any period.
The justification for the Bill is that in cer-
tain periods a man may be able to make a
living by hawking goods. Manufacture=- inay
manufacture soric goods and they may wish
to place them before the public. They can
advertise them by employing men to hawk the
goods round and sell them. There is only one
principle in the Bill, and I am sure cvery
hon. member is in favour of it. I beg to
move-—
¢ That the Bill be now read a sccond
time.”
Question—put and passed.

COMMITTEE.
(Mr. Kirwan, Brisbane, in the chair.)
Clause 1 Short title ’~—put and passed.
Clause 2 Amendment of section 8—Fee
for personal license ¥— A

Mr. T. R. ROBERTS (Fast Toowoomba):
I would like to know if the Minister means
to differentiate between two or three people
hawking for the same firm.

The SecrETARY ForR Mings: No.

Mr. T. R. ROBERTS: You will charge
only one fee?
; The SECRETARY FOR MiNes: Yes, only one
ee.

Claus2 2 put and passed.

The House resumed.

The CHAIRMAN reported the Bill -without
amendment,

THIRD READING.
The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon. A.
J. Jones, Paddington): I beg to move-—
“That the Bill be now read a third
time.”

Question put and passed.
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LAND ACTS AMENDMENT BILL.
THIRD READING.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS

(Hon. J. H. Coyne, Warrego): 1 beg to
move—
“That the Bill be now read a third
time.”

Question put and passed.

IRRIGATION BILL.
THIRD READING.
The TREASURER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,
Chillagoe) : 1 beg to move—
“ ’},mt the Bill be now read a third

time.
Question put and passed.
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY ACT

AMENDMENT ACT OF 1921 REPEAL
BILL.

THIRD READING,
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Mullan, Flinders): 1 beg to move—
_“ That the Bill be now read a third
time.”

Question put and passed.

ELECTORAL DISTRICTS BILL.
THIRD READING.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Mullan, Flinders): I beg to move—
_“That the Bill be now read a third
time.”
Question put and passed.

MACKAY, MARYBOROUGH, AND
ROCKHAMPTON SHOW GROUNDS
MORTGAGES BILL.

THIRD READING.
The ATTORNEV-GENERAL (Hon. J.

Mullan, #linders): I beg to move—

““'That the Bill be now read a third
time.”
Question put and passed.

AUCTIONEERS AND COMMISSION
AGENTS BILL.
THIRD READING.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Mullan, Flinders): I beg to move—
_““That the Bill be now read a third
. time.”
Question put and passed.

MAIN ROADS ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
THIRD READING.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS
(Hon., J. H. Coyne, Warrego): I beg to
move—

“ That the Bill be now read a third
time.”

Question put and passed.

CITY ELECTRIC LIGHT COMPANY
LIMITED BRISBANE FORESHCRE
LEASE BILL.

THIRD READING.
The TREASURER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,

Chillagoe) : 1 beg to move—

“That the Bill be now read a third
time,”
Question put and passed.
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HARBOUR BCARDS ACTS AMEND-
MENT BILL.

THIRD READING,
The TREASURILR (Hon. . G. Theodore,
Chillagoe) : 1 beg to move—
“ That the Bill be now read a third
time.” )
Question put and passed.

LOCAL AUTHORITIES ACTS
MENT BILL.

THIRD READING,
The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon.
A. J. Jones, Paddington): I beg to move—
 ““That the Bill be now read a third
time.”’
Question put and passed.

AMEND-

SUGAR WORKS BILL.
THIRD READING.
The TREASURER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,
Chillagoe): I beg to move—

“ That the Bill be now read a third
time.”

Question put and passed.

OFFICIALS IN PARLIAMENT ACT
AMENDMENT BILL.
Tuirp READING.
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. J.

Mullan, #linders): I beg to move—
“ That the Bill be now read a third
time.”
Question put; and the House divided:—

Avrsy, 34.
Mr. Barber Mr. Jones, A, J.
,, Brennan ,, Kirwan
,» Buleock ,. Land
,, Collins .. Larcombe
,» Cooper, F. A, ,. Mullan
,» Cooper, W, ., Payne
., Coyne .. Pease
,» Dash ,» ollock
,, Dunstan ,, Riordan
,, Ferricks ., Rvan
., Foley ,, Smith
., Forde ., Stopferd
,, Gilday ,»  Theodore
,, Gillies . Weir
,, Gledson 5 Wellington
., Hartley .. Wilson
,, Huxham Winstanley

Tellers: Mr. Forde and Mr. Hartley.

NogEs, 29.
Mr. Barnes, G. P. Mr. King
,,  Barpnes, W. H, .. lLogan
,» Bebbington ,, Macgregor
,» Bell ,» Maxwell
5, Brand ,» Moore
,,» Cattermull ,,» Morgan
,» Clayton ,» Nott
,, Corser .. Petrie
,, Deacon ,» Roberts, J. H, C.
s Elphinstone ,» Roberts, T. R.
,» Fletcher ,»  Swayne
,, Fry ., Taylor
,» Green ,» Vowles
s Jdones, J. ,» Warren
,» Kerr
Tellers: Mr. Logan and Mr. Nott,
Paiz,

Aye—Mr. McCormack., No—Mr. Sizer.
Resolved in the affirmative.

looked

PUBLIC SERVICE BILL.
THIRD READING.

The PREMIER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,

Chillagoe): 1 beg to move—
‘““ That the Bill be now
time.”

Mr. G. P. BARNES (Warwick): 1 take
this opportunity to point out the very signal
disparity that exists in regard to salaries
paid in connection with the State Advances

read a third

Department. The maximum salary in that
department is £320, whilst in the State
Taxation Department it is £450 and
allowances, If we go to another State, we

find that inspectors engaged in the State
Advances Department receive £550 and
allowances. I mention this because the
anomaly is so great as to demand the
attention of the Treasurer.

will have the matter

The Premirr: I

into.
Question put and passed.

INCOME TAX ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
THIRD READING,

The PREMIER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,
Chillegoe): 1 beg to move—
“That the Bill be now read a third
time,”
Question put and passed.

UNEMPLOYED WORKERS INSURANCE
BILL. -

Tairbp REeapING.
Hon. W. FORGAN SMITH (Mackey):

I beg to move— .
¢ That the Bill be now read a third
time.”

Mr. VOWLES (Dalby): This Bill was
reported to the Ilouse from Committee after
the “ gag’ had been applied many times.
Many members on this side were deprived
of an opportunity of discussing the Bill
Many important principles did not receive
the consideration that they should have
received.

The Proyier: The matter was discussed
until 1 o’clock in the morning.

Mr. VOWLES: Certain principles in the
early part of the Bill occupied a good deal
of time, but when we came to the most
important principles—especially the dragne$
clause—the Premicr seemed to prevent us
deliberately from discussing matters of very
great importauce, 'There were
many novel principles in the
Bill. The dragnet clause con;
tained powers that should not be given to
any Government at all. It was the most
objectionable clause in the Bill. The Go-
vernor in Council are given power under that
clause to do whatever they liked. So far as
I can see, they can pass all the legislation
that is required for the next twenty years.

Another Important matter was the ques-
tion of labour farms. We do not know
where they are golng to be, or how they are
going to be carried on. In order to put
unemployed men and women on those farms,
a tremendous amount of money will be spent
on the initial stages. It will be an experi-
ment, and there will be a loss right from
the beginning. It may be cheaper to have
the people living at Dunwich. We know

9 p.m.}
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what Dunwich is costing, but we do not
know what this scheme will cost. Provision
i> made in the Bill to deal with the unem-
ployable. I strongly object to the “gag?”
being applied on these important principles.

Mr. TAYLOR (Windsor): 1 want to voice
my protest against the way the Bill was
carried through Committee last Friday night.

Hon. W. Forean SymiTH: The matter was
discussed for nine and a-half hours in Com-
mittee.

Mr. TAYLOR : Seven hours or eight hours
were occupied by hon. members opposite.
When hon. members on this side desired to
move amendments the “ gag’ was applied,
and when the leader of the Opposition
moved “ That the question be now put”’—
which he had a perfect right to do—he was
ignored.

Mr. KirwaN: Why spoil the end of a
perfect day? (Laughter.)

Mr. TAYLOR: My idea of a perfect day
is not the same as the hon. member’s. We
have not had a perfect session; it has been
a most disgraceful session. We have given
power now to the Government to be able
to compel local authorities and employers
to do certain things. We shall now have
shiploads and trainloads of unemployed
coming to Queensland to bo maintained and
supported by the employers of this State.

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

AxyEs, 34.
Mr, Barber Mr. Jones, A, J. .
,, Bremnnan ,, Kirwan
,,» Bulcock ,» Land
,, Collins ,, lLarcombe
,» Cooper, F. A, 5 Mullan
,» Cooper, W. ., Payne
,s Coyne ,» Tease
. Dash 5 Poliock
,» Dunstan ,» Riordan
,, TFerricks ,, Dlvan
., Foley ,, Smith
,» Forde . Stopford
,, Gilday ,» Theodore
,, Gillies 5 Woir
,, Gledson 5, Wellington
,s Hartley ., Wilson
,» Huxham ., Winstanley
Tellers: Mr. Dash and Mr, Foley.
Nozs, 29.
Mr. Barnes, G. P. Mr. King
,, Barnes, W. H. ., Logan
,, Bebbington .» Macgregor
,, Bell ,, Haxwell
,» Brand ,» Moore
,» Cattermull . organ
,» Clayton s Nott
,» Corser ,, Petrie
,» Deacon ,» Robherts, J. H. €.
,» Elphinstone ., loberts, T. R,
5, Fletcher s Swayne
5, Fry 5, Taxlor
,, Oreen ,» vYowles
. Jdones, J. 5 Warren
,, Kerr
Telliers: Mr. Clayton and Mr. Nott.
Parr.
Aye—Mr. McCormack. No—Mr. Sizer,

Resolved in the affirmative.

HEALTH ACTS AMENDMENT BILL.
THiRD READING.
The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon. A,
J. Jones, Paddington): I beg to move—
“That the Bill be now read a third
time.”
Mr, KING (Logan): During the passage
of this Bill through Committce I raised a
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question in connection with the protection of
proprietors of proprietary medicines, I said
then that there were certain clauses of the
Act which clashed, and, if you will look at
clause 89, which deals with regulations, it will
be seen that the clause provides that the
Commissioner may make regulations, but no
regulation under the Act shall provide—-

‘““That the owners or proprietors of
proprietary medicines shall deposit, dis-
close, or publish the formule or ingredi-
ents of any such proprietary medicines.”

In section 139 of the principal Act it is pro-
vided—

“ Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as requiring proprietors or manu-
facturers of proprietary foods which con-
tain no unwholesome added ingredient
to disclose their trade formule, except
in so far as this Act may require to
secure freedom from adulteration or false
deseription.”

Then in clause 41 of the Bill it is proposed
to insert the words ““or drugs” after the
word ‘“ foods” in section 139 of the principal
Act, thus bringing drugs within the opera-
tions of that section. This appears to be
inconsistent with clause 39 of the Bill, and I
ask the Minister if the proprietors of pro-
prietary medicines are protected.
Question put and passed.

TITLE.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES (Hon.
A. J. Jones, Paddington): I beg to move—
“ That the title of the Bill be ‘A Bill
to amend the Health Acts, 1900 to 1917’

in certain particulars.’ ”
I may be permitted to reply now to the
question asked by the hon. member for

Logan.

I stated, when the Bill was in the Com-
mittee stage, that the object of section
139 is to prevent the proprietors of trade
secrets from losing the benefits of such secrets
by their being stated in the trade descrip-

tion. Where patent medicines contain any-
thing which may be injurious, such as
opium, the TFood and Drugs regulations

require the fact to be stated in a trade
description. Subclause (ix.) of clause 39 of
the Bill reads—

“ But no regulation under this Act
shall provide that the owners or pro-
prietors of proprietary medicines shall
deposit, disclose, or publish the formulee
or ingredients of any such proprietary
medicines.”

I think that mecets what the hon. member
wants, and I think I conveyed that assurance
to him in Committee. The amendment made
gives additional profection to that already
given in clause 39. 1 can give the hon.
member the assurance that he requires.

Mr. KING (Zogan): I thank the Minister
for his courtesy.

Question put and passed.

ERSONAL EXPLANATION.

Hox. W. H. BARNES (Bulimba): I rise
to ask if I may have the privilege of making
a personal explanation.

The SPEAKER: Is it the pleasure of the
House that the hon. member for Bulimba
be allowed to make a personal explanation?

HonourasLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Hon. W. H. Barnes.)
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Hox. W. H. BARNES: This afternoon a
question was answered by the Secretary for
Agriculture, in reply to the hon. member
for Pittsworth, and the Minister’s answer
read—

I understand that several Brisbane
firms, including Barnes and Company,
are being enabled, through want of unity
amongst Southern dairymen and section
92 of the Federal Constitution, to pur-
chase Victorian butter and import it into
Queensland at a price considerably below
our local prices.”

So far as Barnes and Company, Limited, of
which I am the manager, are concerned, we
have not imported an ounce of butter into
Queensland from the South. I wish further
to say, on behalf of Barnes, Limited, that I
hold in my hand the following sworn
declaration signed by the sccretary of the
company : —
“ Queensland—To Wit.
“J John Richard Lendrum of Brishane

in the State of Queensland company
secretary <o solemnly and sincerely
declare—

“1. I am secretary to Barnes Limited
a company carrying on at Wickham
street Valley DBrishane aforesaid the
business of general merchants.

“2, I know of my own knowledge that
Barnes Limited has mot at any time
since its incorporation either imported
or otherwise brought into the State of
Queensland any butter whatever that had
been made or manufactured outside the
said State.

“3. I am duly authorised by my said
company to make this declaration.

“And I make this solemn declaration
conscientiously believing the same to be
true and by virtue of the provisions of
the Oaths Act of 1867,

“ Joun R. LEXDRUM.

‘“Made and declared hy the above-
named declarant at Brisbane in the said
State this fourth day of October 1922
before me—

“F¥. G. SHorrT, J.P.,

‘A Justice of the Peace.”
9.30 p.m.
Mr. J. H. C. RoBer1s: Then the Minister 1s

a liar.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE
(Hon. W, N. Gillies, Eucham): I desire to
make a personal explanation.

The SPEAKER: Is it the pleasure of the
House that the Secretary for Agriculture be
allowed to make a personal explanation?

HoxouRraBLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
Before I proceed to make my personal
explanation I would like to ask you, Mr.
Speaker, to call upon the hon. member for
Pittsworth to withdraw an expression he used
just now. He said I was a liar.

The SPEAKER: I ask the hon. member
for Pittsworth to withdraw that expression,

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS (Pittsworth): 1
will withdraw the expression that he was a
liar, but I cannot help thinking that he is
a perverter of the truth.

The SPEAKER : Order! I hope the hon.

member will withdraw without any qualifi-
cation.

[Hon. W. H. Barnes.
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Valedictory.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: After the letter
read out by the hon. member for Bulimba X
do not think that I would be justified in
withdrawing it.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: You are a
mean contemptible skunk, anyhow.

The SPEAKER: I hope the hon. member
for Pittsworth will withdraw the expression
he used, without qualification.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: Out of respect
for you, Mr. Speaker, I will withdraw it,
but not out of respect for the Minister.

The SPEAKER: I hope the hon. member
will withdraw it without any qualification.

Mr. J. H. C. ROBERTS: I will withdraw
it. I also ask that the Minister be made to
withdraw the word. He said I was a mean
contemptible skunk.

The SPEAKER : Order!

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
By way of personal éxplanation, I would
like to say that the answer I gave to the
question this afternoon was in accordance with
information supplied to me by my depart-
ment. That being so, and after hearing the
personal explanation made by the hon. mem-
ber for Bulimba to-night, I can only say
that the department furnished me with infor-
mation based on false premises.

SPECIAL ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,
Chillagoe): 1 beg to move—
“ That the House, at its rising do
adjourn until Tuesday, 24th October.”
Question put and passed.

VALEDICTORY.

The PREMIER : I beg to move—
“ That the House do now adjourn.”

As Parliament will not assemble again this
year I desire to take this opportunity of
thanking the officers of the House, including
the ¢ Hansard >’ staff and members of the
Press also, for their very efficient services
during the session, The session has been a
very arduous one.

HoNouraBLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The PREMIER : It has been a very arduous
session especially for the members of the
“ Hansard ”* staff and the Press, because
they have had to attend here for long hours
every day.

Mr. Kerr: There was plenty of ““ gagging.”

The PREMIER: We put through a large
volume of business during the session. I
think our thanks are due to the officers of the
House, and we can sympathise with them for
the long hours that they have had to work
during the session. They will get some respite
from their parliamentary duties now that the
session is closing, and I hope that will be
some compensation to them for the exira
hours that they had to work during the
session.

Mr. VOWLES (Daldy): It is always cus-
tomary on these occasions to make valedictory
remarks. I join with the Premier in wishing
the staff a well-earned rest. We have been
working on some occasions up to sixteen
hours a day and we have inflicted—at least,
I should say the Premier has inflicted—a lot
of discomfort on the officers. We have to
realise that there are other people in this
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building besides members of Parliament.
There are the clerks, the reporting staff, and
other officials, and they have all had to suffer
too. We can all understand their discomfort
during the session. We have been carrying
on business in a way that it should not have
been carried on. It was not a fair thing to
the employees in Parliament House. We have
not treated them in a way in which they
should bave been treated. The Premier cannot
expect to get the best work out of Parliament
when men are working fourteen and sixteen
hours a day. Complaints have frequently
been made 1n the past by our judges about
faulty legislation when we had two Chambers,
and when measures which went from here
were reviewed in another place, while a good
deal of time was occupied and opportunity
was given to re-read measures which had
gone through this Chamber. We have had—
as we had yesterday—twelve Bills going
through Parhament as through a sausage
machine.

Mr. Kerr: Shame!
Mr. VOWLES: What results can

expect under conditions such as that?

Mr., Kirwan: Who was
handle?

Ir. VOWLES: Here you have legislation,
ill-digested, without consideration being given
to it, many clauses inadequatecly discussed,
and 1 say that that can have only one result,
and that our judges will be again complam-
mfrbthat our legislation is not what it ought
to be.

you

turning the

The history of this session is rather remark-
able, because it is the first session in an
Australian Parliament in which we have had
3 unicameral system.

The PrREMIER: A very successful session.

Mr, VOWLES: One would naturally think
that, when the whole of the work was being
thrown on one Chamber, sufficient time would
be given for the mature consideration which
is necessary to enable the Opposition at least
to read Bills, let alone comprehend what is
in them. T can assure you that during the
last fortnight, as leader of this party, I
have been supposed to be in touch with every
detail of every measure going through the
House, and I have not had the opportunity
of seeing what was really in some of them.

The PrEMIER: Some of your party should
have relieved you.

Mr. VOWLES: That is not the point. I
endeavour to give to every Bill the attention
which every member is supposed to give to
all measures introduced here. Every member
on either side of the House is supposed to
be thoroughly conversant with every detail
of every Bill that comes before us; and,
when measures are going through under the
“gag” and no consideration is given to
them—either to the principles or the details—
what can you expect from your legislation?
We started off the session by amending our
Standing Orders.

The SPEAKIER: Order!

Mr. VOWLES: I understand that this is
the time at which we customarily have the
opportunity of referring to these matters. I
am not going to waste much of your valuable
time, Mr. Speaker, or the valuable time of
the House, but I just want to put my
objections before the Chamber and the publiec.

[4 OctoBER.]
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The SPEAKER: The hon. member may
ask questions at this stage.

Mr. VOWLES: A good deal of latitude
has always been allowed, I can quite under-
stand why the remarks of the Premier have
been brief. Possibly he would like mine to
be brief, too, but they are not going to be
any briefer than you compel them to be.

The PreMier: Is not this the season of
goodwill?  (Laughter.)

Mr. VOWLES : Probably if that considera-
tion had been given to the measures which
have come before us which should have been
given, we would have been approaching that
season of goodwill. I have had some parti-
culars taken out of the doings of the session,
and I would like to remind the House

The PREMIER :
ment.

Mr. VOWLES: I am not. I am going to
gne some information to the public. The
‘gag ” was applied here forty-one times.

Mr. Kegr: Shame!

Mr. VOWLES: Of those forty-one times
it was applied twelve times without any dis-
cussion, eight times after one Opposition
speakex had spoken, four times after two
Opposition speakers, once after three Opposi-
tion speakers, four times after four Opposi-
tion speakers, five times after five Opposi-
tion speakers, and seven times after more
than five Opposition speakers.

The PreyiEr: One member came under the

operation of the “ gag ' on most occasions.

Mr. VOWLES: The Premier admits that
one Opposition member frequently came
urder the operation of the * gag.” Why
should that be? Why should there be any
discrimination? 1 find that the Speaker
gave a casting vote nine times in favour of
the Government, but did not vote on any
occasion with the Opposition.

The PREMIER:

You are starting an argu-

That shows his good sense.

Mr. VOWLES: But, Mr., Speaker, you
did not get the record. The Chairman beat
you easily. He gave a casting vote fifteen
times with the Government and not at all
with the Opposition The Premicr, by virtue
of the new proxy voting law, recorded 191
votes during this session in addition to his
own vote. (Laughter.)

Mr. J. H. C. RoBerTs: And he is the

man who talks about one man one vote.

Mr. VOWLES: During the session, thirty-
nine Bills were diwcussed, and the time
actually allowed for their discussion—initia-
tion, second reading, Committee stage, and
third reading—was 184 hours, and the aver-
age time for each Bill—and there were some
very big and important Bills—did not
amount to more than four and three-quarter
hours.

A good deal of reference has been made at
different times to happenings in the past.
On the Mines Regulation Bill, when it was
before the House some years ago, there
were ten Labour speakers on the second
reading, and the ‘ gag” was not used at

all.  In the Committee stage,
[9.3C p.m.] clauses 30 to 71 were put through
after iwo full day’s discussion,
under the Standing Orders commonly known
as the ¢ guillotine.” The then Premier, Mr.,

Mr. Vowles.]
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Kidston, offered the Labour party an extra
day, which was refused. We did the whole
of our work on Biils in four hours, yet these
gentlemen opposite complained on that occa-
sion that they did not have sufiicient time
to do the same work.

On the second reading of the Industrial
Peace Bill there were forty-four Labour
speakers, and the ¢ gag’” was not used at
all. On the Committee stage, the discussion
was limited to eleven days. Yet, we put
through twelve Acts of Pariiament in one
day !

The PrEMIER:
Opposition.

Mr. VOWLES: The session in 1910 lasted
from 12th July to 23rd December, and in
1912 from 2nd July to 17th December—five
months in each case. This sossion has lasted
only three months, yet we have a record in
every direction, more particularly as far as
the objectionable portions of the Standing
Orders are concerned. We began the session
with an amendmeni of the Standing Orders.
When those Standing Orders were amended
and the Address in Keply was curtailed, pro-
mises were made by the Premier that all
our rights would be preserved, and that
every member would have an opporiunity
of expressing himself on other occasions.

The Premigr: They had the opportunity.

Mr. VOWLES: The Premier broke that
promise, and on every occasion deprived
some hon. members of their undoubted right
to express the wishes of their electors. It
has been a most unsatisfactory session so far

That was a very efficient

as the Opposition are concerned. We have
not received irom the Government that
courtesy to which we are entitled. We have

not been altowed to devote to the various
measures the consideration that they war-
ranted. I would like to point out to the
Premier that quite recently, Mr. Speaker,
the Country party sent him a letter asking
him to give consideration to certain matters
which have been agreed to by the House.

The SPEAKER: Order! I cannot allow
the hon. member to proceed in that way.

Mr. VOWLES: I submit that I am en-
titled to do this.

The SPEAKER: Order! No one knows
better than the leader of the Opposition that
he is not entitled to do it.

Mr. VOWLES: It is always customary on
these occasions to review the doings of the
session. 1 have a very lively recollection of
what took place at the termination of the
last session. A lot of things were done
and said. 1 do not intend to say or do
anything now, because, as the House is
rising for the session, it could not be followed
up to-morrow. I want to ask the Premier
why he did not accede to the request of the
Country party when he was asked some
time ago to meet a deputation from that
party with a view to considering certain
matters, more particularly the motion of the
hon. member for Drayton in connection
with the voting power in country elec-
torates, the motion of the hon. member for
Mirani urging the desirability of rendering
assistance to co-operative groups of farmers
in the construction of tramlines and for
establishing motor-lorry services, the motion
of the hon. member for Drayton with respect
to the rendering of assistance to co-opera-
tive groups of workers in the establishment
of factories, and the motion of the hon.

[Mr. Vowles.
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member for Mirani of last session asking
the Commonwealth to join in an inquiry as
to the possibility of lowering the cost of
production. in the manufacture of mill
white sugar.

Hon. W. H. BABRNES:
been someone under the table.

There might have
(Laughter.)

Mr. VOWLES: We would have taken
very good care to see that there was not.
Why this undue haste to adjourn the
House?

The Premier: The sessional programme is
finished.

Mr. VOWLES: In what way has it been
finished? Why could not that deputation
have been reccived? Why could not these
important matters, which have been agreed
tn by the House, have becen taken into con-
sideration by the Premier, with a view to
passing legislation during this session? If
the Premier was In earnest in respect to
some of the matters to which I have referred,
and which were agreed to by the House, he
would at least have met a deputation, with
a view to passing the necessary legislation.
That is all I have to say. We are leaving
this House with matters in a very unsabis-
factory condition. Many important ques-
tions have not been thoroughly considered.
The session has been brought to a hurried
conclusion at the expense of hon. members
on this side, who were deprived of their
right to speak and fo ventilate matters
appertaining to their electorates.

OpposirioN MEeMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. TAYLOR (Windsor): 1 desire to
thank the officers of the House and the
“ Hansard ” staff for the kindness and
assistance we have reccived from them
during this session. The session has been
a very troublous one—unsatisfactory from
many points of view. I have two Bills
which we have considered, onc containing
fifty-five amendments, and the other forty
amendments, and, outside the Minister in
charge of the Bills, I challenge any hon.
member to know what we really amended.
I asked the Premier in presenting Bills to
this IHouse, when the Government are
amending Bills, to put in one column the
amendments intended and in another column
the section that it is proposed to amend.
Nothing has been done in that direction.
If we are going to legislay: in the best
interests of Queensland, wc shall have to
carry on differently than we have done in
the last three months. We have been
sitting all day for about five weeks. I do
not mind doing a bit of work, and I have
attended as we!l as any hon. member: but,
if we desire Queensland to procress, it will
b2 necessary at a very early date to repeal
a lot of the legislation we have passed.

OppostTION MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The SPEAKER: I desire, on behalf of
myself, the Chairman of Committees, and the
staff, to thank hon. members for their
appreciation of the work done by the staff.
The session has been a very strenuous one,
and the officials of the House have been
called upon to perform what has been almost
a physical and mental impossibility. I hope
that hon. members will bear that in mind
later on.

HoNoTURABLE MEMBERS : Iear, hear!
Question put and passed.
The House adjourned at 9.39 p.m.



Assent to Bills,

BILLS ASSENTLED TO AT CLOSE OF
SESSION.

Gazettes Fxtraordinary were issued notify-
ing the assent of Iis Excellency the Governor
to the following Bills:—

(Friday, 6th October)—

Ofﬁcialls in Parliament Act Amendment
Bill.

(Twesday, 10th October)—

Legislative Assembly Act Amendment
Act of 1921 Repeal Bill.

(M onday, I16th October)—
Criminal Code Act

Amendment Bill,
No. 2

(Tuesday, I7th October)—
Brisbane Tramway Trust Bill;

Factories and Shops Acts Amendment
Bill;

Cairns Hydro-Electric Power Investiga-
tion Board Bill;

Agricultural Education Bill;

University of Queensland Act Amend-
ment Bill;

University Site Bill;

Water Power Bill;

Workers’ Homes Act Amendment Bill;
Maternity Bill;

Electoral Districts Rill;

Main Roads Act Amendment Bill;
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City Rlectric TLight Company Limited
Brisbane Foreshore Lease Bill;

Mackay, Marybeorough, and Rockhamp-

ton Show Grounds Mortgages Bill.
(1 hursday, 19th October)—

Auctioneers and Commission
Bill;

Unemployed Workers

Irrigation Bill;

Sugar Works Bill;

Public Service Bill;

Income Tax Act Amendment Bill;

Health Acts Amendment Bill;

Land Acts Amendment Bill;

Harbour Boards Acts Amendment Bill;

Local Authorities Acts Amendment Bill;

Hawkers Licenses Amendment Bill.

Agents

Insurance Bill;

BILL RESERVED FOR ROYAL ASSENT.

On Thursday, 19th October, a Gazette
Fxtraordinary was issued notifying and
declaring that His Excellency the Governor,
“acting in conformity with the provisions
of paragraph (1) of Clause VII. of ‘The
Instructions passed under the Royal Sign
Manual and Signet, to the Governor of the
State of Queensland and its Dependencies,
in the Commonwealth of Australia’ ”—
“reserved . . . for the signification of
His Majesty’s pleasure thereon”’—

“A Bl to amend ‘The Matrimonial
Causes Acts, 1864 to 1891, by making
further provision for Dissolution of
Marriage, and for other consequential
purposes.”’

[PROROGATIUN.]

Parliament prorogued by following Proclamation in Qazette Kxtraordinary, Thursday,
19th Qctober, 1922 ;-

A ProcramarioN by His Excellency the Right Honourable Sir MarTuew NATHAN, Major on
the Retired List of His Majesty’s Corps of Royal Engineers, having the Brevet Rank of
Liecutenant-Colonel in His Majesty’s Army, Knight Grand Cross of the Most Dis-
tinguished Order of St. Michacl and St. George, Governor of the State of Queensland
and its Dependencies, in the Commonwealth of Australia.

[r.s.]
MATTHEW NATHAN,
Governor.

Ix pursuance of the power and authority vested in me as Governor of the -State aforesaid,
I, Sir MartaEw Narman, do, by this my DProclamation, Proroguc the Parliament of
Quecnsland to Tuesday, the Fifth day of December, 1922,

Given under my Hand and Seal, at Government House, Brisbane, this Nincteenth day of
October, in the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty-two, and in
the thirteenth year of His Majesty’s reign.

By Command,
EDWARD G. THECDORE.

Gon Sisve tHE KING!





