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ADJOURNMENT.

Tax COLONIAL SECRETARY
moved that the House at its rising do
adjourn until the 17th October.

Put and passed.
The House adjourned at 8-55 until the

17th October.

Tuesday, 3-rd October, 1899.

Mndland Rilaycmwy YJoint Commllittee. eOxtenisionof tiun-onttntioll Acts Amnendmjent Bill, Re-
committal; Amendmuent, plural voting, Points of
order, Diivision; also, Schedule 2; reported-
Dentists Act Alujendiment Bill, second reading-
Agricultural Rank Act Amendment Bill, in cm-
inittee, Claises L to end. reportedI-Adjournment.

The SPEAKER took the Chair at

4-30 o'clock p.m.

PRAYERS.

MIDLAND RAILWAY COMPANY, JOINT
COMMI T TIEE.

EXTENSION OF TIME.

MR. ILILNGWOETU asked the in-
dulgence of the House to extend the
time for bringing "p the report of the
Joint Select Committee. He moved that
the time be extended another fortnight.
It had been impossible to get a meeting
of the committee, so many of its members
being engaged on other committees.

THE PREIER: This committee had
been in existence a long while, and be
would like to know -whether anything
had been done. If the committee had set
to work, he would be glad to consent
to an extension of time; but if nothing
had been done by the committee, it would
be well to discharge the order. 'Was
there any hope of the committee being
able to sit?

MR. ILUINGWORTH: The com-
mittee would be able to present a report
in a fortnight.

Question put and passed.

CONSTITUTTION ACTS AMLENDMENT
BILL.

On motion by the PREzMIR, Bill re-
committed for amendments in certain
parts.

RECOMMITTA-L.

Clause 23--Qualification of electors:
Mz. LEAKE (Albany), in accordance

with notice, mnovedl that in Sub-clause 1,
all words after "1registered " be struck
out.

MR. VOSPER: Was it competent to
deal with other clauses prior to this one P

Tau CaA~InM~us Not now, no notice
having been given.

MR. LEAE: The object of the
ainendmnent was to abolish plural voting.
The EBill as drafted recognised what most
people would admit was a pernicious
practice, which had prevailed in this
country far too long, a practice wvhereby
one manl might exercise a vote in each
one of the 44 electorates in the colony;
and the object of the amendment 'was

to put a stop to this, and to affirmn
Ithe principle that it was sufficient for
one person to have one vote. The

I amendmnent aimed at the abolition of
plural voting; but if that were thought

Iby the majority of the committee to
be too drastic a proposal at present, he
would be prepared, by way of com-
promise, although he w~as in favour of
the abolition of plural voting-

THE PRMIER: Had the hon. member
always been of th at opinion?

MR. TIEAKE said he would be pre-
pared, by way of compromise, to permit
one person to have one vote for his man-

Ihood or residence, and another vote for
his property; but, in any event, the elec-
tor should be asked to say for which por-
tion of the country he would vote. This
question was considered in a casual way
during the progress of the Bill in Com-
mnittee, and an amendment was sprung
on the Hlouse, when few members were
present, and without the proper notice or
consideration which an amendment of
such importance required. The difficulty
was to find any justification for main-
taining the principle of plural voting;

Constitutian Bill.
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and he trusted the majority of members
were in favour of abolishing the practice,
and that there would no longer be at-
tempts made to perpetuate a principle
which bad been recognised as pernicious,
and which ought to he abolished, if not
already abolished, in all thle Australian
colonies. The amendment, if carried,
would affect many members of the
House, who had a vote in perhas
dozen or so electorates; and, speking
for himself, he had a property vote in
several electorates which he had never
visited, though he was not singular in
that respect; and it was not fair or
right that lie should have an equal
voice in the return of a member for an
outlying district which be bad never
visited, as compared with the man who
resided or carried on his business in that
district. The member for West Kimberley
(Mr. A. Forrest) no doubt had a vote in
every one of the 44 electorates.

MR. A. FORREST: No doubt the bon.
member would like to have the same
privilege.

MR. IjEAKE: That was not so. The
same remark as to plural voting applied
to the Premier.

THE FannrER: No. He was a poor
man.

Mu. LEAKE : No doubt the Premier
had a vote in nearly every electorate.

THE PREInER: No.
MR. LEAXE: The same remark ap-

plied, though perhaps not to the same
extent, to other hon. members, and there
was no doubt that plurality of voting was
in vogue.

TnE PREALIER: In England.
MR. I.EAKE :Plurality of voting was

carried on to a great extent. The amend-
ment did not aim at the abolition of
what, for want of ai better name, was
known as distant voting, but, merely to
abolish plural voting; and this was the
time to do that. It was only by an over-
sight that this matter was not referred
to with greater emphasis when the Bill
was going through Committee, or in
the second-reading debate. If the Con-
stitution Bill were not amended in this
respect now, there would not be another
opportunity perhaps for four or five
years, or till the end of the next session,
or whenever the Constitution Act came
uip again for amendment. Alihou.miem-
hers, and particularly those who claimed

to he imbued with anything approaching
democratic ideas, could not vote against
the amendment.

THE PREMER: So-called democratic
ideas?
* MRt. LEA KE: Those " so-called demo-
cratic ideas " which at times, when it
suited the occasion, the right hon. gentle-
man endeavoured to assume. Hon.
mnember-s had heard it said that the
Premier had attempted to pose as a

*democrat, and with that idea had intro-
duced certain proposals into the Gover-
nor's Speech.

MR. A. FORREST : When did the
member for Albany become a demo-
crat?

MR. LJEA KE said lie did not know
when lie became a democrat, but he had
always had an' idea that what was fair
for the majority of the people was fair
for all. He must confess, however, that
if the member for West Kimberley (Mr.
A. Forrest) and his colleagues and sup-
porters carried on the tactics which they
had intreduced lately' , or had attempted
in this House, they' would rapidly make
a rebel of him. The Constitution bristled
with anomalies, and tme practice of plural
voting was anything but what it should
lbe; and if in any respect it were possible
to ameliorate tile disadvantages under
which people existed at present, so munch
the better for -all concerned. It was not
necessary to enlarge on this subject at
great length. Whether the caucus of
Government members held this afternoon
had in view the possibility of this pro-
posal for the abolition of plural voting,
he did not know; but it was gratifying
to see the Government benches were
filled, so that when the division bell rang,
members would be Seen flocking in on
the other side and, as usual, following

*their leader. However, there was a
determination to have a vote on this
question, and he sincerely trusted that
when the time Came a majority would
be found in favour of the amendment.
H~e desired to explain that the amnend-
nient was put in the form for striking
out certain words in the clause, with the
idea of testing the principle; because, if
the amendment were carried, it would
necessitate the recasting of this and
several other clauses.

THE PREMIER (Right Hon. Sir J.
-Forrest) : It was evident the hon.
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member only intended to test the prin-
ciple, and bad not given the matter much
consideration, because it was clear that if
be had fully considered the effect of the
amendment, he would have moved it in
such a form as would have been final, for
the purpose of giving complete effect to
it. A member acting as the bon. member
had done in this case could not expect to
succeed in carrying his amendment, and
probably the hon. member would be dis-
appointed if he (lid succeed. Recently
the hon. member had taken what might
be called a "democratic" course, in
advocating ideas that were foreign to
those he had held in previous years;
though it was quite reasonable a 'nan
should change his opinions, for we all
changed sometimes, and hie (the Premier)
k-new hie had changed opiions in his life-
time. While itmnigbtbie said thatia man
who never changed his mind had prob-
ably no mind to change, there were high
examples in British history of men having
changed their views at different periods of
their lives; and that wats perhaps the
case of the hon. member. The fact that
he had changed his mind by becoming
ultra-radical-

MR. LEASE: In what way had he
changed his mind ?

THE PREMWIER: Had the hon. memi-
ber always been in favour of one-man-
one-vote?

MR. LEASE: Yes; he thought so.
THE PREMIER: The hon. member

was not quite sure of it. He was de-
veloping in a direction foreign to that
which hie had taken years ago, especially
when he talked about becoming a " rebel."
In his youth the hon. member was not
known to have bad very " rebellious "
ideas; but somec allowance must be made
for an hon. member who was trying to
be equal to his onportunities. The lion.
member talked about plural voting being
a pernicious practice. Well, the world
had got on very well under this pernicious
practice during a long period; and if
it were a question of age, this pernicious
practice was much older than the practice
which the hon. member desired to in-
troduce. Experience had shown the
working of the existing practice in his-
tory; but the hon. member could not
point to any experience with regard to
the practice he now desired to set up.
The new practice might possibly prove to

be a better system; and in the next few
hundred years it might be said the
beginning of the prosperity and advance-
ment of this colony dated from the in-
troduction of the new practice. But
this great benefit that was anticipated
could not be assumed as a fact, because
there was no experience at present to
warrant the assumption. The present
systemn which the hon. member con-
deinned a~s pernicious had existed a long
time in the old country, where a man who
did not possess or occupy a house had no
qualification to vote in an election, and
where the uan-in-the-street who had got
nothing was not allowed a vote.

MR. VospEx: He had a vote if he was
a. lodger.

TanE PREMIER: Yes; but, if hie was
not a householder and was not a lodger,
hie could not vote. This system having
existed so long in England, he (the
Premier) was somiewhiat tempted to say
that if it was good enough for old Eng-
land, Ireland, and Scotland, it could not
be very bad forlWestern Australia. How-
ever, the hon. member believed now in his
new-found doctrine that it was almost a
crime to possess property, and that the
only persons who had a4y wisdom were
those who had got nothing. Vox popui
was a coummon cry, and it was wonderful
to find how often vox populi was right, as
no doubt it often was righlt; but he (the
Premier) could not believe that a man
who was possessed of nothing had got all
the wisdom, and that the man who had
got property should be regarded as having
no wisdom. In reality, the man who had
nothing was in a very difficult position to
do right, for it was too often found that
a mnan possessed of nothing was more sub-
ject to temptation than one who had some
possessions. He (the Premier) would
not go so far as to say the poor were bad
because they had nothing; yet lie was not
prepared to ay the possession of property
wats disadvantageous to anyone. He
would go farther, anid say the mnan who
possessed property would have a greater
interest in a country than the man who
possessed nothing. It was often argued
that so long as a country possessed all
that ai person had got, whether large or
smnall, whether something or nothing, it
Wats just the same to that man so far as
his interest in the country was concerned.
He (the Premier) was not prepared to
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admit this doctrine, for a man who had
nothing in a country might easily leave
it, and was not likely to be so much
attached to it as one who had something.
The bon. member had not gone far
enough in his amendment, because he
allowed that a person might have more
than one vote for electing members of the
Legislative Council, but would not allow
a person to have more than one vote
for electing members of the Legislative
Assembly, and would confine the vote to
those persons who resided in the particular
electoral district. So long as our system
was that of representation in Parliament
by districts, it seemed not unreasonable
that persons who had interests in more
than one district should have a voice in
the representation of each of those dis-
tricts in which he had an interest. If the
hon. member were to recommnend that the
whole colony should be one electorate for
the Upper and Lower Houses of Par-
liament, perhaps under different qualifi-
cations for each, then he (the Premier)
could understand that the principle
of one-manm-one-vote should apply; and,
theoretically, that would be an ex.
cellent system, but in practice it had
to be abandoned, and the country had to
be divided into electorates. Each elec-
torate returned its member, and the
persons interested in that electorate were
supposed to elect the member. It did
not seem unreasonable that if a person
had. an interest in a Northern district, for
instance, just as he had himself an inte-
rest in the Ashbnrton district, though he
regretted to say it was not free from
encumbrance, therefore he ought to have
a voice in electing a representative in
Parliament for that district. It did not
seem unreasonable that a person should
have not only a vote as an individual, but
a vote for the property or interest he pos-
sessed in the district, If electors were
asked the question, he believed nine out
of ten would say it was only reasonable
that a person who owned property in a
district should have a voice in electing
the representative of that district; al-
though if 10,000 men were got together,
they might possibly regard the question
in a different way. Scarcely a member
in this House would say, if taken indi-
vidually, that a man who had large
interests in a district should not have a
voice in electing a representative for that

district, but should have a voice oniy in
the district in which the individual re-
sided. The march of democracy was
going forward, and in a few years we
might have the principle of one-man-
one-vote, and, consequently, the prin-
ciple of one-woman-one-vote; but he
(the Premier) was not prepared to admit
that this colony should advance in an
experimental way at a, terrific rate, trying
even to get ahead of other places in Aus-
tralia; and unless there was great neces-
sity-it was said that necessity knew no
law-he did not see why we should rush
along at this rapid rate and try, to get in
advance of the older colonies of Australia.
New South Wales had had responsible
government for over 40 years, Victoria
for nearly as long, Tasmania for about
40 years, and Queensland had had self-
government since she separated from
New South Wales; yet it was only now,
after all these years of self-government,
that New South Wales and Victoria had
adopted the principle of one-man-one-
vote. South Australia had it from the
beginning, yet he did not know that
South Australia was any better off for
that. Take Queensland, one of the great-
est of the colonies in Australia and one
of the most promising: she had not got
the principle, and was content to have the
same constitution as we had in this colony.
Then why this desire to bring the colony
into the front rank in regard to such
matters ?P This colony differed very much
from any other colony in Auitralia, in its
immense area, its varied climates and in-
terests; and there was no reason why the
system of voting should be changed from
that which had -been in existence so long
in most of the Australian provinces, and
which at present obtained in Queensland
and Tasmania and in the mother country.
It was curious that hon. members should
think this fetish of one-man-one-vote was
a panacea for all the evils of society.
No one really believed that one man
was as good as another. Almost every,
man who earned his bread and supported
his family could recognise numerous
instances of men who were not equal
to him, and who, in that man's opinion,
ought not to have the same voice as
he in the conduct of public affairs.
There were many men in the country
whom none world trust with a single
penny.
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MR. WILSON: Such people should not
be allowed to vote at all.

THE PREMIER: Would the hon.
member prevent them from voting?

MR. WILSON: Yes; if they could not
be trusted with a pennry.

THE PREMIER: There were thou-
sands and tens of thousands in Australia
who did no work, who slept in the open
air, and who were a menace to society;
yet those persons, it was said, should be
made equal in voting power at Parlia-
mentary elections to the best and most
virtuous law-abiding men in the comn-
mnunity. It was very well to make such
demands on the platform, for the purpose
of gaining a few votes, but no one really
believed in the justice of the principle.

MR. GREGORY: Such men bad no votes
now.

THE PREMIER: The hon. member
(Mr. Lealce) did not believe in the prin-
ciple any more than he. Unfortunately,
under our systemn of Government, all hon.
members were more or less amenable to
the desire to please their constituents,
the desire to get votes from this and that
source, the temptation to advocate things
in which one did not believe--

MR. LEAE: Did the Premier admit
that he himself did so ?

THE PREMIER: That was the case
with the hon. member; and such a mem-
ber afterwards went his way, and broke
his solemn promise to his constituents.
The hore. member need not be reminded
of the pledges he had broken when he
sold the people at Albany, after they had
first elected him, for hie well remembered
the fact.

MR. LEASE: What?
THE PREMIER: The hon. member

well knew what he meant. The hon.
member bad been elected to this House
by one vote, and afterwards proved false
to the pledges given to his constituents.
One would not blame the hon. member
too much.

MR. LEkKE: No; for the Premier did
so himself.

THE PREMIER: But the hon. mem-
ber's conduct showed what people would
do who lacked "backbone," and who were
opportunists: when they were found in
a tight plate and in difficulties, then
it became apparent of what stuff men
were made, for such a man could not
stand up and tell the public honestly

what., were his ideas, and refuse to con-
form to popular clamour. At a public
meeting, someone would ask, " Are vou.
in favour of one-man-one-vote "? and the
candidate would reply, " Yes; I think I
am "; though well knowing in his heairt
that he wats not. As time went on, that

Ifailing would undoubtedly be the down-
fall of parliamentary institutions, through
people who knew better not being plucky
enough and manly enough to utter their
honest opinions. There was no pressing
necessity for this change. The trend of
public opinion in Australia was no doubt
in this direction; but the change was not
required in this colony, and there was
much to be said against it. Moreover,
the hon. member's only object in moving
the amendment was to gain a small, pal-
try, party aodvantage.

MR. LEAR: Which advantage would
not be gained.

THE PREMIER: It would be easy
for him, if made of the same mettle as the
hon. member, to grovel before this popular
feeling and to profess himself in favour
of this principle, because it was in force
elsewhere and had recently been made the
law in Victoria. He (the Premier) would
not do that; and he believed the people
of this colony would respect just as much
one who gave his honest opinion on this
matter, as they would the man who sup-
pressed his opinion or who had no opinion
whatever, and spoke and voted as desired
by his supporters. If in three or four
more years public opinion continued to
grow on similar lines, the matter could
then be considered. Personally, he be-
lieved. that the general opinion of thought-
ful people in this country, of those who
were eurdeavouring to build it up and to
make it a great colony, was against this
proposal. Victoria had been able to with-
hold the privilege of one-man-one-vote
for ninny years, as had Queensland up to
the present.

Mu. LEAn:; Victoria had granted the
privilege.

THE PREMIER: Only recently; and
in New South Wales, until within the
last few years, the system of voting
wats the same as our own, as it
was also in Victoria until a few days
.ago. When the Constitution Amend-
ment Bill was passed, this colony would
he in advance both of Victoria and of
New South Wales in regard to female
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suffrage; and if, while giving *women a
vote, hon. members felt themselves un-
able to grant one-man-one-vote, never-
theless, seeing that female suffrage was
to be found in none of the other colonies
save in South Australia, this 6olouy would
have no reason to be ashamed of the non-
progressive character of its legislation.
In Victoria the Legislative Council had
thrown out the Women's Suffrage Bill,
and if our Constitution Amendment Bill
passed in the Upper House, as it doubt-
less would, this colony would be more
advanced, from a progressive point or
socialistic standpoint, than either Victoria
or New South Wales. Though it was
not always wise to give advice, he would
say to hon. members: Let there be some
stamina in this House, and do not sup-
port every new idea put before Parlia-
ment, on the plea that such idea was
democratic. If legislators in other colo-
nies had not shown some stamina, those
colonies would have been much further
advanced on the road to ultra-democracy
than they were now. The statesmen of
those colonies, notwithstanding all the
influence surrounding them, had had some
opinions of their own, and had taken an
independent stand ; and that example
should be followed here. Let hon. meni-
hers have opinions of their own-not
second-hand opinions.

MR. VosErn: Why not have one-man-
ten-votes ?

Tn PREMIER: Let each search his
own mind, and then point out -what, in
his opinion, was the right path to pur-
sue. If that were done, Parliament could
riot go far wrong ; but if hon. members
were wily desirous of taking up this or
that idea because it was ultra-democratic,
or would give them greater influence with
a certain class of people, or for any other
personal object, then the colony would
find itself left in the lurch in the end, and,
worse than all, members of Parliament
would feel that they had not acted a
worthy part. He hoped the amendment
would not be carried.

MR. MORAN (East Coolgardie)
During the whole course of his public
life he had been a firm and consistent
supporter of onue-man-one-vote, and he
was so still. fn this country, with a
bi-cameral system of parliamentary gov-
erment, there were a popular House and
also a House for the protection of the

interests of property; and, according to
the Constitution, it was generally under-
stood that the Lower Rouse represented
the people of the country, or represented
heads, while the Upper House existed for
the revision of popular legislation. The
Opposition and the Government were
probably fairly well satisfied with and
proud of this colony's Upper House.
That House had been liberal and broad-
minded, and had never blocked any good
legislation, so far as he knew; and,
further, it had always been foremost in
supporting the progressive public works
policy of the Government. It was well
that, by the Upper House, the colony
should be protected against hasty legis-
lation affecting the permanent rights of
property; and having a people's House
and a House representing property, it
was wise to keep them distinct; preserv-
ing the Lower House as the popular
Chamber for the representation of the
people, and k-nowing that there was
always an absolute protection against
hasty legislation in the fact that such
legislation must pass through the
Council. If there were only one Chamber
the matter might be different, for there
would then be no distinct representation
of the rights of property; but as such
a system did not Obtain, it was unneces-
sam-y to say more on that point; though
werethesystein of government uni-carneral
there would be much more justice in the
argument for plural voting than there -Was
under the present *system, Again, the
rights of property were powerfully repre-
sented in municipal councils in this
colony. It was difficult to distinguish
between the rich and thle poor, for a man
who was rich to-dlay might in this country
be poor to-morrow, and a poor man had a
good chance of becoming rich. Legislation
could not make men perfect. The man
who slept in a park could not he forced
to sleep indoors if he preferred the
former method, nor could a spendthrift
be compelled to hoard up his savings.
As the Premier had said, legislation
could not make men equal; but legisla-
tion could give men equal opportunities
in respect to the popular House, and that
was the amendment proposed to-day.
Even with regard to municipalities, there
had lately been on the goldfields an
attempt to abolish plural voting, what-
ever that might mean, for it was difficult.
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to see what plural voting meant as applied
to municipalities, as in each municipality
every ratepayer had his fair share of
representation; andl he would venture
to say that those who would sup-
port one-man-one-vote in the Legislative
Assembly would not follow out that
principle in municipal affairs. A muni-
cipality existed for the benefit of its own
district, and to give rights to the people
resident there; and there was no analogy
whatever between a municipality and
this Assembly, which was the only popu-
lar House in the colony; and theref ore
plural voting meant that one man
might have nine or ten votes in return-
ing representatives, whereas each muni-
cipality was distinctly a local body,
existing for the protection, the govern-
ment, and the good administration of
property in its district. There was
therefore no analogy between munici-
palities and Parliament. Further, he
would not give his allegiince to any
movement which would deprive an absen-
tee property-holder of a municipal vote.
He had always held that there should
be manhood or womanhood suffrage,
especially where there was the bi-cameral
system of government; and the whole
trend of thought and education had been
towards that end. When federation be-
came accomplished, the highest Govern-
ment on this continent would be found
affirming the principle of one-mnan-one-
vote; but he did not want to take an
undue advantage of that argument. It
could not be said there was homogeneity
in the United States, as between the
Congress franchise and the States fran-
chise; but the fact that under federation
there would be one-man-one-vote must
have its effect. He had a great re-
spect for the Premier and his opinions,
n-nd was sorry to differ from the
right hon. gentleman on this question.
The Premier deserved a great deal of
credit for speaking his honest opinion,
and was quite right when he said we could
not make men equal by law. At the
same time, law could give equal oppor-
tunities to all men, and he (Mr. Moran)
hoped the system of one-man-one-vote
would become law i Western Australia.
It was inevitable that this would have to
be the law sooner or later, and it would
be just as well to have it sooner than
later, and, in any case, to pass such a

Pluiral rote.

law would only bring us in line with the
other colonies. The Premier, with the
Conciliation and Arbitration Bill, was an
advanced socialist, and it was difficult to
see lie should stumble at such a reform
as one-maif-one vote. Whilst there wvas
a bi-carneral system of voting in this
colony, he (Mr. Moran) would always be
a supporter of one-man-one-vote for the
popular Chamber.

MR. KINGSMIL. (Pilbarra): One
was at a loss to understand the attitude
of the Premier on this subject. If
politics were a science, there ought to be
the same advance possible as in other
sciences; but if everybody took the same
attitude as the Premier had taken, how
could theie be any advance? The
Pi-emier had said that it was only latterly
New South Wales had enjoyed one-mn.
one-vote; but New South Wales'had not
for many years enjoyed telegraphy, steam,
or the telephone; and why should there
not be the same advance in politics as in
other sciences? The member for East
Ooolgardie (Mr. Moran) had put the
matter in a nutshell, when he announced
his intention of supporting one-man-one-
vote so long as we had a bi-cameral
system of Government. The Upper
Chamber provided protection for the
rights of property, and the member for
Albany (Mr. Leake), in not extending
his amendment to the Upper House, had
shown lie was as anxious to protect the
iights of property as anyone could wish
him to be. There were one or two ex-
pressions used by the Premier which
might have been left unsaid, particularly
when he practically accused the sup-
porters of the amendment of voting
simply from what might almost be called
the dishonest motive of wishing to catch
votes.

MR. MITCHELL: That applied all
round.

MR. KINGSMILaL: That was one of
those interjections which really no one
knew how to answer, because it was an
interjection utterly and totally irrelevant.
The Premier might at least have given
the supporters of the amendment credit
for some honesty of purpose. It was only
lately that he (Mr. Kingsinill) had been
engaged in politics, but he had been led
to believe for years that the Lower House
should represent men, and the Upper
House, if necessary, should represent

1528 Constitution Bill,
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property. He would support the amend-
ment.

Mn. ILLINGWORTH (Central Mur-
chison) :It was scarcely necessary to say
he intended to support the amendment,
having already moved in the same direc-
tion when the Bill was in Committee.
Members were well acquainted with the
reasons he gave for the action he then
took, sand these reasons had been repeated
by the memnber for East Coolgardie (Mr.
Moran). Whether rightly or wrongly,
the Legislative Assembly under the
British Constitution was supposed to
represent the manhood of the nation,
and lately the Premier had gone so far
as to propose that it should represent the
womanhood. He (Mr. lllingworth) was
at a loss to understand on what basis it
was desirable that one member of the
community should claim to cast 10 votes
while another member of the communmity
could only cast one. This question of
one-man-one-vote was no new question
with him.

Tim PR.EMIER: The hon. member did
not have one-inau-one-vote in Victoria in
his time.

MR. ILLING-WORTE: This was a
question which had been before him for
the last 25 years, and he had never heard
an argument of any force against the
principle of one-man-one-vote. No argu-
ment had ever been advanced to show
that one member of the community had
an inherent right to vote 10 times, while
another could only' vote once; and the
argument as to the representation of
property had its complete answer in places
where property was represented in an
Upper House, In the municipality, prop-
erty was represented according to its
value, and the man who had the most
property had the most power, on the
basis that he paid the more taxes. But
the man who had 91,000 or £10,000
invested in business had surely as much
interest and stake in the country as a
man who had the same amnount of money
invested in property. A man might have
his money invested in machinery, and
have as much actual interest in the coun-
try as a mrain who happened to possess
houses and land. Why should a man
who possessed machinery worth £ 10,000
be compelled to be satisfied with one
vote, while a man who elected to invest
his money in houses and land be Riven a

vote for every piece of land and for every
househe owned? The Premier was unfair
when he suggested that this was a ques-
tion of rich and poor. That was not the
question, because it was not wealth
that was represented. in plural voting. A
man, for instance, might have all his
wealth in shares, but that share property
did not give him increased voting power.
A man might have his money invested in
merchandise or in machinery, but that
investment gave no plural votes: it was

onyteman who happened to have his
wealth inuthe shape of land and property
who got increased voting power. There
was really no answer to the question as to
why the man with land and property

Ishould have more votes than the man
Iwho had invested hiis money in other
Idirections. If it were said that the
possession of property gave a man a
greater stake in the country, the complete
answer to that, if it were a true proposi-
tion, which it was not, had been given
by the member for East Coolgardie (Mr.
'Moran), namely, that the property-owner

*had his representation first of all in the
municipal council, and then in the fegis-
lative Council. There had always been

*some unfairness in the representation in
Ithe Legislative Council, for he could not
quite see why a man who did not happen
to have land and property should not
have the right to vote for the second

iChamber. if it were admitted that the

sardright of property, which was
simply land and houses, was to enable a
muan to vote 10 times, whilst his neigh-
hour only voted once, then the representa-
tion of the man with the landed property
was in the Legislative Council, which
possessed the power, if it chose to
exercise it. of vetoing the legislation
of the popular Chamber. If the sacred
right of property were attacked by
the popular House, that sacred right
was conserved and preserved by the
representation in another place. It
might be said that, consistently, we
should argue that the Legislative Council
should be on the same basis as the
Legislative Assembly; but all that was
asked in this amendment was that those
who voted for representatives in the
popular House, in which all men were

supsed to be equal, should have an
equal vote in electing the representatives
they sent to Parliament. How hon.
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members could consistently vote against
the proposition was beyond his compre-
hension. He did not care to reply to
such arguments as that hon. members
who supported the amendment were only
trying to catch the popular vote.

THE PREMIER: That was a little
misrepresentation.

Me. ILLINGWORTH: That argu-
ment had been used, and the Premier
should know that members who sup-
ported this principle were just as honest
on the question as were those who
opposed it. Members on this (Opposi-
tion) side claimed an equal desire to do
what they believed to be right in the
interests of the nation.

THE MINISTER OF MINES: (Hon.
If. B. Liefroy): The amendment was not
necessary. It was unfair and inequit-
able that a man who owned property in a
district which returned a member to
Parliament should not have a vote in the
election of. his representative. Some hon.
members seemed to imagine that the
L.egislative Assembly was not elected
to represent property as well as people,
yet those very members who urged
that argument would probably be the
first to say there should be no taxa-
tion without representation. The people
of this colony did not vote as one
constituency in the election of members
for this Assembly; but if the people did
vote as one constituency, he would say
that a man should not have more than
one vote. The people returned members
for 44 separate electoral districts repre-
sented in this Assembly, and he con-
sidered that the mran who paid taxation
on his property in a district should have
a, voice in electing the memiber who was
to represent that district i Parliament.
The owner of property in a district paid
the bulk of the taxes.

MR. VosPER: In what wayF
MR. KINoSMIrLL: What taxes did hie

pay ?
THE MINISTER OF MINES: He

had to pay taxes on everything he used.
The squatter, for instance, had to pay
taxes on everything he used on a station.
The mine-owner had to pay taxes on all
he used. He (the Minister) did not be-
liere in single voting, and he affirmed
that this House did and ought to repre-
sent property. What was property but
the accumulatio;, of labour? Some bon.

members seemed to imagine this House
should only' represent individuals, and
should not represent interests. Capital
was simply concentrated labour in a
small compass, and that accumulation
ought to be represented in this House
just as much as individuals should be
represented. He hoped the majority in
this House would support that view.
It had been said that the present system
was pernicious; but he wondered how it
became hurtful or pernicious to a country.
We knew that countries had prospered
under plural voting, and hie was at a loss
to k-now how any lion, member could
satisfy himself thiat plural voting had
been injurious to any country. He be-
lieved that many electors in Western
Australia did not. understand what the
question of plural voting was, in reality;
and in many cases, if electors were asked
whether they considered a man should
have more than one vote, those electors
would say "no," but if asked furt her to
say whether a man who had a valuable
property, in a district should have some
voice in electing the representative for
that district, those electors would say.
"Certainly he ought to have a vote for

property." Many electors believed that
the plural voting meant dual voting, that
a person had more than one vote for one
district; that he voted not only as an
individual, but had another vote as an
owner of property. If the question were
put straight to electors, he believed a
majority of them would say that a man
who owned property should have a vote
for it; and if those electors were ambitious
and desirous of accumulating property,
he believed they would say that the owner
of property ought to have a vote in that
district, in addition to voting as a resident
in it. This Assembly made laws to govern
municipalities, and why should a person
who had property in a municipality not
have a vote in electing the parliamentary
representative for that municipality?
Property should be fully' and amply
repre~sented in this House. The Mumi-
cipalities; Bill which came before the
House this session showed how necessary
it was that property should be represented
in this Chamber. The member for
Central Murchison (Mr. fllingworth) had
asked, why should one man have a. vote
for manhood and also be able to vote 10
times over in other districts in which he
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did not reside, but where he had in-
terests ? The fact was9 that a man who
had property, did not vote 10 times in
any one constituency, hut voted in dif-
ferent electorates where his property was
situate.

'AI. ILLfWOltTH: That man returned
10 representatives to this Chamber,

Tnn MINISTER OF MINES: The
representation of the interests of this
country was most material to the
country's development, and those persons
who owned industries in a district, and
were responsible for the working of them,
should have a voice in the election of
their representative in Parliament A
mnanl who owned property in the Northern
part of this colony, for instance, might
have spent enormous sums in improving
and working that property, and why
should he not have, a vote in electing the
member who was to represent that dis-
trict in Parliament? He (the Minister)
believed it was a mere cry, to advocate
one-man-one-vote; and he hoped the
people of the country would thoroughly
understand this question.

Mn. VOSPER (North - East Cool-
gardie) congratulated the Minister of
Mines on the academic address he had
given on the science of political economy,
more particularly in regard to the first
part of it. According to that Minister,
property was, the accumulation of labour;
but the definition might be extended, for
property was the accumulation of labour
contributed by many persons, and by some
means concentrated in the 'hands of one.
Apparently the hon. member was anxious
that political po-wer should follow on the
same lines, that the man who had the
most property should also have the most
votes. In the evolution of modern corn-
inerce, the tendency was for wealth to be
concentrated. ur-.BtcailTnn MINISTER OrF ii:Bt aia
and labour were necessary for its pro-
duction.

Mit. VOSPER: True; but the hon.
member suggested that we should con-
tinue to "1grease the fatted hog," and that
a man, because he was wealthy, should
have all the political power. flat was a
transparent fallacy. The Premier had
denied that the practice of plural voting
was pernicious, and had defended the
system firstly on the ground of its anti-
quity. True, it was antiquated; but, like

many other antiquities, it had become
absurd. If the respectability or the
value of a principle were to be measured
by its antiquity, then, as feudalism was
older than plural voting, as autocracy
was older than feudalism, and anarchy
older than autocracy, as tingers had beem
made before knives and forks, and as
primitive man eschewed the use of
clothes and used paint instead, then if
antiquity constituted a proper basis of
respectability and usefulness, it would be
proper to revert to a condition of anarchy,
and for men to paint themselves in all
colours of the rainbow. That argument
was, Of course, the reducio ad abeardum.
but it showved bow ridiculous it was tAo
defend an institution simply on the score
of its antiquity.

THFn PREMIER: Old age counted for
something.

Mn. VOSPER: True; it, generally
meant ruin, and decrepitude, and senility.
If old age were the one thing needful,

*then the more decrepid a political insti tu-
tion became and the less chance it had of

*holding itself together, the more should
people endeavour to preserve it!1 Many
ontutlid political and otherwise, had

oulvdtheir usefulness, and the work of
the reformer was to clear the. country of
such antiquated rubbish, thus preparing
the waty for something stronger and
heteir.

THE PREMIER: It wvas unnecessary to
go) too fast.

MR. VOSPER: Yes;, but there would
be no frantic haste in adopting one-man-
one-vote. The Premier had said there
was no experience to guide hon members:
but on the contrary, there was the very
respectable example of one of the greatest
powers in the world, the United States of
AmTerica, where it was a fundamental
'principle of the Constitution, laid down
over a century ago, that one man should
have one vote and no more. The utility
of the principle was amply shown when
one considered what would have hap-.
pened if a4 property vote had obtained in
America-if such men as Rockefeller and
Jay Gould had been allowed votes in
proportion to their property.

THE PREMIER: They could only have
voted once in one district.

Miz. VOSPER:- But in the States one
man had no more than one vote.

Gowtitulion Bill. [3 OCTOBER. 1.899.!



1532 Coneliution Bill: ASML.-luaVle

MR. ILLINOWOATH: Whereas a, man
voting in 10 different districts returned
10 representatives.

THE PREMIER: NO; hie took part in
returning them.

MR. VOSPER: Had the single vote
not been incorporated in the Ameican
Constituation, a man like W. K. Vanderbilt
could have controlled the vote for a, large
portion of the States.

THE PREMIER : A millionaire could do
so now.

MR. VOSPER said he would answer
that presently. The framers of the
American Constitution had foreseen and
provided against this danger. He would
not deal with the argument that wisdom
was not equally distributed; but the
poverty-stricken might sometimes possess
as much wisdom as the wealthy. There
was a vast difference between genius and
that vulpine sagacity which enabled a
man to grope in the gutter and pick up
every stray sovereign. It was not the
wisest man who most readily accumu-
lated property. The more selfish, fero-
cious and unscrupulous a man was, the
better opportunities would he have in the
race for wealth; and a, genius like Edison
or Lord Kelvin had not one-tenth of
the chance of mnaking money as had a
man like Jay Gould. It was not the
most worthy citizen, but frequentl 'y the
most unworthy, who acquired wealIth.
Was a great artist or author to be left
without a vote, while another man bad
the voting power forced upon him merely
because he happened to be possessed of
more money than his less fortunate
neighbour '; The idea was unjust in
principle and in its application. Wealth
was protected by its representation in

muncial councils and in the Upper
Hous esl of this and other colonies ; and,

moreover, wvealth h-ad an inherent power
and a protection not possessed by any-
thing else. The Premier had interjected.
that men like Rockefeller and Say GTould
practically governed in the United States
now.

TH-E PanamIR:. Quite true.
MR. YQSl'ER: Yes; but that only

proved that wealth had an independent
power of protecting itself apart from the
franchise.

THE PREVIER: Such men, in addition
to being wealthy, were also voters.

MR. VOSPER: And, moreover, the
votes given to property were in maLny
cases given practically to the banks. A
wealthy man commanded so much in-
fluence and bad such power over his
neighbours' minds that there was always
a kind of bias, perhaps unconscious, in
favour of a mani with a good coat. Such
a man was amply protected by the power
and consideration arising from the exer-
cise of his own beneficence or benevo-
lence, and there was no necessity for
Parliament to go out of its way to confer
special facilities for the protection of
property. The argument that the mother
country had not adopted the principle,
was beside the mark, for the Constitution
of Great Britain had its origin in con-
ditions altogether different from any-
thingr known in the colonies. That Conl-
stitution a-rose out of the feudal system,
and the first recognition of parliamentary
government was in conferring the franl-
chise, not upon individuals, but on cor-
porate bodies. The shires and the
boroughs were the first to return mem-
bers, suich members being not represen-
tatives of individuals, but members for
corporations; and so far was the prin-
ciple carried that members of Parliament
could then sue the corporations they re-
presented for their salaries during the
time they were employed in Parliament:
hence many shires anda boroughs declined
to return members because of the expense
entailed. The individual did not then
receive the slightest consideration in the
Constitution, and even to-day in England,
as in most European countries, the ind-i-
vidual was not considered, but was looked
on simply as a, member of a corporation.
In the colonies, however, circumstances
were vastly different. Here were paper
constitutions devised by the Imperial
Parliament, and here were no corporate
bodies entitled to parliamentary repre-
sentation: our municipalities were created
by Parliament, whereas in the old country
municipalities had generall1y been the
creators of Parliament. If the demo-
cratic principles of the Australian Con-
stitutions were to be observed, it must
be recognised that the individuals repre-
sented in the Legislature were free and
equal, and they could only he free and
equal when enjoying the right of one-
man-one-vote. As for the argument with
regard to taxation, as a, matter of fact
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every individual contributed. to the taxa-
tion of the country. It was useless to
say that only the wealthy contributed,
because the practice of -wealthy men was
invariably to endeavour to pass on the
burden of taxation to those less fortunate.
If the grocer were taxed, lie charged more
for his goods ; the landlord in similar
circumstances would raise the rent of his
tenants; the employer paid his taxes by
charging them to the consumer, or by
reducing, his workmen's wages; so no
ma'tter how the political edifice was built,
its weight must rest ultimately upon the
foundation stone, the proletariat; and
the superstructure suffered relatively
little compared with the foundation.
Then, seeing that every man paid taxes
directly or indirectly, and that all taxes
must be raised from the class standing
lowest in the social scale, surely the
source of taxation should also be the
source of representation. If the principle
of no taxation without representation
were right, surely all who were taxed
should be entitled to be represented.
Moreover, by the expenditure of the
muoneys derived from taxation, the wealthy
man, though he contributed proportion-
iateir less than the poor, received the
greater amount of benefit.

Mn. GEoRGE:- Who were the wealthy
men mn Western Australia?

MRt. VOSPER said he was not speak-
ing of Western Australia particularly.
A railway, road, street, caaor water
scheme could not be constructed without
benefiting someone, and the wealthy man
benefited more than anyone else. So-
ciety had to spend more for the protection
of property than for individual protection,
and, consequently, the wealthy man con-
tributed by far the smallest share of
taxation, and got the largest amount of
benefit. Then, why should he be entitled
to more political power than his neigh-
bourP The argument was as devoid of
justice as it was illogical. He had been
surprised to hear the Premier say he had
known some tens of thousands of idle
men throughout Australia, who consti-
tuted a menace to the continent. The
right hon. gentleman's experience must
have been unfortunate, for he (Mr.
Vosper) had never bad the privilege of
meeting tens of thousands of men who
had never done any work, and never
would do any. Where did they exist?

If such people did not pay taxes, they
must live on those who did pay; and
certainly a mere vagrant, who was a
burden upon society, dhould not receive a
vote. On the contrary, Parliaments had
passed laws to imprison such people, thus
enabling them to live On the taxes, so that
such people had no chance of having a vote.
If such a law were carried out to its full
logical extreme, such class of men could
not exist, and the Premier must have
been exaggerating when he said there
were 10,000 muen of that condition. At
any rate, there were no men of that

cssin this colony representing anything
like the number mentioned.

TimE PREMIER: 'Not in this colony: he
meant in Australia.

MR. VOSPER:- No member in the
House would see the propriety of enfran-
chising mien who were in the habit of
travelling and seldom stayed long enough
in one place to secure a vote.

THE PREMIER: They did not take the
trouble to secure a vote.

MR. VOSPER: Such men were not
keen politicians, except round the camp
fire or in the public-hiouse bar: they did
not -worry about politics or anything else.
The Premier was a delegate- at the Federal
Convention, and if hie there voted in favour
Of one-man-one-vote, it would be hard to
justify his present position. That Con-
vention wa~s composed of the leading
statesmen of the colonies, who deliberately
voted for a clause containing the principle
of one-man-one-vote.

THE Pnxwinn: The Federal Convex'-
tion were against one-man-oine-vote in
1891.

Mn. VOSPER: The years 1891 and
1899 were as far asunder as the poles.
One of the chief ornaments of the Fede-
ral Convention was the Premier, who did
not take the trouble to vote against the
principle of one-mian-one-vote then, hut
was now prepared, along with his sup-
Porters, to both speak and vote against
it.

THE PREMIER said he was against
one -man - one -vote at the Convention,
though he forgot specially what took
place.

Mn. VOSPER: Then it was a matter
of such indifference that the Premier
could not remember what took place, but,
at any rate, he did not speak or vote
aigainst one-man-one-vote.

Constitution Bill: [3 OCTOBER, 1899.]
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THEm PREMIER: Each colony was a
single electorate for the purposes of the
Convention, whereas there would be 44
electorates in this colony.

Ms. VOSPER: If under federation
the same system were pursued as in this
colony, a muan who owned property in
each State would be able to vote 75
times, whereas he was only able to vote
44 times here.

THE PREMIER:. In this colony there
was a. much more local forrm of govern-
ment than there would be under the
federation.

Mu. VOSPER: Quite true.
THE PREMIER: In a municipality a,

manl could have four votes.
MR. VOSPER;- No fault was being

found with that principle. The di-fler-
ence between a Parliament and a munici-
pality was that the municipality was only
a corporate body, and the ratepayers who
elected the councillors were looked on as
shareholders, organised for the purpose
of looking after a certain town; while
parliamentary government was on a.
different basis altogether, controlling
what purported to be a nation in which
the people were not regarded as share-
holders in the s ame sense.

THE PREMIER: What about people
who did not pay their rates in the mimi-
cipality i?

MR. VOSPER: It had already been
pointed out that although the landlord
was supposed to pay the rates, he took
good cae to take those rates out of the
tenant in the form of rent, so that the
proletariat or the working classes, who
were at the bottom, were those who paid
the taxes. The wealthy man always had
means of passing taxes on to those who
were -not so wealthy, and those who paid
the biggest portion of the taxes got the
least benefit fromi themi.

THE PnxiEn:; But the wealthy people
imported capital.

MR. VOSPE R: A maa did not get an
extra vote because he held, for instance,
Boulder shares, and the principle of
plural voting did not give any more con-
sideration to capital than it did to labour.
The principle of plural voting was entirely
illogical from beginning to end.

THx PREvMR: There must he some-
thing in Plural voting, or it would never
hare lasted so long.

MR. VOSPER: It had already been
pointed Out that plural voting was a
remnant of the feudal system, and of the
days when Parliament was elected by
corporate bodies.

THE PREMIER: The country had not,
done so badly kinder plural voting.

MR. VOSPER: There were examples
of countries doing exceedingly well under
despotism: he knew of one con~y where
that was so; but of c ourse that was no
argument in favour of plural voting.

THE PREMIER: What country was
that?

MR. VOSPER: Mexico.
A. MEMBER: And Western Australia.
Ma.. VOSPER: Yes; Western Aus-

tralia might be said to be under a
despotism, although we had something
of a simulacrum, or copy, or shadow of

1 constitutional government. He urgcd on
the House to demand the system of one-
man-onle-vote. At the last election and

sicevery progressive body had voted in
four of that principle, and it had

already been adopted to a large extent by
the other colonies. It was said that the
principle had only lately been adopted in
Victoria; but, as ab matter of fact, the
principle was adopted in that colony over
20 years ago. In the Constitution
Act of Victoria, which was amended
only the other day, there was a sec-
tion which laid down that in elec-
tions of members for the Lower House.
a man should vote only once. But.Iunfortunately. that was a clause resein-

Ibling Clause 41 of tile Commonwvealth
Bill, which had been interpreted to mean
that a man could vote only once in one
electorate, and consequently the principle
of one-mnan-one-vote was lost. In the
Governor's Speech in Queensland the
other day there was promised a Bill
providing for one-main-one-vote.

THE PREMIER: The Queensland Gover-
nor',s Speec h he had read to mean ex actly
the opposite.

MR. VOSPER:- When reading up
some federal matter he saw the Speech.
and the mneaning he attached to it was
what he had described. If it were con-

Itended that the system of plural voting
should be continued on account of its
antiquity, he would point out that there
was at least one system of voting in this
colony which coul d not claim that virtue,
name-ly, the syste-m of prosy voting.
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THE PREMIER: Not proxy voting: it
was absentee voting.

MR. VOSPER: So far as he knew,
there was no system of the kind in any
of the other colonies.

THE PREMIER: fn South Australia.
Mu. VOSPER: There was the system

of distant voting in Western Australia.
Tar PREMIER: Absentee voting.
Mu. VOSPE R: But the system was

more generally called proxy voting, an
there was nothing at all parallel to it
in any other colony, or in any other
country in the world, not even South
Australia. In South Australia. a person
was given a right to vote at a distance;
but in this colony the system meant
that if a man had property in 44!
electorates, he could record a vote in eacet
electorate. Here the privilege was con-
fined to the loan who held property, and
was not given to the residential voter as
in South Australia. Surely there was
something unjust and anomalous about
this, and it was an abuse of which this
colony had a complete monopoly in the
whole British Empire.

THE PREMIE: If a manl were given
a vote, he ought to bx- given the means of
exercising it.

MR. VOS PER: Then why not give it
to the residential voter as well as to the
property ownier?'

THE PREMIER: Property was there,
and it did not move, whereas the moan
might move.

MEs. VOSPERt: Then it was the
property that had the vote, not theI
nian :?

Tin: PREMIER: Certainly.
MR. VOSPER: Then-lie would con-

chide his remarks by reciting a short
story told over a hundred years ago by
Benjamin Franklin, when this question
was unader discussion in Congress in
America, as illustrating how the property
vote worked out. Benjamin Franklin
told Congress that at one time a loan~
named John Smith was possessed of all
ass, and because of the possession of that
property, had a vote, it happened that
on the morning of the polling day the
ass died, and John Smith consequently
lost his vote; so that it was the ass
which possessed the vote, and not. John
Smith. The question before the House
was whether votes should be given to
men or to bricks and mortar, and he

(Mr. Vosper) thought that "1asses " had
had control of the country long enough,
and it was time to put an end to the
system.

At 6,30, the CHAIRMAN left the Chair.

4t 7-30, Chair resumed.

MR. SOLOMON (South Frenmantle):
Plural voting had become the more ob-
noxious, because the new Electoral Bill
provided for female suffrage; and it
would then be open to a wealthy man,
besides having his plural votes, to exer-
cise 12 or l5 other votes; for if a wealthy
man had a famnily, every member over 21
years of age might have plural votes, and
such a family might exercise a number of
votes prejudicially to those who had only
a single vote. This question had agitated
the public to a considerable extent, and
now that Parliament ]had an opportunity,
it should put an end to the agitation by
passing the amendment which had been
proposed. This was a fitting time for
expunging plural voting; and if the
amendment were carried, other portions
of the clause could be amended conse-
quentially afterwards.

MR. WILSON (Canning): From his
standpoint, this was a question whether
it was right or wrong to have plural
voting; ad he unhresitatingly affirmied
that ever since he had taken any part in
public affairs in Western Australia, he
had always supported the principle of
one-man-one-vote, for the Lower House
at any rate. He did not approve of one
man having a dozen or more votes for
electing representatives to this Assembly.
The Lower House iii any country
under self -government represented human
beings first, and property next, if it
wvere thoughlt, necessary to) represent
property ino that House. Members of
this Assembly were not here to legis-
late for property, and for property only.
The Premier had admitted that the
amendment was travelli ng in the direction
favoured by public opinion. yet lie bad
twitted the mover for bringing forward
the amendment. AUl government in
Australia was by the people for the
people, and public opinion could not be
ignored. There were many arguments in
favour of property qualification, and lhe
would not object to what was called onl
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the other side a " vote for thrift "; that a
man should have not only a vote as a
resident, but also a vote for his property,
or what was called a vote for thrift. This
would apply not only to the wealthy
classes, but to the working men. As to
some people being impecunious, lazy,
vagabonds and rogues, we should rather
took at the question as affecting the trad-
ing community, and certainly they were
entitled to an equal say in the election of
members sent to this House, as compared
with those voters who claimed to repre-
sent property. To show how unfair it
was even from the standpoint of wealthy
men, suppose he (Mr. Wilson) had accu-
mulated £50,000 and invested it all in
his electorate, that property would entitle
him only to one additional vote, the prop-
erty being all in one electorate; but
suppose his neighbour had accumulated
only £220,000, and invested it in different
electorates, £100 here. £500 there, and
so on, that neighbour might exercise votes
sufficient to influence the election of every
member sent to this House. This example
proved that the system of plural voting
was inequitable, from the standpoint of
the wealthy classes as well as from that
of the working men. We must keep
abreast of the times, and, as it was
admitted that this was one of the ad-
vanced movements of the day, and as
our delegates to the Federal Convention
all supported the abolition of plural -vot-
iug under the Federal Government, we
here should also endeavour to advance
with the times, and if the principle was
good for the Federal Government, it was
equally good for the administration of
Weste~rn Australia. A man who had all
his stake in the country, whether much
or little, had just as much interest in the
country, even if he had only his manhood
and his labour, as bad the man who
accumulated wealth and invested it in the
country. Indeed the working man who
had only his labour had really more stake
in the country, especially if he had a
family, than had the man who accuznu-
lated property. The Premier had charged
the mover of the amendment (Mr. Thake)
with insincerity, and had said this action
was intended merely to catch the votes of
the people: but the same might be said
for the vote the Premier gave in favour of
women's suffrage. because it was only
necessary to turn to the Premier's speech

last year to find the right bon. gentleman
opposing that movement, though he spoke
in favour of it this session and carried
it through this Rouse. No doubt the
Premier had good reasons for so doing:
but the desire to catch votes wvas more
apparent in his action in regard to the
female franchise than it was in this
amendment. The argument of the
Minister of Mines regarding taxation
had little force, because all were agreed
that there should be no taxation without
representation, but none could agree with
the Minister that station-owners, factory-
owners, and mine-owners paid the taxa-
tion of the country. As shown by the
Government accounts, the bulk of the
taxation was derived from the customs,
and amounted to some £6 per head.

THE PRzmrnn: To about £25.
MR. VosnxR: That. was bad enough.
MR. WILSON: The bulk was derived

from the cnstoms. It was the people
employed on stations and in mines and
factories who paid the taxes of the coun-
try; they at least paid as much as their
employers; and therefore every man in
the country was entitled to an equal voting
power at Parliamentary' elections. Even
-admitting that wealth should have the
greater power at such elections, the prin-
ciple was unworkable and was not carried
out now, because wealth might be in-
vested in many different avenues. For
instance, who was to have a vote for a
mine? The proprietors of our mines
were distributed throughout the world,
and their wealth was represented by scrip.
How could such men he given a vote ?
The tendency of the arguments of the
Government supporters had been to show,
that the only men in a country who
should have the plural vote were those
who had their money in land and house
property.

MR. HIOHAM: Such property could not
be shifted.

MR. WILSON said he owned a few
allotments of lauid; but if the man invest-
ing his money in land were entitled to a
plural vote, then he who invested in bank,
shares or in a mine, or who took up Gov-
ernment stock, should have the same
privilege.

MN. HUBD3LE: The cases were not
parallel.

MR. WILSON: Such a man had as
great a. stake in the country as he who

fASSEM-BLY.] Plural Vote.
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put his money into a sheep station; but
the present law wvas inequitable, therefore
abolish it. The sy' stem of one-mian-one-
vote was the most equitable that could
possibly be devised, and he would give it
the same hearty support as he had pub-
lie-v manifested during the three or four
years of his political life in the colony.

MR. HOLMES (East Fremantle) su-
ported the amendment. All were areed
on the necessity for a Legislative Council
to protect the inlterests of property; but
every man in the country should have an
equal power in electing representatives to
the people's House. The Premier, who
was fond of Biblical quotations, would
remember the widow's two mites which
were all she had. Every muan who came
to live in the colony, no matter how small
his interest, should have some voice in
the administration.

Tun PREMIER: Every such mian
could vote.

MR. HOLMES: But they were
limited to one vote, while a man with
property in different parts of the colony
might have as iiarnv as .50 votes by the
Bill now being forced through the House
with the object of keeping the present
Ministry in office. At present hie (Mr.
Holmes) had no less than 1b votes, *which
was a matter for the consideration of the
Government beaches, seeing that the
votes would be used against the Ministry.
Unfortunately, there were not many suchi
property-holders among the Opposition.
By the Bill, a man who invested Y2,000
amongst 20 different electorates might
have 20 votes, while he who invested
£20,000 in one electorate would have
only one vote; yet this was called prop-
erty representation! With the House
as at present constituted, argument was
almost useless; in fact, as he had stated
on the Address-in-Reply debate, the
Government lad better say exactly what
they intended to do, then carry their
measures, and prorogue Parliament.

MR. VosERn: Government b y phono-
graph-

'MR. HOLMES: It was deplorable
that such legislation should be forced
through the House without consideration,
by members who had made pledges which
they failed to carry out. However, it
was useless to attempt to influence the
automatic machinery opposite. Hon.
members on the Governxen t side had

received their instructions this afternoon.
He did not envy Ministers the laurels
with which they were now crowning
themselves, for the day would come when
they would have to answer for their

Ideeds. The object of the clause before
the Committee was to stifle the voice of
the people; and this want of confidence
in the public had much to do with the
tardy progress of the colony. There was

Ino sympathy between the Administration
and the people; the Government would
not take the public into their confidence ;
the country was being run in a high-
b anded manner, and the people were
ignored. No national prosperity could
be expected till people migrating to the
colonyv knew that they would have a fair
share in the administration. Surely it
was not honourable for Ministers to
represent people whom they were afraid
to trust; and this clause, which gave the
older and wealthier sections of the corn-

Imunity an unequal and overwhelming
voice in the affairs of the country, would

ido much to keep Ministers in their
I present position; and that wvas why the

IGovernment clung so closely to the plural
vote. He would support the amendment.

MR. GREGORY (North Coolgardie):
The Premier had stated he was afraid
that this rush of democratic policy would
tend to the downfall of parliamentary
government.

THE PREMIER: The bon. member
Iought not to misquote. It would be
better to not misrepresent what had been
said.

Mn. GREGORY: But if the people of
the country were given every facility to
place themselves on the roll and were
given votes, that would tend more to-
wards the downfall of the Forrest
Administration than of parliamentary
goverunment. The Premier had spoken
warmly against the principle of one-man-
one-vote, though it would appear that at
the Federal Convention, when in the
midst of statesmen and democratic poli-
ticians, he never said one word against
the principle. The Premier at the Con-
vention voted in a division.

THE PREMIER: On this question ?'
MR. GREGORY: In regard to plural

voting-
ThE PREMIER: When P

M.GREGORY: At the Sydney
Convention, when the question was bein~g
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discussed as to persons voting in several
electorates, in no case dlid the Premier
speak in any way against one-inan-one-
vote.

THE PREMIER: Would the hon. mem.-
ber give the page in the Haneai d reports
of the Convention to which he was re-
ferring ?

MR. GREGORY: Page 436. The
principle of plural voting, aided as it was
by absentee voting, which allowed a wan
to sit in his office in Perth and vote
perhaps in every' electorate in the colony,
was most pernicious. There ought either
to be an amendmvent made in the Elec-
toral Act compelling every elector to vote
personally, or the right to vote in
more than one electorate ought to be
abolished.

THE PREMIER (referring to the Fed-
eral Convention debates) ;What the
hon. member had quoted was just the
opposite of what he (the Premier) had
said at the Convention.

MR. GREGORY said be did not think
lie was wrong in his reference to the
Premier's attitude at the Federal Con-
vention. It had been pointed out that in
municipal government, a person had a
right to more than one vote; but a
municipality was simply a corporate body
who agreed to rate themselves, and in
such a bod *y it was not right that a
person who did not pay rates should
have a right to say how the money
should be spent. But the Legislative
Assemblyv had to make laws for the
populace as well as for the propertied
people, and every luau who had to pay a
portion of the taxes had a right to an
equal voice in saying who should be
sent to represent him in Parliament.
The propertied classes had a second
vote in electing members to the Legis-
lative Council, which members were
quite able to protect the interests of
prolperty in Western Australia. The
present Bill, with its pocket boroughs,
unequal representation, plural voting, and
absentee voting. was a most pernicious
measure, and every effort should be made
to block it.

MR. GEORGE (Murray) rose to sim-
pkv say he would support the amendment,
because he believed in the principle of
one-man-one-vote. The question did not
need argument. for with him it was a
matter of convietion. Tile' believed that

every member had made up his mind on
the question, as he had.

Hit. EWING (Swan): This question
had been discussed at considerable length,
both in the House and on the hustiugs,
and he supposed every member was comn-
mitted one way or the other. At almost
every place he spoke at during his can-
vass of his electors, he was asked the
question whether he was in favour of the
principle of one-main-one-vote, and on
every occasion he told the electors that lie
was. There was nothing in the argument
that the ownership of land qualified a
man specially to vote either intelligently
or otherwise.' If he were satisfied for a
moment that the fact that a muan was
possessed of a certain amount of landed
property was a direct evidence of his
ability to exercise his vote intelligently on
any political question, he would without
doubt vote in favour of plural voting.
But surely the question that had to
be considered was whether the qualifi-
cation placed on the exercise of the vote
was one which would enable those per-
sons who were best qualified, to have the
largest stake and interest in the affairs of
the community. Had it ever been sug-
gested on the Government side of the
House, or from the hustings in this or
any other colony, that the mere fact a
man was the owner of property made
him better qualified to intelligently vote
on a political question ? It was almost
always admitted that the mere fact of
owvnership of property, which was very
often acquired in a hereditary way
without any special effort on the part of
the person acquiring it, was no distinct
evidence that the person holding the
property was best (1ualffied to exercise
the right of voting. If the ownership
of property, was always the direct conse-
quence of individual effort and intellect-
uality, and individual merit and 'labour,
there might be a great deal in the argu-
ment that the man who owned property
bad proved himself by the ownership of
that property, a man better qualified than
his fellows to exercise the suffrage.

iMa. HUDELE: That was the rule with-
out the exception.

MR. EWING: One failed to see any
force in that interjection, because it
could not be said the mere ownership of
property was any evidence of ability to
well and properly exercise the franchise.

Plural Vote.'LASSEMBLY.]
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Everybody must admit that if the owner-
ship of property depended on individual
merit, or was a consequence of a higher
intellectuality, there would be a great
deal in the argument which had been
used. But what wvere the facts? Did
we not find in nine cases out of ten that
a mn who was fortunate enough to
have a large amount of property, derived
that property from his father or some
relative ? In some cases, no doubt, the
accumulation of property was the out-
come of individual effort, but it must be
remembered that the ownership of prop-
erty was usually the result of other
people's labour. This ownership of land,
independently of the vote which it carried,
conferred the great power of the purse,
which was quite strong enough to protect
men of property. It must be rememn-
ber-ed that the amendment only applied
thle principle of one-man-one-vote to the
Legislative Assembly, property being re-
presented and protected in the other
House. If there were only one House of
Parliament in the country, instead of the
dual sy stelo, it mnight be argued that
hon. members should be careful to give
property some representation; but, as a
matter of fact, every law had to pass the
Upper Chamber, and that Chamber was
elected on a property qualification. Surely
that ought to be sufficient protection to
property owners, who had large influence
in municipal matters, an influence which
was the direct outcome of the ownership
of wealth and power. It would appear that
the only class of property worthy of con-
sideration was landed property ; but when
the Pretuier was speaking it struck him
(Mr. Ewing) that there was a great deal
in what was said about the banks and
inortgagees. In very many cases persons
bad mortgaged their property in futll to
the banks and other financial institutions
in the colony; and if the person who had
the greatest interest in the land was to
have the vote, why should the nominal
owner of the land get that vote, when as
a matter of fact the bank was the owner
of the property ? Why, not apply the
principle to its full extent, and say that if
the banks owned half the landedl piop-
erty in the colony, the banks should
have an equal say with the people in the
election of representatives?

MR. VosPEx: How Would it be to
have a House of inortgageesI

MR. EWING: Perhaps that would be
a solution of the difficulty. It was an
absurdity, no doubt, but it was an ab-
surdity to which bon. members were led
by the arguments of the members on the
Government side of the House. If those
arguments were sound, why not give the
banks the larger nunmber Of Votes, and
also give shareholders in financial insti-
tutions a large number of votes ? If, as
he had said, there was anything in the
argument, the Perth Land and Discount
Bank, which had a mortgage on a good
many people in the community, ought to
have a large number of votes. These
mnortgagees had a distinct interest in the
welfare of the colony; and if wealth and
ownership of property were the only'
guide, then let the pawnbrokers, mortga-
gees, banks, and financial institutions
rule the country. But he hoped the day
was far distant when we as a L~egisla-
ture would approve of a principle which
would lead to that absurd conclusion.
The principle that had al ways actuated
this and other demnocratic conmmunities
was that in the Lower House or popular
House there were to be the representa-
tives of the people, and of the people
only. The idea was that a moan had to
vote according to his political principles,
and that one section of the community
should not be given the power to dominate.
over another. Power was given to the
Legislative Council to protect and safe-
guard vested interests, bitt why should
property ownership bie given the same
power in the Assembly, Could any
bon. member urge a reasonV He had
listened in vain to the argurnents of the
members on the Government side of the
House, and not once had he heard a
reasonable or rational argument why
representation in the Legislative As-
sembly should be based on a property
qualification. Admitting for the ske
of argument the right of the property
owner to be represented in the Legis-
lative Assembly, there should surely be
drawn a line between the man who held
an allotment worth £70 or £80 and the
man who owned property worth half a
million. If the principle was right that
a man should have political power in pro-
portion to the property lie owned, was it
right to say that the man owning an
allotment of land worth £70 should have
the same p)owerO in thle comulnity as the
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man who owned land worth half a million?
If bon. members were prepared to advo-
cate the principle of plum]l voting khey
ought to carry it to its logical conclusion.
He thought he had made a mistake in
saving " logical conclusion": it ought to
be " illogical conclusion," seeing that any
conclusion to which such arguments could
lead must be absolutely illogical. There
was only one principle that could be recog-
nised in a Legislative Assembly, which
was supposed to be composed of repre-
sentatives of the people, and the principle
was that the right to vote was a mnan's
birthright, and was not affected or quali-
fled in any sense by the ownership of
property. If the advocates of dual or
plural voting would for one moment urge
the adoption of a principle which would
enable those who were best qualified to
exercise the franchise, the point might be
argued with some reason. There would
be some reason in saying that men
with a certain amount of education and
learning could best exercise their votes
in the interests of the community;
but it could not be contended that
political rectitude was a direct result of
the ownership of landed property, of so
many acres of sand. Therefore he would
support the amendment, believing that it
embodied, as far as the Lower House was
concerned, the only true principle on
which the right to vote should be given,
and on which representation should be
based.

MR. LEAKE (in reply) : Having
waited anxiously to hear what arguments
could be used against the amendment, he
had heard no argument so far. The only
member who had spoken against it was
the Premier, and he (Mr. Leake) would
not condescend to term his expressions as
.arguments," because what he remem-

bered of them was siuply all abuse of
the member for Albany, who for some
reason had managed once more to raise
the ire of the right hon. gentleman,
merely because he (Mr. Leake) had
voiced the opinion which had a firm hold
of the people of this colony. He was
impressed with the fact that if members
of this House were true to the pledges
which they made in public, this amend-
ment would be carried. Certain hon.
members were known to be in favour of
the amendment, but they would not be
bhem when the division b~ell rang, and no

doubt that was the result of the caucus
meeting held this afternoon-that was the
understanding that had been come to. If
there was an 'ything in prediction. he
would venture to say the member for
Coolgardie (Mr. Morgans) would not ap-
pear in the division this evening; the
member for West Perth (Mr. Wood)
would not appear; the member for Perth
(Mr. Rail) would not appear; and we
would not be likely to see the member for
South Murchison (Mr. Rason) when the
divison-bell rang.

MR. GEORGE: He was outside.
MR. LEAKE: They were all outside,

and they would not be in when the
division-bell rang.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: Then they
had paired.

MR. TJEAKE: They could not have
paired, unless it was arranged with the
whip on this (Opposition) side of the
House, and when he told hon. members
there had been no pairs ai-ranged With
the whip on this side, we knew' the re-
marks of the Attorney General were on a
par with other observations he made.
Most hon. members were known to be in
favour of the amendment, but certain
hon. members on the Government side of
the House would not vote against it.
This was dragging down the name of
Parliament to the lowest level imaginable.
In no part of Australia had the name of
" Parliament " or ",member of Parlia-
mnent" been dragged in the dirt to the
extent it had been in recent years in
Western Australia. That insatiable de-
sire to support in office at any price the
Government which could make the highest
bid for the vote of each member of each
constituency-that was what it came to.

THE PREMIER: That was out of order.
MR. TLEAKE: One could not be out of

order in any-thing one said in this House.
It was difficult, with justice, to rule a
member out of order in this House.
[Mit. GEORGE: Hear, hear.] And par-
ticularly when we were dealing with the
tactics pursued by the right hon. gentle-
man opposite and those of his colleagues,
a policy which had been one of flouting
Parliament and flouting the constituencies
for years past. lie, for one, was nearly
sick of it, and many hon. members had a
similar feeling. We were told we
should have a liberalised constitution
under this Bill. One of the first ideas of

Plural Vote.LASSEMBLY.]



Consatitution Bill: [S OCTORn, 1899.1 Plural I% . 1541

liberalism was an extension of the fran-
chise, and certainly the abolition or cur-
tailment of the plura] vote; but no
attempt in that direction was made in
the Bill. The only attempt which could
be called "liberalism" was the increase
of members in both Houses Of Parlia-
ment; bul of what avail was that to the
constituencies, if the property qualifica-
tion was maintained? We had members
returned by this iniquitous process of
plural voting, and we knew that at the
next election we would have many of
those members now on the Government
side declaring in favour of the abolition
of plural voting; yet, as was usual when
it came to a question of a test vote, they
were afraid to appear in the division. If
there was one advantage that would result
from the abolition of pluralvoting. it would
be the abolition of those pocket boroughs
it seemed to have been the desire of the
Government to maintain under this Con-
stitution Bill. Under a liberalised fran-
chise, this sort of thing could not exist,
and there was no doubt that constituen-
cies such as that of East Kimnberley, for
instance, were maintained in this measure
by the existence of this plural voting,
because a large proportion of the voters
on the roll were landholders who did not
live in the district, and had never been
there ; men who acquired property at the
time of the Kimberley " boom," and hadl
been forced to retain it because they
could not get rid of it; aind although
there were about 92 electors on the roll,
those names did not represent anything
like the number of residents who wer~e
entitled to vote. It was a cry' ing shame
and a scandal to this country, that such
a thing should be allowed to exist. The
right hon, gentleman plumed himself on
this little handful of. power which he
most jealously guarded and retained. He
(Mr. Leake) admitted the force of the
argument used by the right hon. gentle-
min, that all men were not equal; but
when once we recognised that equality by
giving men a vote, there was no right, by
a sidewind, to introduce again an element
of inequality by means of plural voting.
To show that be seriously recognised the
principle that all men were not equal, he
would place in juxtaposition the right
hon. gentleman with the member for
South Murchison, the member for the
Murchison, or the member for Sussex,

and we could see that neither of
those members was equal mentally.
physically, or in ay other way, to the
right hon. gentleman, who would out-
weigh them easily. There was not much
force in that argument, bitt it appealed
for the moment to the sense or the absence
of sense of some hon. members. He did
not think a principle of this kind could
be advanced by adopting a policy of
scolding, that the right hon. gentleman
assumed on an occasion of this kind; and
perhaps it would be more satisfactory if
we were able to thresh questions out on
their merits. As pointed out by the
member for Central Murchison, in retain-
ing this property qualification we recog-
nised only one clas of property, namely
land, and why' should a vote be given for
X100 worth of sand and not for X100
worth of sugarP That was putting the
argument in a concrete shape. and one
which could be grasped if not appreciated
by the right hon. gentleman opposite.
We realised how absurd it was to recog-
nise this land qualification as entitling a
person to vote, when on the other hand a
person with £10,000 invested on mortgage
in a constituency did not obtainsa vote.

MR. VOSPER: A property vote which
was not a property vote.

MR. LEAKE: Yes; and he would ap-
peal to lion. members to say honestly--
he did not say whether they would have
the mental ability to do it, but could they
honestly' oppose this amendment? if
they Could, then even honesty in
this Parliament would require reforma-
tion. It would be interesting to see
to whai extent hon. members could be
carried in their blind idolatry of the
leader of the Government, on a question
of this kind. Were we fighting for
public rights or for individual rights?
We were fighting for public rights; and
the sooner Parliament set its face against
anvthuing but true principles, the better
for the country at large. We had the
Coumnonwealth Constitution approved by
the whole of the Australian people, and
therein the principle of this amendment
bad benm recognised; and how could we
in this Hlouse say that only in the States
the more restricted franchise should be
recognised? The right hon. gentleman
himself had already recognised this prin-
ciple, in approving of the Commonwealth
Bill and in committing himself to its
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adoption; and the right hon. gentleman.
as a member of the Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Commonwealth Bill, had
not asked for any alteration in this
direction. Therefore, how could he con-
sistently deny to the State that which he
approved for the whole of Australia ?

THE: ATTORNEY GENERAL (Ron.
R. W. Pennefather) : The member for
Albany had made use of an observation
which he (the Attorney General) rose to
correct. The hon. mnemrber had said, with
regard to the member for Coolgardie
(Mr. Morgans) having paired on this
amendment, that he could not have
paired. The member for Coolgardie had
assured him (the Attorney General) that
he had paired.

MR. La&xx: With whom?
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: The

hon. member's assurance was taken as
sufficient, and no further question was
asked. When the member for Albany,
on being informed to that effect, gave
almost the lie flatly. as he did without
qualification, the hon. member was not
justified in doing so.

MR. JAMES: But ought not, pairs to Ibe
arranged with the whip ?

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: Pairs
were not al-ways arranged with the whips.
The speech of the member for Albany on
this question had been a consummate
piece of acting; and it was not easy to
understand how the hon. member could
ever have chosen another profession,
instead of following that for which he
was so admirably fitted by nature,
because he had been endowed with
features which stamped him as an actor
of the highest quality; anid even in the
very tones of voice with which he
addressed the House on a subject from
which his heart, was absent, there were
"tears in his voice" pleading for the

man who had only one vote. It was as
well to tear down the veil that hid this
acting face, and shlow the stern reality
behind it.

MR. LEAnE: Why dlid not the lion.
member do so:?

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
hon. member interjecting, though sitting
securely in a select coterie, surrounded by
some hall-dozen unanimous followers,
should not imagine that he voiced the
opinion of the whole country, for he
would , perhaps, discover some day that

such was not the case. To hear the
phrase, "this pernicious and disgraceful
system," applied to the present mode of
voting, one would think that the present
system was an innovation; but the hon.
member, in addition to passing severe
strictures on Government su pporters, and
sneering at them in a manner unbecom-
ing to one who hoped some day to lead

ithe Parliament of the country, had asked
questions which he himself could easily
have answered: such, for instance, as
" Why should a man possessing a piece
of landed property have an extra vote,

Iwhite a man possessing shares or personal
property does not receive that privilege?"
The hon. member, as a lawyer, well knew
the history of the plural vote, which could
be traced' downward from the Middle
Ages. Land had that privilege, because
the landowner was bound to the land.

IHe was not " here to-day and gone to-
morrow."
I MR. LEAKF,: The argument did not
apply to-day.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: There-
fore the leg-islature gave landowners cer-
tain privile'ges because they were tied to
the soil: they were not people who camne
to exploit the country and then leave it.

iThe distinction made between real and
Ipersonal property was that the real prop-

erty was irremovable, while personal
property followed its possessor, and
therefore required no special representa-
tion in Parliament. The hon. member
could have answer-ed his own question.

MR. LEAKS : Yes; but hie would not
have given that answer.

THE ATTORNEY GENERALi: Per-
haps not.

MRii. LEXKF: The grounds were as
false as the hon. mtember's arguments.

Tus ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
proposition that one man should have
only one vote could not be logical unless
the whole country was thrown into one
electorate.. Where a country was split
up, as was this colony by the Constitu-
tion Act, the member for an electorate
represented not only the people but the
district itself-the land within the dis-

*trict.
MR. LEASE: Then the Minister dlid

not approve of the provisions of the
Oommnonwealth Bill ?

TILE ATTORNEY GENERAL: There-
fore the representative of an electorate
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represented two interests, the interestsj
of individuals and the landed interests.

Ma. VoaSPuu: In other words, of,
individuals and of certain others who
lived on those individuals.

Mu. ILLfltGWORTH: Land was reprTe-
sented in the Upper House.

Tuu ATTORNEY GENERAL:- That
might be another argument; but in this
colony maunicipal government was not so
strongly developed as in other colonies.

MaL.GRGORaY: But "pocket borough"
representation was very strongly de-
veloped.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
hon. member who had. just interjected was
a. man of omniscient prescience, often
making remarks without being careful as
to their truth. This evening, for instance,
that Non. member had made a statement,
bad held up a book, and had pretended
to read something which the Premier had
said at the Sydney Federal Convention;
yet when the hon. member had been
asked for the page, and when the page
had been turned up, it had been found
that the expression put into the mouth of
the Premier was not warranted by the
printed report. Yet this was the bon.
member who interjected in a debate1

When the hon. member again made a
statement, one hoped he wonld be carefual
about its truth before asserting it as
a fact.

POINTS OF ORDER.

MR. VOSPER rose to a point of order. i
The Attorney General had charged an
hon. member (Mr. Gregory) with having 1
falsified a quotation, and with havin
stated a deliberate untruth. Was tat
justified, and should not the Minister
adduce proof of the charge?~

TEE CH AIRMAN: The Minister had
simply indicated a misquotation.

MR. GREGORY: And had said that be
(Mr. Gregory) had declined to give the
-number of the page, which -was untrue.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: No;
he had said that the hon. member (Mr.
Gregory) had given the number of the
page, but that no such statement as that
imputed to the Premier was to be found
thereon.

Ma. VOSPER said he understood the
Attorney General to say that the hon.
member had not been careful about the
truth, and had deceived the Committee.

THE OHAIRMAN said he did not
think the Attorney General's observations
were sufficient to make him out of order.

Mn. GEORGE rose to a point of
order. He asked the Attorney General to
read the passage in question. If the
statement the Minister had made about
the hon. member (Mr. Gregory) were
correct, that hon. member should be
drummed out of the House.

Ma. LE.ASE: The statement had onkv
been made by the Attorney General.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Minister could
use his discretion as to whether he would
read the passage.

DISCU5SION RESUMED.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: A
wonderful punctiliousness was observable
in the course of debate, particularly when
a point had be*en made against memubers
who had been adducing statements which
they pretended were uinchallengeable, and
which were shown to be far otherwise.
The member for Central Murchison (-Mr.
IJlingworth) also, had he only reflected,
would not have asked why the distinction
between the landed proprietor and the
man with no land should obtain at the
present day. A knowledge of constitu-
tional history would have shown the hon.
member the origin of the distinction.

MIX. ILLLEGWORTH: The Attorney
General was now misquoting.

Tnx ATTORNEY GENERAL: If
this innovation were to be made, it should
be donm- with due deliberation; but by
the manner in which the amendment had
been moved and supported, it was evident
that it had been proposed with a view of
obtaiing a party vote, and with an
ulterior object. Whatever the motive, it
was apparent that it was not sincere.

Tu PREMIER (Right Hon. Sir J.
Porrest), in speaking again, trusted he
would not be led into any discourtesy.

Mu. LEASE: Oh. th e Premier was,
never discourteous!

THE PREMIER: Sometimes one was
carried away and spoke unguardedly.
lion, mnembers on the Government side,
exercisiug their rights and privileges in
voting, did not deserve, and ought not
to be subjected to, insult from the
Opposition. None would deny that the
member for Albany (Mr. Leake) had
been very insulting to-night to Govern-
ment supporters, who had their own
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opinions and would doubtless exercise
their votes conscientiously. Ron. mem-
bers opposite would do the same, as was
their right.

Ma. A. FORREST: But the Opposition
had all the intelligence.

THE PREMIER:- It did not appear
to him that the bon. members on the
Government side were less honiourable or
less respected than those opposite.

MR. LEASE: Then the Premier must
be very blind.

Tni PREMIER: Possibly; but in his
opinion hon. members on the Government
side compared very favourabl ' with the
side led by the lion. member iu every
respect, whether in intelligence, in capa-
city, or in respectability. The hon.
member (Mr. Leake) need not laugh, for
his laugh was insincere and theatrical.
Why should hon. members call each other
names and use disrespectful language?
If he chose, he could tell the hon. member
one of the reasons why the present Gov-
ernment held office, but to do so would
not be polite.

MR. LEa: The Premier need not
spare him.

THE PREMIER: Well then, it was
because the countryV distrusted the hon.
member and those with whom he asso-
ciated. The colony was afraid of the
hon. member, and was not prepared to
trust him. The people considered they
had better "hbear the ills we have than
fly to others that we know not of."
The hiou. member had accused him (the
Premier) of increasing the number of
members of Parliament; but he (the
Premier) had divided the House in regard
to the increase in the Council membership.
and had been beaten by one vote;- and
the hon. member was one of those who
had advocated the creation of a new
electorate in the Southern pailt of the
colony.

MR. LEPKxz- On conditions;i merging
others into one.

THE PREMIER: And another Oppo-
sition member had proposed that the
mineral district in the South-West should
have separate representation, for which
suggestion he (the Premier) was not
responsible.

MR Lsnx: But the Premier sup-
ported it.

TwE PREMIER:. But the innovation
had been suggested by the hon. member

interjecting, and proposed by the member
for North-East Ooolgardie (Mr. Vosper).
and it met with general concurrence in.
the House.

MR. LUAxs: That had been done on
the suggestion that two other constitu-
encies be amalgamated.

THE PREMI1ER: In a letter recently
addressed to the mayor of Coolgardie, hie
(the Premier) had pointed out that there
was nothing very inequitable in the late
redistribution of seats. Much had been
said about pocket boroughs in the North,
bitt that part of the colony, including the
Gascoyne, comprehended one half of the
territory of the country, and by the Bill
would be represented by five members,
oue of whom wvas the member for Pilbarra
(Mr. Kingsmill), a goldilelds repre-
sentative. And the member for East
Kim berley (Mr. CJonnor) also represented
a, goldffield, which, though sparsely popu-
lated, was administered by a warden,
and therefore that hon. member might
be termed half a gold~fields member-
(MR. (Jowuoa: Three-fourths)-though
he also represented a. squatting district.
At the outside there were only four
pastoral representatives for the whole of
that large district, representing one-half
of the colony-two members for the
Kimberleys, one for Roebourne, and one
for the Gascoyne. Would any man say
such representation was too great for
that immense territory, which used to
have two additional members?

MR. Lmxn: This was a discussion on
plural voting.

THEn PREMIER: Then why did the
hon. member talk of pocket boroughs ?

MR. LsAau: Two wrongs did not make
a right.

THE PREMIER:- Some lion. mnembers
knjew little about the colony, and did not
even know the territorial limits of the
constituencies. So-called "1pocket bor-
oughs " were very few in number, seeing
that this large territory had only five
members. The member for North Cool-
gardie (Mr. Gregory) had said that he
(the Premier) had voted in some division
on this question at the Federal Conven..
tion in Sydney-; but the hon. memnber bad
been unable to point out how the vote
had been cast. As a fact, ho (the
Premier) bad niever voted on that ques-
tion, and had he had an opportunity of
voting, would not have voted in the way
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indicated by' the hon. member, who had
-he would not say intentionally-misled
the House. The lion, member's state-
ment was untrue. What had been said
at the Convention was with reference to
one-mian-one-vote-

MR. JAKEs: N~o; the Premier had then
been speaking with regard to two votes
in one electorate.

THE PREMIER: The Convention re-
port read: -'Provided that the Parliament
may not enact that any elector shall have
more than one vote."

MRt. JAmEs: The question had then
been whether a man should have two
votes in one electorate, and subsequently
the Premier had said that would be worse
than one-man-one-vote.

THE PREMIER: At all events, the
few words he had uttered clearly showed
that he haid not been in favour of any
restriction, and that he had maintained
that, when this colony was divided into
electorates for the purpose of electing the
Federal House of Representatives, people
who wer-e entitled to vote in any one
district should exercise their vote, and
that a man should not he restricted to
one vote; so the hon. member (Mr.
Gregory) was absolutely wrong in his
rendering of the quotation. Probably
the bon. member bad not read the
passage carefully, and had come to a
wrong conclusion concerning it. In
dealing with this question of divisions
at the Federal Convention, it must be
remembered that the Senate were to be
elected by, each colony as one electorate,
and therefore there could only he one-
nm-one-vote, while in the colony' of
Western Australia there would not be
more than five divisions; and he did not
('bJect to the principle, or (lid not remem-
her objecting specially. A majority of
the members of the Conventioni were in
favour of one-inan-one-vote, though the
Convention were not unanimous by any
mneans on the subject; and in view of
that majority it was of no use wasting
time by moving amendments which could
Hot be carried. He was not the only one,
because there were many other members
of the Convention of the same view as
himself; but they accepted the principle
of one-man-one-vote, seeing there was a
majority in favour of it. All1 he could
say was that never in the Convention did
he express himself in favour of the

principle of one-man-one-vote, and if the
member for North Coolgardie (Mr.
Gregory) looked at the Hansazid report
of the debates, he would never find
a speech of his (the Premier's) in
favour of the principle, because he
did not make statements to-day and
for-get them to-morrow. He must re-
iterate that there was no innovation
in the clause now before the Committee.
There was no desire on the part of the
Government to give any privilege to
anyone which was not possessed now, but
all that was provided for was to allow
people to retain privileges which they
already possessed. That was a very
different thing from giving people conces-
sions or privileges which they had not at
the present time. What the Government
said -was, " We will leave matters as they
are, and as they have been ever since
Western Australia has been a colony."
Ron. members of the opposition, on the
contrary, said: " We will take away from
people privileges which they now have."
Possession was nine points of the law,
wve were often told, and we must be
very careful before taking away from
people what they already possessed,
whether it was property, a right, or a
privilege. It would be a very different
matter if the Committee were engaged in
framing a constitution for the first time,
and were laying down what privileges the
people were to have. As a matter of fact,
the people had these privileges at the
present time, and they always had
them; and the Committee must becaref ul
to go slowly and cautiously before we
took away from people any right or
privilege they had enjoyed for many
years. Members of the Opposition said:

"We dto not care foi' your rights or privi-
leges: we will pull down; we Will take
away from you, not courteously even, but
i a' high-handed manner, and we wifll
insult you at the same time we take the
privilege away from you." That wvas
the tone adopted towards the people
of the colony who possessed this privi-
lege, and it was the tone adopted
towards members of the Committee who
were not doing an y in jury to anyone, but
were trying to leave things as they were
at present. Had bie ever endeavou-ed to
take away a privilege which any person
possessed ? Had he not endeavoured, in
the whole course of his political career, to
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give ilvileges instead of taking privileges
away? Who gave the manhood suffrage
vote F Was it the hon. member for
Albany (Mr. Leake) ?

MR. ILLINGWORTH: The member for
Albany was not in the House then.

THE PREMIER: If the member for
Albany hlad been in the House. hie would
have voted against the proposal. It was
himself (the Premier) and menibers on
the Government side of the House who
enfranchised the whole of the people in
the colony.

MIR. ILLIflOWOETH: But the people
had not been able to vote yet.

THE PREMIER: At any, rate, the
Electoral Bill had passed through Coin.
inittee in one evening, and no doubt
would be satisfactory to the members of
the Opposition and the people (of the
colony generally. It was the present
Government who gave the people the
Franchise.

MR. ILLINGWORTR: There had never
been any other Government.

THE PREMTER: The present Govern-
ment had not been forced to extend this
privilege at the point of the bayonet, but
had extended it of their own accord.

MR.. ILLflJGWORTH: There bad only
been one Government in this country.

Tnx PREMIER: And the reason that
there hlad been no other Government was
that the people would] not trust the leader
of the Opposition. It was time there was
plain speaking. The people were afraid
of politicians who went off at a tangent
anld did the things which were dloue by
members of the Opposition. Who could
trust the leader of the Opposition (Mr.
Leake) after his harangues dulring the
last week? When hie spoke of trusting
the hon, member, he meant politically and
not personally, and that hon. member bad
dlone more damage to himself with the
people of the country, during the last 10
dlays, than he had during the whole course
of his political life. The chances of the
mnember for Albany ousting the Govern-
treat were less now than years ago.

MR. LEAKn: Try a dissolution.
THE PREMIERi: When the Govern-

"lent went to the country they were always
returned to power again. The last two
seats had been wrested from the Oppo-
sition, and the Government would wrest
more seats if they had the chance.

Mn. LEAKn: What did those seats
cost?,

THE PREMIER: They cost nothing:
not one penny.

MR. GEORGE: What did they cost the
country I?

Trn~ PREMIER : There was a Mean
insinuation! Just as if he bribed con-
stituencies, or resorted to mieans of that
kind.

MR. GEoRGE: The Premier ought to,
pay no attention to such insinuations.

THE PREMIER only wanted to point
out once more that there was no desire
on the Government side of the House to
take anything from anlybody.: they' were
unwilling to take away that which people
had possessed for years and years. The
time might arrive when it would he
necessary to take away this p)rivilege, huit
that time had not yet arrived.

MR. GREGORY, in speaking again,
desired to make an explanation, but
assured the Attorney General he was not
making this explanation on account of

Ithe charges made by that lion. member,
because he (Mr. Gregory) could afford

Ito treat with contempt any charges made
Iby the Attorney General. The Attorney
General had been heard miany times in the
vituperative strain, and menibers of the
Opposition could really afford to treat

Ihim with contempt. 'The explanation
was made in reply to the Premier. He
(Mr. Gregory) must admit lie had made

a istake in regard to the Premier votiig
an h Convention in favour of one-nian-
one-vote. He (Mr. Gregory) was read-
ig on the question of the representation

of the Senate. and haold not noticed
ain amiendment which occurred later.
and if the Premier looked at page
416 of the Convention debates in Kati-
sard, lie would see what was meant. In
regard to the House of Representatives
in Clause .30 of the Federal bill, the mai
question seemed to be that, in choosing
members, each elector should vote only'
once; but an aniendinent was moved that
if an elector voted mnope than once. hie
would be guilty of a niisdlemeanour.
That amendment, however, was nega-
tived without a division. iDiscussion
ensued with regard to a further amend-
ment, and the Premier then said:

I cannot follov the lion. mnembler, Mr.
Carruthers. He seemed to uorge that if a manii
exercised his vote, and if some mnonths after.
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wards another election took placne, Ike should
not be allowed to exercise his vote, although
he might he on the roil in atnother electorate.
The whole of that tended to show that at
the Convention the Premier did not in
any way raise his voice against, or
attempt in any wvay to oppose, the prin-
ciple of one-nman-one-vote.

THE PREMIER : The point had already
been settled in Adelaide, when lie was
not present. There had been divisions
on the question, and there was no ulse
in dividing agaMin.

MR. GREGORY: What it was desired
to point out was that the Premier (lid
not raise his voice in favour of plural
voting.

MR. VOSPER, in speaking again, said
'he had listened with interest and pleasure
to what had fallen from the Premier on
the decorum that should be observed in
the House, and he deemed it well not to
allow the debate to close without making
some further observations on the point.
He would call to the recollection of the
Premier that the personal tone, which lie
was sure everyone regretted, was raised
by the Premier charging the leader of the
Opposition with having " sold " his con-
stituents; in short, the Premier accused
the member for Albaniy (Mr. Lealce) of
deliberately betraying those who elected
himi to the House. Surely the Premier
could not justify language of that kind,
and he would lie the last one to attempt
to justify it.

MR. LvAss: Nobody took any notice
of these charges.

MR. VOSPER preferred to take some
notice of the matter, because he really
thought that kind of thing was going too
far. He was himself accused occasionally
of making wild statements both in print
and in speech, but accusations had been
made of which he would not like to be
guilty. He referred particularly to the
Attorney General, because whatever the
Premier had said he bad atoned for in
his speech since the adjournment of the
House. The Attorney Genera however,
was in the habit of throwing accusations
broadcast all over the House, and in his
last observations he had accused the
member for North Coolgardie (Mr.
Gregory), not of making a mistake, but
of absolutely falsifying a quotation, and
deliberately attempting to deceive the
committee. The last few words of the

Attorney General accu~sed the member for
North Coolgardie of an "1ulterior motive,
and not sincere in that."

THE ATTORNEY GmEEAM: The words
"ulterior motive " were never made use

O.MR. VOSPER was prepared to leave
the mnatter to be decided by the Hansard
report. The last few words which fell
from the Attorney General were "1ulterior
Motive, and not sincere in that."

THE ATTORNEY GENiERAL--: The mem-
ber for North-East Coolgardie must not
attribute words which had never been
used.

MR. VOSPER said he wished to accept
the Attorney General's repudiation of the
words; hut, at the same time, he must
say his sense of hearing led him to sup-
pose that the hon. member did use those
words;- in any case, the Hansard report
next week would show. When homilies
on the behaviour members should adopt
in the Iflouse were heard from the Premier
and others, members should at least have
the privilege of profiting by example as
wvell as by precept, and the Premier ought
to do somethingt towards keeping his re-
fractory Attorney General in something
like order. The Attorneyv General some-
times hurled his accusations broadcast
Eike the discha-ge from a Gattling
gun.

THE ATTORNEYT GEN E RAL: The charges
Imust have told on the member for North-
IEast Coolgardie, to make him so
I hot.

Ms. VOSPER: The Attorney General
Ihad not had the privilege of attacking
him (Mr. Vosper) for some time in the
House, nor had one had the honour of
replying to the Attorney General ; but
when it did come to a verbal duel, he
(Mr. Vosper) thought hie could take care
of himself.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: That was
very likely.

MRn. VOSPER protested against the
kind of language indlulged in by the
Attorney General; language which could
only be described as rhetorical sewage.

Amendmnent (Mr. Leake's) put, and a
division taken with the following result:

Ayes . ... ... 15
Noes ... ... .. 20

Majority against 5
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AFs. Norc.Mr. Conolly Hion. S. Hurt
Mr. Ewing Mr. Connor
Mr. George Sir John Forrc'4
Mr. rgryMr. A. Forrest
Mr. Home r Hall
Mr' Ifingworth I 3r. Hirlrin.
Mr' Jame. Mr. Lehro,
Mr. Kinwremill Mr. Locke
Mr. Leake Mr. Mitehell
Mr. More, Mr. Monger
Mr. OUR..n Mr. Pe.nefather
Mr. Solomon Mr. Pillips
Mr: Voj Mr. Pins0

Mr I.Mr.Qina
.Mr. Wilson (TOWIe. DIr.loq

Mr. I5ban1
iSir J. G Lee Stoor
+Mr. Throssell

Hon. H. W. Voen.
Hr Hubble (Te11, r0.

Amendment thus uegatived, and the
clause passed.

Schedule 2:
On motions by the PREmTEEt, the

schedule was amiended as follows:
Beverley Electoral District: strike out
the word " Bill " at end of description.
and insert " Granite Rock" in lieu there-
of. Also, Boulder Electoral District:
insert the word " late" before " gold," in
lines I and 2. Also, Gascoyne Electoral
District: after " Mount Lionel," in linte
11, strike out the word " and," and insert
" thence north to said summit." Also,
after "Mount Rica'" in line 13. insert
"and Mlout Darnell." Also, Kalgoorlie
Electoral District : strike out " 140,' in
line 3, and insert ".54' in lieu thereof.
Strike out "'66 links," and insert after
"1chains " the following words :" along
said centre of street; thence 13.3' .30' 12
chains 7.5 links along the sonthi-western
side of Cassidy' Street; thence 223Z .30'
151 chains along the north-western side of
Campbell Street ; thence 133' 390' '20
chains 70 links along the soulth-westelrl
side of Russell Street; thence 223' .30'
71 chains 50 links along the north-
western side of Boulrke Str-eet" Also,
strike out the words " 95 chains 51 links."
in line .3, and insert "about 62 chains."
Also, lienzies Electoral District: strike out
" of Mount Gibson," in line 5 , and insert
"from trigonometrical station 1(82" in
lieu thereof.

THE PREMIER explainedl, with refer-
ence to amending the boundaries of
Kalgoorlie electoral district, that the
alteration was necessitated by the ori-
ginal description taking in some land
which, at that time, it was supposed the
municipality intended to include; lbut it
was since found that the municipality did
not include it; therefore, the desire of

the municipality and of the Government
was to make the municipal boundary' and
the electoral district bo~undary identical,
and consequently the boundary as origi-
nally described *in the Bill 'would be
contracted a little.

Schedule, as anmended, agreed to.
Bill reported with amendments.

DENTLS'PS ACT AMENDMENT1 BILL.
SECOND READING.

Tus ATTORNEY GENERAL (Hon.
R. WN. Pennefatlier), in moving the second
reading, said : This Bill has been intro-
duced at the request of members of
the Dentists' Board in this colony, with
the object of amending the principal
Act ill one or two material particulars.
It is proposed, in paragraph 2 of the
Bill, to ameond the principal Act by re-
duicing the term which was necessary I n
order to qualif y for local registrai.
Under the principal Act, the limit for
which a dentist has to practise dentistry
before admission in this colony is seven
Years; and that time is reduced in the
)Bill to four years, this being the first
material alteration. The next is that
Section I11 of the principal Act is hereby
repealed, and this refers to the appeal
which lay from the board to the Minister:
for by recent experience it has been found
that the mode of appeal has not only
caused the board much expense by reason
of a later appeal having to ix' made
afterwards to the Supreme Court, when
deemned. necessary, but the mnembers DIow
desire, and the Government do not see
any objection to it. that the appeal
should be made directly from the Dent-
ists' Board to the Supreme Court. The
next two clauses are mainly for thme puir-
poseof facilitating the pro' of of registration
under this Act. Clause 7 contains a pr--
vision by which the hoard are enabled to
raise sufficient funds% by levying a license
fee annually on the members of the Dent-
ists' Association, and a fee of two guineas
is to be chiarged. I am informied that the
membersm of the association are agreealble
to this, because they' will be able to raise
a fund by that means to defray all their
administrative expenses. without calling
on the Government to assist thenm. I
beg to move the Second reading.

MRa. VOSPER (North - East Cool-
gardie) : There is only onel point HA tile
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Bill which I think will require amend-
mient or consideration in Committee, and
that is in Clause 7, in regard to the
annual license fee. The clause provides
that if a member of the board fail to pav
the fee, he may be struck off the roll;
and that appears to be an arbitrary pro-
ceeding to take, because a man ha~ppens
to be unable to pay two guineas. I see
it is provided in the latter part of the
clause that the board may restore the
name to the register on payment of
arrears and of suchi fine as the board may
impose. I think it should be made
mandatory on the hoard to restore the
man to his position ou the roll, if bie pays
after having got into arrear with the
fee, because such failure way be caiised
by illntess, by bankruptcy, or other mis-
fortune; and it does seemn a bit curious
that the board should have power to
strike a man completely off the roll and
(leprive him of his means of livelihood,
simply because hie has failed to pay a fee
of two guineas. The rest of the Bill
seems5 to be all right.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a4 second time.

AGRICULT.URAL BANK ACT
AMENDMENT BILL.

On motion by the COMMISSIONER OF
CROWN LAwNDS (Hon. G. Throssell), the
House resolved into Committee. to con-
sider the Bill.

IN COMMITTEE.

Clauses 1 and 2-agreed to.
Clause :3 -Mortgragor to keep fences,

etc., in repair:
MR. MITCHELL: What necessity was

therp for requiring that a man should
keep the fences in repair, seeing that the
security for the loan was the land itself
and not the improvements?

Tap COMMISSIONER OF RAIL-
WAYS (Hon. F. H. Piesse):- Though
fences did not form a, portion of the un.-
provernents on which the bank advanced
money, yet they must necessarily be kept
in repair, for badly-fenced property would
not be good security for a. loan.

Mpn. JAMES:- Though property should
certainly be kept in thorough repair, such
a provision should not be inserted in the
Bill, but rather in the mortgage deed;
for if in the Bill, it might be inferred that
s4inhilar provisions not in the Bill had nto

effect. Either put all such provisions in
the Bill, which could be done by adding
another schedule containing a model form
of mortgage, or omit all such provisions,

Mn. MTITCHELL;. Seeing that ad-
vances were made only upon land cleared
and cultivated, and not on fencing, it was
clearly unfair to make the repairing of
fences compulsory.

MR. LEASE: As the object of the
Bill was to encourage improvements, how

Icould it be unfair to compel a wan to
Imake his improvements efficient?

MR. MORAN: The hon, member (Mr.
IMitchell) was referring to the Greenough
Idistrict..

MR. LEAKE: Oh! Ini that district
Ithere Were no fences.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
last speaker could not have visit ed the
Greenough district recently. The pro-
vision in the clause was absolutely nieces-
sary for the sake of the intending bor-
rower, for the Bank would not advance
money except on well-fenced Land.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 4-Amenidment of 58 Vict., No.

21, Sec. 5:-
Mn. PHILLIPS: How would the

Victoria district share in this grant of
£100,000 extra to the Bank? Only a
few potunds had hitherto been spent by
the Bank in that locality.

Mn. WILSON moved. that the words
"two hundred thousand pounds " be

struck out, and "1one hundred and fifty
thousand pounds" inserted in lieu thereof.
As the Bank had taken five years in
which to expend the £,100,000 already
granted, the Commnittee would hardly be
justified in granting a, simailar sum, which
would probably take another five years to
spend, until th operations of the institu-
tion had gone beyond the experimental
stage. At present the repayments of
principal had hardly commuenced, as the
Act provided that such repaymnts should
begin five years after the Bank's incep-
tion, whichi five years had just expired,
so that repayments would probably begin
next year. Better see how rapidly the
principal was repaid before the Committee
committed itself to further expenditure,
over which .Parliament should have com-
plete control. An extra £50,000 would
be quite sufficient, in addition to the
£100,000 already granted. If expecta-
tions with regard to moneys already

[3 OCTOBER, 1899.]Agricultural Bank Bill:
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lent were fulfilled, Parliament would wil-
lingly grunt still further supplies.

Mit. MONGER: On the second read-
ing it had been clearly shown that a

majority of the Committee favoured the
flank. The amnendment was sure to be
negatived.

MR. ROBSON opposed the amnend-
nient, for so far from limiting the Bank's
operations. they should be extended. In
the Victoria district, containing one quar-
ter of the agricultural land of the colony,
durint the last two years only some £200
odd haid been distributed. Hfe reminded
the Minister of his promise to send a
"live " land-agent to Geraldton.

THE COMMISSIONER OF CROWN
LANWDS: It had been acknowledged in
this House, and throughout the country,
that in the past the Agricultural Bank
had done a great deal of good, and there
was no reason why the proposal to grant
another £100,000 should not be passed.
With regard to the remarks of the ineni-
her for the Irwin (Mr. Phillips), it was
rather an old story now to say that his
district had been neglected. There was
no reason why the operations of this Bank
should not be open to every district in
the colony, and he could not help saying,
in defence of the Government, that the
district represented. by the hon. member
(Mr. Phillips) must have neglected itself
and its opportunity. He would take care,
so far as he was concerned, that the local
paper had an advertisement when this
Bill was passed and money was at his
disposal for the purpose, intimating that
applications wyould be received at all times
from settlers. There mnight be special
reasons in the lion miember's district why
people had not taken advantage of the
Agricultural Bank; and the hon. member
would know what he meant without fur-
ther reference to the matter. At any rate,
he would put this little matter right, so
that the charge could not be boght
again in the Assembly that the Goen -
nient had neglected the Irwiin or any
other district in the colony, which com-
plaint everyone knew was not true. He
hoped the member for the Canning (Mr.
Wilson) would allow the Bill to pass
without further objection.

MR. MORAN: Although supporting
the Bill heartily, he admired the principle
which had urged the member for the
Canning to ioe the amendment--that

was, if the circumstances just now were
ordinar ' . We were on the eve of per-
haps a vry mighty change in Western
Australia, and it was wise that all legis-
lation that passed this session should
undergo close scrutiny, when we con-
sidered the legislation in conjunction
with the fate of this country whether for
bad or good.

MR. OxoxuxF: The country was all
right.

MR. MORAN: We should express our
desire as a Parliament and ai people to do

Iall we could under the Bill to assist the
agricultural industry, and assist the
country; and, as far as he was con-
cerned, be thought Western Australia in
the future would have to enlarge its
sphere of operations-in this respect. Par-

Ilianient had a plain duty before it, for if
this country entered into the bonds of
federation, 'we should devote while we
could our energies to the clearing and
cultivation of the national estate of Wes-
tern Australia. There were lines on which

Ithe Parliament might achieve the same
ends which other countries had achieved
by protective duties, and these lines would
follow through State aid and State work,
almost die State nationalisation of
lands. The lands should be cleared l)w
the money of the country, so as to place
the~ agricultural industry in the same
position that years of bonuses and State
aid in the other colonies had done for their
agricultural industry. One reason for
supporting the Bill was that he believed
the present manager of the Agricultural
Bank was a tried and trusted servant,
and was doing his work well: one wished

I to mark strongly the appreciation of that
officer's efforts. He hoped the Parlia-
m nent would never for a moment lose sight
of the great question of building up in
Western Australia ain agricultural in-
dus try equal he hoped to that of the
neighbouring colony of South Australia.
We might lose our chance if we did not
do it now. There was no check ii, the
Commonwealth Bill, and nothing he
should think would prevent the colony
front assisting in all national works whieti
might be undertaken. The best possible
result would accrue from the policy the
Government were now pursuing.

MR. GEORGE: The member for the
Canning (Mr. Wilson) had good reasons
foi suggesting the amendment lie had

itt Cominittee.
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made to reduce the amount now to be
granted to £50,000, and one thought
perhaps we might find one of the best
reasons that would appeal to bon. inei-
hers in the statelnent made by one bon.
rentlenian who was noted for his inac-

curacy. He referred to the membher for
lBunbury, who, in his position as Premier
and Treasurer of this colony, made a state-
ment the other evening on the second
reading of the Bill that the money was
lent by the Savings Bank to the Agricul-
tural Bank at five per cent., and a few
minutes afterwards the Premier stated
that it was three-and-a-half or four per
cent.

THE PxrEBnE: Five per cent, to the
mni.

MR. GE; 'ROE: The lion, member
was out of order in interjecting when not
in his place. If hie (Mr. George) were
permitted to refer to Hansard, he was
sure that Mansard would support him
when he said that the Premier in his
speech said that five per cent, was paid by
the Agricultural Bank to the Savings
Bank.

THE COMMISSIONER OF RAILWAYS: The
tionev was borrowed at three-and-a-hall
per cent. .and lent at five per cent.

AIR. GEORGE: The Premier stated
that the Agricultural Bank borrowed
from the Savings Bank at five per cent.
Afterwards, when the member for Albany
(Mr. fLake) was speaking, the Premier.
forgetting his previous words, interjected
that three-and-a-half or fonu- per cent.
was charged to the Bank.

THE Cominssiown OF RAm~wvxvs: That
was at mistake.

THE PREMIER: The mistake was not
his (the Premnier's).

MR. GEORGE: Then Mansurd did
not take it down correctly.

Tee PREMIER: They often made mis-
takes, like other people.

MR. GEORGE said he bad more faith
in Hansard than the Premier had. The
Premier had his own way oif turning
figures to suit himself.

THE PREMIER: The sense of the thing
was clear enough.

MR. GEORGE: The object he had
was not to oppose the operations of the
Agricultural Bank, but hie wanted to
point out an inaccuracy on the part of
the Premier. It had been stated that it
had taken several years to lend the

£100,000 voted to the Agricultural Bank
under the original Act, and it was now
proposed to give another £9100,000, pre-
sumably to be lent out in the next year.
No provision was made on the Estimates
for carrying out this work, and we knew
that so far as the manager of the Bank
was concerned, he never lent money unless
he had personally inspected the land and
knew all about it. It had taken a num-
ber of years -to lend the first £100,000,
and if imother £100O,000 was to be lent
within 12 months, provision should be
made for a staff of officers to carry out
the operations of the Agricultural bank.

THE COMMISSIONER OF RAILWAYS: It
was not proposed to lend the money in 12
months.

Mx. GEORGE: Then if not, in the
name of goodness, why should not the
amount of money that it was necessary
to spend within 12 mnths be voted
under the Bill, and the Government
could come to Parliament again for
another vote ?

THE COMMISSIONER OF RAILWAYS:
The Government did not want to keep
coming to Parliament over this matter.

MR. GEORGE: Members were sent
to this House that they might keep a
sharp eye on the funds of the country,
and the only way to do that was to
examine and criticise; but he ws afraid

Ithe criticism would be cut short this
Session by orders from the Premier.

MR. WOOD: Was the hon. member
under orders ?

MR. GEORGE: Did he (Mr. George)
look like it? If the lion, member (Mr.
Wood) looked in a looking-glass, he
would see the sort of man who received
orders front the Premier. Members car-
ried out their duty' by criticising the
Estimates, and although he did not wish

Iin any way to imipede the operations of
the Agricultural Bank, because he be-
lieved it was one of the best departments
of the State, lie thought £50,000 was

Iquite sufficient to expect the manager of
the Bank to lend duriing the coming 12
months, unless his staff was increased.
He knew the Premier could authorise an
increase of the staff of the Agricultural
Bank and bring down the aniount in ain
Excess Bill; but there had been no asser-
tion by the Premier that this was to be
(ldone. If £60,000 were lent before the
ex piration of 12 months, it was a per-
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fectlv easy matter for the Premier to
advance any further sum that was required.

THE PREMIER: Oh, no.
MR. GEORGE: The manager of the

Bank did not lend money until the im-
provements were carried out ; until fenc-
ing was finished the manager of the
Agricultural Bank did not part with the
cash; and if the money was lent for im-
provemnents, the manager of the Bank
had the right, and Parliament expected
him, to see that the fences were erected.
He would not oppose the grant of the
£2100,000, but the member for the Can-
ning had good reasons for moving his
ameudmneut.

MR. LEAKE: The amendment would
be supported by him. Why should we
grant another £100,000 when there was
no possibility of the amount being spent
in the next four or five years, or at any
rate during the life of this Parliament?
If any' thing was to be granted, let suffi-
cient be allowed to last until the next
Parliament assembled, and if more money
was required, let the new Parliament
grant it. He dlid not k-now where the
money was coming from, We had not
been told.

THE PREMIER: Yes.
MR. LEAKE: Where was the money

coming from ?~
THE PREMIEsR: The Savings Bank.
MR. LEAKE: It was wrong to take

the money from the Savings Bank, and
apply it in this way. The Savings Hank
money should be invested in such securities
as could be realised at once. Supposing
there were a demand for this money' in
the Savings Bank, how did the Premier
think he could get the money at once, or
within a reasonabile time?9 He presumed
the £ 100,000 already obtained had come
from the Savings Bank, although it was
stated when the Bill was originally intro-
duced that the £100,000 would co out
of loan mioney; and now it was proposed
to take another £2100,000 from the same
source.

TnE PREMIER: Why did not the lion.
member (Mr. Leabe) oppose the Agricul-
tural Bank Act.

MR. LEAKE: If it were possible to
oppose the Act, he would be glad to do
so. There was no reason why lie should
not enter his protest.

THE PREMIER: The hon. member
opposed anythin'g.

1 MR. LEAIKE: Anything that ought
to be opposed.

THE PREMIER: That was evertthing.
MR. LEAKE: The majority of matters

the rihon. gentleman hiad been pro-
*posing to the country ought to be
opposed by everybody. For instance,

*there was very little good in the measures
introduced during this session. We
owed £02,000,000. and yet we did not
know how we stood. The Premier might
know, bitt he had not condescended to
tell us; yet hie told us hie was going to
borrow this £100,000 fromn the Savings
Bank. It was not the proper thming, to
get the money from the Savings Bank,
because the noue 'y deposited in the
Savings Bank was practically at call1, and
consequently should be invested iu what
were known as liquid securities- -those
securities which could be realised at any
moment. If there were, unfortuniately,
a run upon the Savings Bank. the right
hon. gentleman would find himself in a,
position of not being able to pay the

.1 debt.
* THE COMMISSIONER OF RAILWVAYS:
That was not correct.

Ma. TEARE: We must remember
that the money was borrowed for a
term of something like 10 years. and how
could we be justified in borrowing money
from an institution which was liable to)
have its money called up on demand?
The Savings Bank might call upon the
Agricultural Bank to pay on demand, and
if the money were not avail-able, one or
other of the institutions would,,go to the
wall, and in such anc event the Govern-

I ]uent must be forced to borrow monev
from other banks or obtain it by way of
loan. It was not an advantage to expe-i -
mneutalise in the way the right lion.
gentleman proposed, particularly having
r-ega rd to the present state of affairs.

THE PREMIER: Not for one moment
did lie think the lion. mnembier (M.
Leake) was doing more than talk for
talking's sake; and not for a moment
did he suppose the bon. mnember would
get support in this matter. Thme Agri-
cultural Bank Act was passed in 1894,
and it wvent very slowly at first, but now
we had reached the end of the £100,000
authorised at the time the Act was passed.
Following out the arguments of the lion.
member, we only ought to have allowed
so mnuch a year, say £20,000 a year, bit

in Committee.
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the Act allowed a total expenditure of
£10(0,000. The policy inaugurated had
worked satisfactoril 'Y, in the opinion of
those who had given it attention and
knew anything about it, and the policy
should be pursued continuously. The
Government asked for another instal-
ment, which would last, he supposed,
for two or three years. If wve were
experimentalising or afraid, or if the
results were unsatisfactory or we were
dissatisfied, lie could understand why
we should be loth to do more, per-
haps, than give a year's supply; but it
was acknowledged throughout the length
and breadth of the country that the
Agricultural Ban k Act was one of the
very best Acts ever introduced into the
colony. It was working well, and was
part of the laud polic 'Y of the country ;
and what reason was there to say we
should not provide more than £60,000?

MR. WILSON: Fifty thousand pounds
was quite sufficient, was it not?

THE PREMIER: Ina his Opinion, it
was not stifficient. The Government did
not want to come to Parliament every
year. The member for the Murray (Mr.
"George) had tried to represent him as
saying the Government paid the Savings
Bank five per cent, for the money ob-
tamed. Tihe hon. inember held up)
Haasard, but unless Hansard had been
revised byv the member who made the
speech, the report could not be said to be
more accurate than the member's own
recollection; and even if he (the Premier)
had made an error in speaking. the facts
were plain. The Government lent to the
agriculturist at five per cent., burrowed
at three-and-a-half per cent., and paid
the Savings Bank depositor three per
cent. Those members who opposed the
proposal had no faith in this institution;
and they would not believethe Bank mnana-
ger nor himself (tile Premier,) nor the
Minister of Lands, nor others -they would
not believe that the Agricultural Bank
Act was one of the best measures ever
introduced into the country' . If they (lid
b elieve it and knew the good work it was
doing, and that we got twice the value
for our money in the improvements
made, they would not hesitate to allow
the policy to be continued. As to other
colonies-very democratic colonies, which
some members were always desirous of
referring to - what were they doing to

assist the farmers? They were borrow-
inu mioney to repay mortgages, and to
lend to the agriculturists at a cheaper
rate than that charged by the financial
institutions. Instead of paving perhaps
five, six, seven. or eight per cent., farmers
obtained money from the Government at
four or five per cent., the Government
advancing sums at that rate to encour-
ake and assist the agriculturists. The
Government of Western Australia were
doing nothing of the kind. All we were
doing was to lend money- for improve-
meats; and no money was to be lent
until the work was done or commenced,

-and this help was limited to advances for
clearing, cultivating, and otherwise im-
proving tbe larad. He (the Premier) had
watched the institution closely for the
last four or five years. and saw that it
b ad been well and carefully managed.
There had been no losses, but the
institution bad been a gr-eat success, and
that fact was acknowledged throughout
the length and breadth of the land. One

Icould not go into a farming district
Iwitlhput seeing the good work done uinder

I the Act : and all the Government were
asking was that the policy which had
been carried on for the last five
years should be continued, and not
bW continued wvith a niggardly hand.
There was no doubt whatever as to the
advantages of the Bank, which was one
of the foundation-stones of land settle-
mnent in the country. Those who were
olposed to the Bank had no faith in it or
in the good work it had been doing. He
was surprised at the member for the
Murray (Mr. George), who represented a
constituency of farmers, throwing ob-
stacles in the wvay of money being
advanced to those whio were developing
the land resources of the colony; and he
was sure that the member for theMurray
would not get a majority in the House
to agree with him.

MR. GEORGE asked what he had done
to deserve the censure of the Premier.

THE PREMIER: The member for
the Murray was attempting to limit the
amount to be advanced to the Agricul-
tural Bank.

MR. GEonan: The Premier's memnorY
was failing him.

THE PREMIER: The leader of the
member for the Murray was absolutely

against the Bank aud its operations,
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though it was hard to say whether theI
member for the Canning (Mr. Wilson) or
the mnember for Albany (Mr. Leake)
wvas leading the Opposition. However
that mnight. be, if the Agricultural
Bank, which had been a great suce-
cess, were to be interfered with, great
weakness wvould be shown. He himself
had great faith in the Bank, because he
knew it had done good work, and would
yet do good work all over the country; and
the least that Parliament could do was
to give the institution another term of
existence, similar to that which wats given
to it hy the original Act.

THE COMMISSIONER OF CROWN
LANDS said lie could not understand
the timidity and distrust exhibited by
some members in relation to this Bank,
because nothing could be more disastrous
to the country than to place a cbeck on
the operations of the institution. It was
true that with £25,000 the Bank could
carry on; but bie could give good and
sufficient reason why it would be a
mistake to limit the adivanice to £25,000,
or even to £650,000. The colony, was
being advertised abroad, and endeavour
made to attract population ; and one
feature of the advertisement was that
ever 'y man, landing on these shores, and
taking uip land, could get finatucial assist-
ance. If it went forth that the Agricul-
tural Bank had only R25,000, or one or
two years' mionev at disposal, and that
the Minister of' Lands had to run the
gauntlet of the House every time he
required a shilling, would such a Course
be likely to stimulate the great work of
production? 'There was no institution
in the colony, or out of it, doing such
good work on such sound principles and
with such good security. Speaking in
round numbers, lie believed he was quite
within the mark when he said that for
the £98,000 advanced by the Bank. the
Government held security over half a
maillion pounds worth of property, besides
the additional advantage of the clearing
of the land. That was the absolute state
of affairs at the present time, and con-
fessing that the Bank might be carried on
with £25,000, it was from one point of
view strange that the Committee should
be asked to trust hint with five Years'
money, instead of money for one yqar.
But he had given the best of i-easons why
the Laudis Department shiould be trusted

with this £100,000, and there was the
guarantee of what had been done in tme.
past. Not a single loss had been made,
but the institution had been worked at it
profit; and did he want another argument
in favour of the measure hie wouild re-
mind hon. members, and they would
recoguise the truth of the statem~ent, that
it was just possible there would be what
some of them wvould call at disaster.
namely the -adoption of federation staring
Its in thle face. Some people went so far
as to say, though he himself did not say
it, that federation would bring great
disaster on land settlement in this colony;
and if that were so, an effort ought to be
made to minimise that result. Every
year hon. members were fuirnished with a
report of the transactions of the Bank, and
every detail was placed before them, ex-
cept, of course, the names of borrowers.
He asked members with the fullest con-
fidence to withdraw their opposition to
this clause, and he ventured to say that
when he submitted the annual report,
they would have no reason to regret the
trustthiey had placed in the Government.

MR. GEORGE denied the accusation
made by the Premier, that he (Mr.
George) was throwing obstacles in the
wvay of the Bill; because all that hie en-
deatvoured to do was to show that a nmatter
of this sort required a little considera-
tion. Hon. members were here for the
purpose of discussing matters, and not
for the purpose of listening to tirades of
abuse from members on one side of the
House or the other; and if, when the 'Y
came to discuss a matter, they were
simpl[y to be told they had no interest in
the country, the best thing they could do
would be to clear out of the House and
leave the business to at dictatorship. He
(Mr. George) recognised no leader but
himself. and did not intend to. If he

Ivoted on the side of the Premier, hie (Mr.
George) would no doubt be a white-
washed angel, but hie would have fallen
in the estimation of honest men; and
he intended to do his duty to the
country.

MR ITCHIELL expressed the hope
thtthe amendment would be withdrawn,

ibecause after all if this £100,000 were
Igiven to the Government, it would be
lent out on the security of land and im-
provenients. In speaking before on this
question. be had been under the impres-.
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slon that the only improvements con-
sidered were clearing and cultivation, but
lie found now that fencing and well-
sinking were also taken into account:
and for the mistake he had made lie was
to b~lanme. Unlike some members of the
Opposition, hie did not attempt to throw
any mud, because lie saw no cause. Dur-
ing the short time he had bad the honour
of a seat in the House, lie had cultivated
an admiration of the member for the
Canning (Mr. Wilson), for the lucid
maimer in which he laid his opinions
before the House, and also for the fair-
ness with which that lion, member said
those hard things which were, perhaps,
necessary in Parliamentary life. People
who threw abuse across the House might
have no more sense than to do so, but it
ill became a lawyer or at gentleman to
make use of expressions which had been
heard. He cast back such accusations for
what they were worth, in the teeth of
those who made theni.

MR. JAMES : And they were worth very
little.

MR. MORAN : Let the lion. member
(Mr. James) keep his own bouse in order.

MR. JAM1ES: Having always sup-
ported the Agricultural Bank, the inter-
jection was meaningless. The expendi-
ture of the proposed increase of capital
would extend far beyond the life of the
present Parliament. Although he sym-
pathised with those who hesitated to
.support that increase, be yet maintained
that as this extra £100,000 would be en-
trusted to a man like Mr. Paterson, lion.
mnembers could have complete confidence
in its wise investment, though the clause
undoubtedly required catreful considera-
tion.

Amendment (Mr. Wilson's) put. and at
division called for by the mover.

TuE CHAIRMAig: There was only
one voice.

Amendnment negatived onl the voices,
and the clause passed.

Schedule and title.-agreed to.
Bill reported without amendmient, andi

report adopted.

ADJOURNM~ENTI.
THE PREMIER: Hon. tuembers having

agreed not to sit on Wednesday evening,
and Wednesday being a bank holiday, a
hiall-holiday having been also granted in
the Governiment offices so that civil ser-

vants might attend the opening of the
Industrial Exhibition in Perth, it would
be well that the House should not meet
at all on Wednesday. He moved that the
House at its rising do adjourn until
Thtu-sday, afternoon.

Put an~d passed.
The House adjourned at 10-46 p.

until the next Thursdlay.

Thursday, 51h October, 1899.

Apjropriatio Messagel. supply - Parer presented -
n.et..on: Midlnd Juction. Wrkahb.s-,n s

to:conning Jarralp Railway, Purchase flundsy
TLabour i Mne Bill, first reading-Shdiin and
Dredging for Gold Bill, fimt reading - -Motion:
Anzstolam Contingent, Tranavel - Motion: Drift
Conaoxnwealth Bill, Joint, Ccouttees. R..o.n
iendations; debate on Bill and Amndments, fist
day Message: Assent to Bills (4)-Adjournment.

Tun SPEAKER took the Chair at

4-30 o'clock. p.

PRAYERS.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGE, SUPPLY.

A Message front the Governor was
received and read, recommending an ap-
propriation of t-250,000 out of the con-
solidated revenue fund for the service of
the current financial year.

Ordered, that the Message lie con-
sidered in Committee of Supply ait the
next sitting of the House.

PAPERS PRESENTED.

By the PREMIER: 1, fly-lawvs Of the
unicipal council of iLeederville; 2,

Meterological Observations, Perth Obser-
vatory, etc., 1898.

Ordlered to lie oil the table..


