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Leg slatibe @ouncil,
Thursday, 6th February, 1902.

Question : Coolgardie Water Ncheme, Cement Storage~
Bxchonge of Land Bill, first reading—Early Closing
Bill, Recommnittal, reported—Judges’ Pension Act
Amendment Bill, in Committee, progress—Indus-
trial Conciliation and Arbitmtion Bill, in Com-
mittee, reported -Wines, Beer, and Spirit Sale
Amendment Bill, frat rending — Coolgnrdie Water
Su Tlply Loan Re-allocation Bill, irst rending —Brands
Bill, frst reading —Dividend [uty Amendment
Bil), first reading—Workers' Compenaation Bill,
second rending (resumed), concluded ; in Committes,
reported-—Kolgoorlie Tramways Amendment Bill,
necotnrl rendling, in Committee, reported—Adjourn-
ment,

Tae PRESIDENT took the Chair at
430 o’clock, p.m.

PrAYERS.

QUESTION—COOLGARDIE WATER
SCHEME, CEMENT STURAGE.

Hon. F. T. CROWDER asked the
Minister for Lands: What amount has
been paid, and is owing by, the Govern-
ment for the storage of cement imported
for the use of the Coolgardie Water
Scheme.

Tae MINISTER FOR LANDS
replied : —
Amounts paid--

To Railway Department ... £1,834 &5 9

,» Canning Jarrah Co. 620 12 10
Total amount paid ... £2,454 18 7
Amounts owing (approximate)—
To Railway Department ... £535 0 ¢
» Canning Jarrah Co. ... 19 0 0
Total amount owing
{approx.) £35¢ 0 0

PERTH SUBURBAN LOTS (SUBIACO)
EXCHANGE BILL.

Introduced by the MINISTER FOR
Lawps, and read a first trme.

EARLY CLOSING BILL.
RECOMMITTAL.

On motion by Hown. A. B. Kinsow,
Bill recommitted for amendment.

S1r GeoraEk SHENTON took the Chair.

How. A. B. KIDSON moved that
after the word * Hairdressers,” in
Schedule 2, “ Tobacconists 7’ be inserted.

Put and passed.

Bill reported with a farther amend-
ment, and the report adopted.

(COTUNCIL.]

Judges' Pengion Bill.

JUDGES PENSION ACT AMENDMENT
BILL.

IN COMMITTEE.

Sie GroRGE SHENTON took the Chair.

Clause 1—Amendwment of 60 Vict.,
No. 24, Sec. 2:

Hox. J. M. SPEED moved that in
line 3 the words * without the consent of
Parliament ” be struck out, As Mr. R.
S. Haynes had pointed out, the inclusion
of these words in the clanse might lead to
at impression in the public mind that
some Improper feeling existed between
the Judges und Parliament.

How. A. B. Kipson: That was not
Mr, Haynes’s reason.

How. J. M. SPEED: Anyhow, that
was what Mr. Haynes had said.

Amendment put, and a division taken
with the Following result: —

Ayes ... .11
Noes ... e 7

Majority for e 4
AYES.

Nogs.
Hon, E, M. Clarke
Hoa. J, W, Hackatt
Hon, A, Jameson
Hon, A, B, Kidson
Hon, G, Randell
Hon, [I. E. Richardson
Hon, R, Laurie (Tellor),

Hon. G. Bellingbam
Hon, R. G, Burges
Houn, J. B, Connotly
Hon. C. E. D
Hon. J. M. Drew
Hon. J.T. Glowrey
Hen. W. Male
Hoz. R. C. O"Brien
Hon. g hAI v

Hon, ¥. T Crowder

(Tellar),

Amendment {hus
words struck out.

Hox. J. M. SPEED moved, as a
farther awmendment, that in line 3 after
the word *“office” the following be
imserled: “or to any Judge who shall
become ineapable, from any cause what.
soever, of performing the duties of his
office.”

Hon. J. W. Hacxkerr: What was the
wmeaning of this amendment ?

Hox. J. M. SPEED: By the present
Bill the Government were attempting to
“assume a virtno if they had it not.”
The pretence of Ministers was that this
was an attempt to do away with pen-
zions t0 a certain extent; but it was
left entirely to the Judge resigning to
decide whether he was capable of per-
forming his dutiez or not. TUnder the
amendment, a Judge retiring from physi-
cal disability within five years of his
appointment would not receive a pension
al all.

passed, and the



Judges' Pension Bill :

Hown. A, B. KTDSON: This amend.
ment -went %0 ridiculons lengths. A
Judge who bad given up a lucrative
practice to take his seat on the bench

was to receive nothing at all on becoming !

incapucitated. How were we to get the
best men on such terms ?

(6 FeBruary, 1902.]

Hown. J. M. Sreep: We had not got

the best men now.

Hon. A. B. KIDSON : That might be
the hon. member's opinion ; but for his
part he was prepared to maintain that
we had the best men. TUnder this wmend-
ment, who was to settle whether a Judge
wag incapacitated or not? Suppose the
Government said to a Judge, “ You are
incapacitated and must notact any more,”
and the Judge replied, “I am not inca-
pacitated, and shall continue to act.”” In
such a case, who was to decide? Hon.
members must bear in mind that a Judge
could not be removed exeept on an address
from both Houses of Parlinment. The
Government could not remove a Judge.
The amendwent would put the Judges
in & most humiliating position. ,

Hon. G. Bernivavanm: Under the
existing law, a Judge could within a
month of his appointment produce a
suitable medical certificate, and immedi-
ately proceed to draw his pension.

Hon. A. B. KIDSON: Not uander this
Bill. I a Judge resigned now within
five years of his appointment he would
not. get » pension.

How. J. M. SPEED : Should a Judge
become incapable, a good many people
wonld soon recognise the fact. If the
amendment were adopted, the Govern-
ment of the day would take care that any

man appointed to a judgeship was of-

sound health.

Hon. A. B. Kinson: Tet the hon.
member say who was to settle the ques-
tion of a Judge's incapacity.

Hon, J. M. SPEED: This House
could decide the question.

Hon. A. B. Kipson : One House could
not do if.

Hox. J. M. SPEED: Both Houses
could do it. He moved the amendment
because he objected to the Bill, which pre-
tended to aim at the partial abolition of
pensions, but was really ——

Hon. A, B. Krpson: The hon. mem-
ber voted for the second reading.

Hox. J. M. SPEED: Yes; but in
doing so he bad reserved to himself the

. confusion
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right to move amendments in Committee,
The Bill, amended as proposed, would
work satisfactorily.

Tee MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
amendment was of no value whatever. If
# Judge becume incapuble it was open
to any member of either House to bring
the watter before Parliament; and that
wag the only method by which a Judge
could be removed, The matter would be
brought no nearer solutiou by the amend-
ment. If a Judge became incapable, it
wuas open to the mover of this amend-
ment to bring the matter before Parlia-
tment.  The only possible means of com-
pelling a Judge to leave the Beuch was
by an uddress passed by hoth Houses of
Parliament, aud, moreover, passed by an
absolute majerity of both Houses.

Howx. J. W. HACEETT : This amend-
ment reduced our lepizlation to the level
of a furce.  He was not certain whether
the object of hon. members who voted
for Mr. Speed’s previous amendment was
to kill the Bill, or to introduce a bona
fide amendment. Certainly the result of
carrying the present amendment would
e to cause the Government to drop the
Bili; and then we should be thrown
back on the old Act, under which a
Judge could resign and draw his pension
imnmediately after appointment. A wiore
ridiculous amendment than the present,
one which would do more harm to the
estimate and consideration in which the
House might be held, could not well be
imagined. As Mr. Kidson had pointed
out, the amendment asked for a judg-
ment, bt did not even hint who was to
give the judgment. By whom was a
Judge to be found, or declared, or proved
incapable of parforming his duties? By
disuppointed suitors?  For his part, he
admitted that for about 24 hours after a
judgment had been given against him,
he was quite prepared to make out a
good case for the vemoval of the Judge
or magistrate who had given the adverse
decision.  The amendment did not say
whether Parbament, or the Press, or
members of the medical profession, or
the Government, or who else was to
decide the question of incapability. A
more glaringly absurd provision was
never introduced into n measure of this
importance. There seemed to be u little
between pensions and the
rewoval of a Judge. All the Committee

T
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had been asked to do was to consent to
an amendment putting it in the power of
Parliament to say a pension should not
be grauted under certais circumstances.
As to the removal of a Judge, we could
join in a resolution of another Chamber
to remove a Judge, but that did not
remove him, and the Government were
absolutely incapable of taking action
upon such a resolution. What would
happen was that a resolution would go to
the Privy Council, who would decide
whether the Judge should be removed.
He was certain we had killed the Bill as
it stood.

Hown. F. T. Crowper: Was the hon.
member speaking for the Government ?

Hown. J. W. HACKETT: The Govern.
wment had voted against what was
proposed, so they had done their best to
support the measure. Unless the old
clause was reintroduced, or something
equivalent to it, the Bill would go by the
board. There would be a fourth Judge,
becanse the goldfields members insisted
upon it. A Judge must be in existence
as soon as possible, and that Judge
would come in under the old Act. Vested
rights could not be touched, and we
should have four Judges under the old
law and no Judge under the new.

Twe CaAIRMAN: Members should look
very carefully into the amendmments being
moved. He was under the impression
that some had overlooked Sections 55 and
56 of the Constitution Act.

Hon. J. M. SPEED: The Bill was
brought down by the Grovernment as they
were practically going to do away with
pensions for five years, and unless a
Judge chose to resign--and one did not
auppose a Judge would wish to do so,
whatever the state of his health, and
whether capable of doing his duties or
not— he would get his pension.

Hox. G. RANDRLL: The Committee
were endeavouring to do what was an
impossibility, and he thought it inad-
visable for us to deal with tbe Judges’
Pension Act in the way proposel. He
believed the Bill was an honest attempt
to meet expressions of opinion which had
been given utterance to, but apparently
we were attempting to accomplish some-
thing contrary to the spirit of the
Constitution Act. We had always con-
sidered it desirable to leave the Judges
perfectly free and independent. Things

[COUNCIL.]
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Coneilialion Bl

might happen to prevent a Judge from
administering his duties satisfactorily to
himself or the country; but, if this pro-
posal were carried out, he would consider
the question of continuing to occupy the
position, becanse the present Bill would
prevent him frow having o pension unless
he had been on the bench five years. He
suggested to the leader of the House that
progress be repnrted.

How. J. W. Hackerr: The hon.
mewber might move that the Chairman
leave the Chair.

How, G. RANDELL: There were
several courses open to the Mioister.
One could only suggest that progress
should be reported, as that method was
more respectful to the House than would
be a motion to withdraw the Bill or that
the Chairman leave the Chair.

Tre MINISTER FOR LANDS moved
that progress be reported, and leave given
to sit again.

Hown. C. E. DEMPSTER culled for a
division.

Tae CHAIRMAN: [t was etiquette
of Parliument, when a Minister asked that
progress be reported, for the Committee
to consent.

How, C. E. Dempsrer withdrew his
call for a division,

Motion (progress) put and passed.

Progress reported, and leave given to
sit again,

INDUSTRIAL CONCILIATION AND
ARBITRATION BILL,

IN COMMITTEE.

Sir GEORGE SHENTON took the Chair.

Clause 1—agreed to.

Clause 2—Interpretation :

Hown. G. RANDELL wnoved that after
the word ¢ dispute ” in the first line of
the definition of “industrial disputes,”
the words ** as herein defined ” be inserted.
The amendment would bring this defini-
tion into accord with the old Act.

Hown. J. M. SPEED said he did not
know what the effect of the amendment
would be.

Amendment put and passed,

Hon. F. T. CROWDER moved that
paragraph (e) be struck out.

Hown. J. M. SPEED: To strike out
this paragraph would nullify the Bill
Hon, members must observe that it was
not obligatory on either the board or the
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in Committee.

court to direct thut only unionists should | either branch of the Legislature. The

be employed. The board or court would
in each case decide according to the par-
ticular circumstances. No real objection
had been taken to the clause in New
Zealand by the workers.

How. G. RawpenL: No; one would
think not !

Hon, J. M. SPEED : The question wus
one entirely for the workmen to deal with.

Hon. F. T. CROWDER: It would be
very undesirable to put it in the power
of auy tribunal to decide whether prefer-
ence should be given to unionists over
non-unjonists. Workers who remained
outside unions wsually did so on conscien-
tious grounds.

Hon. A. B. KIDSON: Mr. Speed had
said this was a matter for the workers to
decide. Of course, if such a power as pro-
posed by this paragraph were given to the
workers, no one could blame them for
exercising it. The question was, however,
whether the workers should be given that
power. If the paragraph were allowed
to stand, it would wean that the employer
of a good workman who was not a
nnionist, would have to either discharge
him or force bim to become a member of
a union. The paragraph constituted as
gross an interference with individual
liberty as could well be conceived.

How. G. RANDELL: No such pro-
vigioo as that proposed to be struck out
wug to be found in the present Concili-
ation and Arbitration Act; and he hoped
hon. members would not allow it w stand.
Every man, whether uniomist or non-
unioniat, should be allowed a fair chance
of obtaining employment. It was clear
that if the paragraph were allowed to
stand the unienist, though not perhaps
the better workman, would have the
preference over the non-unionist. The
provision represented an attempt on the
part of the labour organisations to reach
the ultimate goal at which they were
aiming.

How. J. W. HACKETT: As probably
the largest employer of labour in the
House, he was prepared to aceept the
clause as it stood. The attempt to throw
obstacles in the way of the establishment
of unions came a couple of vears too late.
If Parliament was opposed to the forma-
tion of unions, then the existing Coneilia-
tion and Arbitration Act should not have
been passed, or even contemplated by

object of the measure was to prevent
strikes and to compel employers and
workers to enter into industrial agree-
ments. If those industrial agreements
were unfair, or were not fairly carried
out, recourse could Le had to the board
or the court.

Hon. F. T. CrowDER:
change, indeed !

Hox. J. W, HACKETT: No; this
was the opinion he had always held.

Hown. J. M. Speep: Mr. Hackett had
been consistent all through.

Howr. A. B. Kipson: Why not enact
that every worker must belong toa union ?

How. J. W. HACKETT: Parliament
had decided practically to that effect two
years ago in passing a Conciliation and
Arhitration Bill.

Hox. A. B. Krnpsox: Why not enact
this in plain language, then ?

How. J. W. HACKETT: The pro-
vision was adopted from the amended
New Zealand Ac¢t., Judges on the New
Zealand Bench had said that they had
practically decided in tavour of union
employment even before the provision was
enacted. He agreed with what no doubt
was pussing through the minds of many
hon. members-~that the Conciliation and
Arbitration Act was on its trial, the
present being a time of abundant
prosperity. The real value of the. Act
would be seen only in times of stress. A
clear advantage luy in getting employers
and workers within the scope of the Act,
in order that the parties might know
with whom they had to deal and that the
area of strikes might be circumscribed as
closely as possible, If the paragraph
were struck out, it would be only waste
of time to consider the Bill farther.

Hown, A, B. Kipngoxn: The Bill, as it
stood, would practically force men into
the unions,

How. J. W. HACKETT: In connec-
tion with the original Act, he had pointed
out that we should eventually have
universal unicns of workers and universal
unions of employers. This provisiou in
the present Bill was only a natural
corollury of the previous Act.

How. F. T. Crowngr: If this kind of
legislation continued, we should all he
workers in a couple of years' time.

How. J. W. HACKETT: It wasto
be hoped we were all workers now. In

Here was a
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every urban employment there would
certainly be some unionists; and those
unionists held industry at their merey,
because they could refuse to work and so
bring watters to a standstill Hon.
members might as well swallow the
whole Bill. The guestion of employing
free or union labour was not to be
decided antomatically nuder the measure,
but would go before the court for
adjudication like any other mutter in
dispute. Ii there was clear necessity for
the employwent of non-union labour, the
court would so decide. If, on the other
hand, in the best interests of the
industry, of the employers and the
workers, union labour alone should be
employed, the court would decide to that
effect. He supported the vetention of
the paragraph.

Hox, R. LAURIE : The purpose of
this Bill was to prevent strikes by means
of concilistion and arbitration before the
mischief was done. As an employer of
labour, he regarded the term “ freedom
of contract” as a misnomer. The
bitterest indusiriul fights in the Eastern
States had turned on the question of
whether the employers should have what
was called ““freedom of contract.” Tf,
as Mr, Kidson had said, the non-union
men would strike, what was the ase of
the Bill?

Hon. A. B, Kmpsow: The non-
unionists would strike becansean attempt
was made to compel them to join & union.

Hon. R. LAURIE: Would any pro-
vision of this measure reach a non-
unjonist? The object with which the
Trade Unions Bill had been passed was
to make this Conciliation and Arbitration
Bill valuable. Without the Trade Unions
Bill, unionists could net be reached or
penalised in case of misconduct. If this
paragraph were struck out, it would be
just as well to drop the whole Bill. He
employed probably 100 men, and there
was not u non-unionist among them.

Howx. A. B. Kipsow: Then of course
the hon. member was all right.

Hon. BR. LAURIE : The hon. member
interjecting could not point te any busi-
ness employing a dozen men with not a
unionist among them.

Horx. A. B. Kipsox:
use of the clause, then ?

Hon. R. LAURIE : If the hon. mem-
ber thought the cluuse harmless, why

‘What was the
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in Commzittee.

should he desire to have it excised ? The
recent railway strike had surely been a
gufficient lesson on the evils of non-
vnionism, Hon, members should bear
in mind that the chief suiferers from
strikes were not the strikers, who were
possibly led away by one or two hot-
headed men, but the women and children.
He appea.led to hon. members not to
male the Bill valueless by mutilation.

Hon. J. M. SpeEp: As was done last
session,

Tee MINISTER FOR LANDS: Un.
doubtedly, this question went to the
very basis of the Bill; and it was well
that it had been raised at an early stage.
Oun the second reading he had stated that
the chief object of the measure was the
regisiration of industrial uniouns in order
that industrial agreements might be
made. If the employment of mnon-
unionist labonr were encouraged, the
very root of the measure would be struck
at. In fact, if hon. members excised
this paragraph, they might as well throw
the Billout. [SevErar Memsers: No.]
The question of whether union labour
shonld be encouraged as against non-
union, and whether the operation of the
measure should extend to wnon-union
labour, had been fully discussed before;
buat the decision arrived at had not
proved satisfactory, the existing Concilia-
tion and Arbitration Act being apparently
a failure. After Judge Backhouse's
report on the New Zealand meusure had
been made, it was found necessary to
insert this provision in the Act; and it
wag to be hoped the provision would be
retained here.

Hon. A. B. KIDSON: It was im-
possible to agree with the coutention
of the Minister for Lands that if
Clause 2 were amended as proposed
the whole Bill would be nullified. In
regard to an Act which had just lapsed,
the present Minister for Lands had
urged that it interfered with the liberty
of the subject. If, however, there was
one measure which would interfere with
the liberty of the subject, it was the
present Bill; yet we found the Minister
supporting it as calmly as possible.
Apparently by this clause an endeavour
was made o throw upon the court that
which Parliament really should decide,
becanse if the court once decided that
union labour was to be employed, the
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matter would be settled for ever. Why
not let us enact that every working man
should be a unionist; in fact he would
move later on that it should be compulsory
that every working man should go into o
union ; because that was the effect of the
clause. If this was not a coercion Bill he
did not know what was. He would have
liked to see some record as to the non-
unionist working men in this State,

just as much as unionists; he would like
to see how they compared in nnmber with
those who belonged to unians.

Tue MinisTer vor Lavps: It was
very difficult to get that information.

Hov. A. B. KIDSON: Why should
wen be forced into unions?  Why should
they be forced to go to the court? He
was in favour of and voted for the
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in Committee.

Amendinent passed ; paragraph struck

Hon. R. G. BCRGES: “Worker” was
defined as any person of any age of either
sex. 1f we were going to introduce legis-
lation of this sort, we had better let the
world know, so that people would not

‘come here and invest their money. The
definition was perfectly absurd, and if it

. were passed as it stood, lots of industries
because they were entitled to be considered -

would be knocked on the head altogether.
Lots of vineyards here would have toshut
up. He moved that the words ** any age
or,” in line 1, be struck out, and *the
age of sixteen years or upwards of”
inserted in lieu,

Hor. G. RANDETLL: This definition

. of “worker” would tend fo disorganise

measure introduced last session, but this °

measure was going a little too far. He
did not agree that we should do away
with the Bill altogether. Let those
unions at present in existence, and who
would come Into existence, take advantage
of the measure; but we should respect the
rights of men who did not belong tounions.

Hon. B. C. ’BRIEN: As to coercing
men, he did not see that there was any
coercion in the matfer.
and Captain Laurie were both large
employers, and they gracefully accepted
the sub-clavse. He hbelieved that if
we had the figures we should find
that 80 per cent. of the working
men of the State were more or less union-
ists, and the object of introducing this
sub-clause was to induce those who were
not unionists to become so, and thereby
wake the working of the Bill easy.

Amendment. put, and a division taken
with the following result :—

Ayves .. 8
Noes .. 8
A tie ... . 0

AvEes,

Hon, G. Bellinghrm
Hon. E. G. Burges -
Hon. F. 1. Growder
Hon. J. T. Glowrey
Hon. A. B, Kiilson
Hon. G. Randell
Hon. J. E, Bichardson
Hon. C. E. Dempster Hon. J. M. Drew

{Teiler). {Tsiter).

Tae Cmairmax gave bis casting vote
with the Ayes, so that the Committee
might have another apportunity of con-
sidering the sub-clavse.

Noks.
Hou. E. M, Claxke
Hon. J. D, Connolly
Hon. J. W. Hachett
Hon. A, Jameson
Houn. R. Laurie
Hon. B, C. Q'Brien
Hon, J. M., Speed

and disarrange the whole business of the
country. It was so wide and far-
reaching that no one would escape its
vperation. He could not understand why
the definition of “worker” given by the
vld Act had been departed from. That
definition weut far enough for the pur.

. poses of this legislation. At 18 years prob-

My, Hackett

ably, and at 16 years certainly, people
were not qualified to express opinions on
important questions. Now-a-davs the
young were very ready to make definite
pronouncements, so much so that be was
often afraid to express an opinion before
young people. Experience appeared to
count for little or nothing now-u-days.
Hon. J. M. SPEED: None of the
disastrous conseguences predicted from

- the adoplion of thre elause as it stood was
" to be apprehended. New Zealand had

advanced under legislation of this class.
Tt was within his personal knowledge
that land io New Zealand worth from
£3 to £4 per acre before the enactment
of conciliation and arbitration legislation,
was now worth from £9 to £10 per acre.
He would vote for the clause as it stood.

Hon. F. T. CROWDER: The hon.
member would apparently vote for any-
thing, since he was in favour of giving
young people of the age of 14 the
Parlismentary franchise.

How. J. M. Sreep: Nothing of the
sort, had been said by him.

Hon. F. T. CROWDER.: The state-
ment had appeared in print.

Hox. J. M. Seeep: Certainly not.

Hown. F. T. CROWDER: The hon.

, member knew where it appeared. It was

unwise to enact legislation which could
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not be upheld. If legislation on these |
lines continued, members of Parliament
would very soon be u great deal worse off

than workers. The age of 18 was low
enough; but if 16 were proposed he
would support that, by way of com-
promise.

Tre MINISTER FOR LANDS: At
this stage of the discussion it was advis-
able to draw the attention of hon. mem-
bers to the fact that one of the principal
reasons for amending the old Act was
because of the narrow definition of
“ worker” therein contained. It was con-
sidered well to bave a broader definition,
since, if the lhw was a good one, the scope
of its operation should be as wide as
possible.  Everybody admitted the Act
was experimental—in fact, all the social
legislation of recent years was experi-
mental—and the experimeuat should he
made ag wide as possible. The endeavour
to limit the operation of the Conciliation
and Arbitration Bill iu the last session
had given certain people a handle against
the House.

Hown.J. W. HACKETT: That was be-
cause the House bad escluded clerical
workers from the operation of the Act.
The question was not one of age.

Teg MINISTER FOR LANDS:
True; but that Limitation had been made
in connection with this ¢lause,

Hon. J. W. HACKETT: A young
man of 16 might fairly be said to be
capable of forming an opivion. One musl
vote for muking the age 16 by way of
compromise.

Amendment put and passed.

How. F.T. CROWDER farther moved
that iv the definition of * worker” the
word * clerieal ¥ be struck out.

Amendwment put, and a division taken
with the following result.—

Ayes . .. B
Noes 11
Majority against ... 6

ATES. H NoEs.

Honm. P, T. Urowder Hon. G. Bellingham
Hon. U. E. Dewmpster Hon. E. M. Clarke
Hon. G. Randell . HRon. J. 1), Connolly
Hon. J. E. Richardson ; Homn. J. M. Drew
Hon. R. G. Burges l Hon. J. T. Glowrey
{Tetler). Hou. J. W, Hackett
Hon. A. Jameson
Hon. R, Laorie
Hon. B. C. O’ Brien
Hon, J. M. Speed
Hou, A. B. Kidson
\Teller).

Amendment thus negatived.

tn Commillee.

Clause as previously amended agreed to.

Clause 3--What societies may be re-
gistered :

How. F. T. CROWDER To consti-
tute & man an employer under this Bill
he must employ 50 workers, whereas 15
emplovees could form a union. This
seemed grossly unfair.

Hox. 3. BELLINGHAM: The hon.
wember was contrasting the definition of
‘“emplover” with the provision as to the
number necessary to form a union.

How. F.T. CROWDER: If 15 working
wen could form a union, surely 15 em-
ployers should be able to do so.

TaE MixisTeER FOR L.aNDs: One or two
emplovers could do so.

Hon. J. W. Hacrerr: One employer
could.

Hon. G. BELLinenam: If he employed
50 men.

Tee MINISTER FOR LANDS: Two
or more employers. One employer could
not form a wnion ali by bimself. *Eun-
ployer” iocluded persons, firms, com-
panies and corporutions employing one or
more workers.

Hown. A. B. Kipsox: A company did
not consist of individuals, in the eye of
the law : it was a union.

Hoxn, F. 'T. CROWDER: The clause
seemed very vague. He was inclined to
strike out ““fifty” and insert *fifteen.”
As it at present stood an ewployer had
to employ 50 before he could register,
whereas 15 working men could register.
An employer who employed 15 men should
have the same liberty as the 15 men. He
moved that ¢ fifty” be struck out, and
“fifteen "’ be inserted in len,

Hon. A. B. Kipson: It would be well
to make the firat; part clear. What abous
a company ?

Tee MINISTER FOR LANDS: We
were not dealing with companies. The
definition of “employer” referred to per-
sons, firms, companies, or corporations
employing one or more workers. Thiys
would apply te a company under the
definition of * employer.”

Hon. A. B. Kipson: Clause 3 said

, “two or more persons.”

Tee MINISTER FOR LANDS: If it
were a firm, company, or corporation, it
must consist. of two or more persums.

Hoxr. A. B. Kipson: But what if it
were a company ?
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Tae MinvisTer ror LaNDs:
they could form a union.

How. F. T. CROWDER: He took it
that if a company employed only twe,
it could be a union.

Tue MivisTer roR Lanps: If a com-
pany employed 50 it could be a union.
One employer could not be a company
himself.

Hon. A. B. Krpsow: A company could
be a union.

Tae MinisTer For Lawps: There
must be two persons to form a union.

Hon.J. W. HACKETT: A company
was an individual, a single person, so at
least there must be two companies to
form a union. The old Act said thatany
incorporated or registered company might
be registered as an industrial union of
employers.

Tue MINISTER FOR LANDS: Ii
was very clear on the hon. member’s con-
tention what was to be done. If ths
Cominittee were not satisfied with ¢ two
ormore persons” they might say ¢ twe or
more persons, companies, and corpora-
tions.”

Hox. A. B. Krpsow: There was a
desire that one big company should be
able to come in.

Tue Minister ror Lawps: This Bill
did not provide for what the hon. mem-
ber wanted.

Hor. G. BELLINGHAM : It would
improve things if the words * of two or
more persons” were struck out, because
“employer 7 was mentioned in the inter-
pretation clause, and % velated to
persons, firms, companies, and corpora-
tions.

Hor.J. W. HACKETT: A company,
if a very large one, should still be allowed
the privilege of registering.

Hox. A. B. KIDSON : It would be
better to have the clanse postponed for
the Minister to consult the Crown law
officers. If this point could be reserved,
we could recommit the Bill. Incorporated
or registered companies should be allowed
te retain the right they had under the
old Act.

Hown. J. M. SpEED: If “ two or more
persons > were struck out, that would
meet the case.

Hon. A. B. EIDSON : Tf those words
were struck out, the intention of the
Minister would be defeated.

[6 FEBrUARY, 1902.]
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in Commiltee,

Memeer: The words “ employer or

| employers” might be used.

How. J. M. SeEep: Yes.

Hox. C. E. DEMPSTER.: The idea
of an employer not being allowed to be
represented unless he employed &0,
whereas on the other side 15 men could
forin a union, was one of which he did
not approve.

Tue MINISTER FOR LANDS: From
what had heen brought forward hy
members he saw that there was com.

‘plication. If they would allow the clause

to pass as it stood, the Bill could be re-
committed and the point reconsidered.

Hon. F. T. CROWDER said he wonld
withdraw his amendment on the under-
standing that the Minister would re-
corunit the Bill.

TrE MinisTER FOoR LanDs: Paragraphs
() and (b).

Amendment by leave withdrawn.

Clanse put and passed.

Clauses 4 to 19, inclusive-—agreed to.

Clause 20--Procedure for cancellation
of registration :

Hon. J. M. SPEED moved that after
“if,” in line 1 of Sub-clause {2), the
following be inserted: *“upon the appli-
cation to the registrar of any industrial
union it is shown, or if.” It scemed to
be left to the registrar himself to cancel
any registration, and he thought, con-
sidering the affair that bappened in
Albany seme time ago, it would be well
to provide that any of the workers of a
union might be able to apply for any
registration to be cancelled which they
considered had been obtained erroneousiy.
As the clause stvod it placed a burden
upon the registrar which to a certain
extent was unfair. The amendment did
not. affect the principle of the measure,
but was proposed with a view of assisting
in the working of the Bill.

Hon. A. B. KIDSON : The provisions
were clear. For an appeal to the regis-
trar six weeks' notice was necessary.
How much more did the hon. member
want ?

Howx. J. M. SPEED: Any industrial
union could apply to have the registration
of another union cancetled.

Howr. A. B. K1pgon : But notive musk
be given.

How. J. M. SPEED: Asthe Bill stood

, it was entirely optional for the registrar
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to take action or not, and that was what |
he objected to.

Hox. G. RANDELT: There was only
one possible abjection to the amendment
—that it held out an inducement to
harass the registrarwith frivolouscharges.
No doubt, the gentlemen controlling the
labour untons would see that every union
performed a specific duty. In regard to
the provigion that the registration of any
industrial union which wilfully neglected
to obey an order of the court might be
cancelled, possibly it would be necessary
to provide machinery for drawing the
uttention of the registrar to the fact of
such neglect having been committed.

Hon. A. B. KIDSON: There was no
necessity for the amendment. If the
mover had the good of the Rill at heart,
he certainly had acted unwisely in moving
the amendment.

Hon. J. M. SeeeD:
would work well.

Howx. A. B. KIDSON: The registrar
had to be satisfied, and that was a suf-
ficient safeguard.

Hoxn. J. M. SPEED : The amendment
which he had moved had been snggested
to him by a large number of workers at
Collie.

Amendment put and passed.

How. J. M. SPEED wmoved thal in
Line 29, after the word “union,” the
following be inserted : < objected to, or if
the industrial union making the applica-
tion be dissatified with the decision of
the registrar, the registrar shall refer the
application to the president of the court.”
This amendment was practicaily cunse-
quential on that just passed.

Put and passed.

How. J. M. SPEED farther moved
that in lines 3¢ and 31 the words ¢ for
the cancellation of the registration of the
unions’’ he struck cut; also that, in line
32, “secretary of the union” be struck
out, and " seereturies of the unions"” in-
serted io lien.

Put and passed, and the clause as
amended agreed to.

Clauses 21 to 50, inclusive—agreed to.

Clause 51—Procedure for reference of
industrial disputes to board :

Hown. J. D. CONNOLLY : Would this
clause debar a soligitor who was ah em-
ployer of labour or an atiorney for
employers, from appearing before the

The amendment

[COUNCIL.)

bhoard ?

in Commitiee.

Tue MINISTER FOR LANDS: This
clause debarred a solicitor from appear-
ing as counsel; but, of course, if &
solicitor were an employer of labour he
could appear us an employer.

Hon. J. . ConnorLy: But if the
solicitor were an attorney or agent for
emplovers ?

Hon. J. W. HACKETT: Would an
agent for employers who happened to be
a mentber of the bur under this clause be
debarred from appearing before the board
a8 such agent ?

Tue MINISTER FOR LANDS: That
was not so.

Clause put and passed.

At 625, the Cuatrmax left the Chair.
At 7:35, Chair resnmed.

Clauses 52 to 53, inclusive—agreed
to.

Clause 56—Reference to court if dis-
pute not settled. by board :

Hox. A. B. KIDSON: The clause did
not go far enough. It provided that an
appeal if made must be made within 30
days, the object being that the watter
should not be kept in suspense, but it
went on to say that in the event of an
appeal not taking place the warden’s re-
commendation should frow the finding
thereof be treated in all respects as an
industrizsl agreement. That did not go
far enough, because in respect to an in.
dustrial agreement there might be a
dispute and the matter might be kept on
in a circle and never end. Some sort of
finality was wanted, and in his opinion the
proper course would be fo fix a period.
There should be a stipulation that if an
appeal was not made within a specified
time the finding of the warden should
come into operation and be in force for a
certain period. He suggested an amend-
ment that the following words be added :
—“and shall be binding on, and be
observed by all parties to the dispute for
a period to be fixed by the board upon
the application of any party.” He would
not move the amendment.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 57 to 84, inclusive— agreed to.

Clanse 85—Special powers to extend or
join parties to an award :

Hox. G. RANDELL: The principle
involved in this clause required the most
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serious consideration. His object in
rising was specifically to draw the atten-
tion of hon. members to this provision,
which might work extreme hardship.
The clause gave the Court power “to
extend the award s0 as to join and bind
as party thereto any specified industrial
union, industrial association, or employer
in the State not then bound thereby or
party thereto, but connected with or
enguged in the same industry as that to
which the award applies.” Of course,
this was part of the principle underlying
the whole of the Bill.

Hox. J.M. SpEED: Clause 86 materially
affected Clause 85.

Hox. G. RANDELL: Clause 86 did
not affect the fact that persons might
against their will, and although unot
interested in the dispute, be included in
the award made by the Court. Such a
principle ought. not to be admitted into
the law, representing as it did a dangerous
infrinugement on general liberty for the
purpose of bolstering up trade unions.
He moved that the clause be struck out.

Hown.J. M. SPEED: The very object
of this measure was to form uniouns,
whereas Mr. Randell’s object was to pre-
vent their formation. The succeeding
clause, 86, cleurly showed that the award
could not be applied 1o puarties if they
were not given an opportunity of being
heard. The clanse, which had worked
advantageously in New Zealand, was
based on the principle of consolidation of
matters in dispute.

Hon. G. RarxprLLn: Was the hon.
member certain that such was the effect
of Clause B6 ?

Hon. J. M. SPEED : Quite sure.

(6 Feproary, 1902.]

Hon. G. RanpeLy : If the hon. mem-

ber would read Clause 86, he would find
that it was not so0. )
Amendment (to strike out the clause)
put, and a division taken with the follow-
ing result : —
Ayes
N{)es

c:|cpm

A tie

Avgs,

Hob. G. Bellingbam
Hon. B. G. Burges

Hon. ¥. T. Crowder
Hon. R. 5. Haynes

Hon. A. B, Kidson

Hon. W. Maley

gon. g %anddeell

att, C. E. Dewpster
{Teller).

Noes.
Hon. J. D, Cennolly
Houn. J. M. Drew
Hon. A. Jumeson
Bon. A, @, Jenking
Hon. R. Laurie .

Hon.J. T. Gm
(Tc{l'er}.
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Tre CHAIRMAN: To allow farther
consideration, be gave his casting vote
with the ayes.

Amendment thus passed, and the clause
struck out.

Clause B6—Application may be made
to coart by any party:

Hon. G. RANDELL moved that the
clause be struck out. This amendment
wae really consequeniial, on the excision
of Clause 85.

Amendment put, and a division taken
with the following result:—

Ayes
Noes

Olmm

Majority for
AYES
Honx, R. G. Burges
Hon, F. T, Crowder
Hon. B. 3. Hoyues
Hon. A, B, Kideon
Hon. W. Maley
Hon. G. Randell
Hon. J. E. Richnrdson
Hou. (!. E. Dempster Hon. A. G. Jenkins
{Teller). {Teller).

Tae CoaeManN gave his casting vote
with the Ayes, to allow Clause 86 with
85 to be reconsidered.

Amendment thus passed, and the clause
struck out.

Clavses 87 to 106, inclnsive—agreed

NoEs,
Hon. E. M. Clarke
Hon. J. D. Connolly
Hon. J. M. Drew
lisu. A. Jomezon
Hon, B. Lourie
Hou. B. C. O’'Brien
Hon. J. M. 8§

Clause 107—Provision as to Govern-
ment employees :

Horn, G. RANDELL moved that the
words “ or of any association or society of
Governwent servants,” affer ‘“person,”
in line 3, be struck out. In the case of
private employees. persons belonging to a
union must be of the same trade, but
under this clause a Governmnentemployee
might be of any trade, or no trade, and
yet he could join an asscciation. If we
pussed this, it would be adopting a
principle which was novel, and he carry-
ing into the Government service u prin-
ciple in advance of that which applied to
It was very undesir-
able such should be the case. In fact
his own opinion was that the Govern-
ment should not he bound even to the
same extent as private employers, and he
would not be at all sorry to see the whole
clanse struck out. It was, he believed,
in consequence of a sudden impulse in
another place that the words which he
now proposed to strike out were added.

Hon. F. T. CROWDER: What was
gauce for the goose was sauce for the
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gander, and whal was sauce for the
private individual was sauce for the
Government. He had noticed during the

[COUNCIL.)

last five or six years that the Government .
had been very apt, on every occasion on

which they had been approached by

labour, to give way, so long as it did not

affect the people they emploved them.
selves. Tf the Government employes
were brought under this Bill, the Govern-

ment would think twice before they gave |

them powers which would affect the
(tovernment, The underlying prineiple
of the Bill was to stop strikes. If the
Government employees were kept out of

unions, we should have in the future .

what we experienced during the last
strike. Had the people who struck been
under a union, there would have been no
strike at all. The engine-drivers who
were under the inion did uot strike, but

* the end of it.

went on with their work. If we debarved .

Government employees from coming
under the operation of the Bill, they
would be the very people who could strike
and paralyse the whole of the industries
of the country.

Hon. G. Ranpeiu:

This did not

apply to railway servants; there were

special clauses relating to them.

How. J. M. SPEED: The principle
that applied to railway servants should
also apply to others. If the measure was
going to be any good at all, we must
try and cover every possible coutingency,
g0 that no wan should have an excuse
for not coming under the Act. It was
better to prevent the probability of a
strike than to do as we did before, run
the risk of losing many thousands of
pounds by people going out on strike.

Tue MINISTER FOR LANDS: If
the words proposed to be struck out were
not struck out, we should be at once
establishing a condition in the legislation
of this State which existed nowhere else
in the world.
unknown that Governmentservants should
be able to unite together to form a union,

tn Commuitiee.

presiding Judge, which board could en-
tirely upset the whole of the work done
in Parliament.

Hox. J. M. 8peED: The court, not the
board. .

Tae MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
court consisted of a workman, an em-
ployer, and a Judge. We were giving to
that body a power which not even a
Supreme Court Judge possessed, & power
above every power that had ever existed
in any other country. A courtappointed
in this way wus to decide matters which
bad already been decided by Parliament.
This was & very grave position, and the
policy seemed to him to be a very danger-
ous one: in fact, it was impossible to see
When persons entered
the army —and the Government service
was on the same ground, in a sense—
such a thing as their entering into a
union ovutside the generals and colonels
could not exist for a inoment. If they
disocheyed orders they would be shot.
We did not want to shoot these people.

Hox. J. M. SpEED: There was a wish
to starve them to death.

Hon. A, B. KIDSON : It was refresh-
ing to hear the hon. gentleman (the
Minister for Lands), but at the same
time one understocod he was in charge of
the Bill,

Tre Mrnister FOR Lawps: The Gov-
ernment voted against this proposal.

How. A. B. KIDSON: That was not
known by him, and he apologised. How-
ever, he entirely concurred with every
word the hon. gentleman had said. The
matter had been discussed at various
times, and doubtless the general conclu-
sion come to was that mentioned by the
Minister, namely, that this proposal was
ahrogating the functions of Parliament,
and placing them in the hands of un

+ irresponsible court not responsible to

It bad been absolutely :

and to appeal to a board outside the

Government to decide what wages they
should receive. Parliaments met together
t« decide what the Estimates were to be;
and by this clause as it at present stood
the represeutatives of Parliainent—that
was to say, of the whole of the country—
were to be subjected to a board consist-
ing of an employer, a worker, and a

Parliument. If this state of affairs was
going to be allowed, instead of the
Gouvernment governing the country, we
should bave the civil service govern-
ing the Govermment. Really we very
nearly bad that already in regard to
one section of the civil service, under
Clause 108, We did not know, how-
ever, how Clause 108 would work.
The clause had been forced on the
Government and ¢n Parliament by cir-
cumstances which it was needless to
refer to. TFarther, it would be a most
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dangerous clause. If civil servants were
allowed to rule the Government and the
country, there was an end of everything.
To permit men to band thewselves into
unions for the purpose of forcing higher
pay and concessions out of the Govern-
ment by means of tribunals utterly new

to the community was a step not merely |

dangerous in the extreme, but most diffi-
cult to retrace when once taken. To
swallow Clause 107 in its entirety would
be almost madness.

Hown, G. RANDELL: Mr. Crowder
had misunderstood the purport of the
amendment. The hon. member's re-
marks would apply even if the amend-
ment were carried. The words proposed
to be struck out were hastily inserted in
another place. The principle embodied
in them was a most dangerous one.
Moreover, hon. members must recollect
that if the principle were admitted in
regard to the employees of the Govern-
ment, there was ne logical or just reason
why it should not be extended to the
workers of private employers. He knew
Mr. Crowder’s and Br. Hackett's feelings
in regard to this wmeasure—that if such
legislation was to be forced on the country
the Government, as an employer, ought
1o share in it as well as the privale em-
pleyer. The question bere was not one
altogether of preventing strikes, but as to
who sbould rule the country—the Govern-
ment elected by the people, vr a combina-
tion of trade unions. If the latter wereto
beallowed to rule, then there was no more
to be said on the question. Yet he hoped
the day was far distant when the Govern-
ment would abdicate its power to irre-
sponsible persons, as one hon. member
bad called them. The adoption of the
amendment would remove a serious blod
‘from the Bill. An amending Bill to the

[6 FepruARy, 1502.]

. of this clause.

existing Act, rectifying certain faults in .

the mode of constituting the court and

the means of declaring and filling up a .
vacancy, woald have met all that was '

required by the unions of both employers
and workers. The Government of the
country should not he subject to inter-
ference. Oune result of bringing the
Government within the full scope of the
measure would be to compel them to
abandon a system of departmental labour
for the construction of many public
works. They would be forced into that
position by the operation of the claunse if

" throw the Bill out.
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carried in itz entirety, even if they were
not compelled to drop day labour by
other causes, to which reference had been
made here from time to time. This clause,
indeed, represented an advance on what
was proposed to be done in the case of
the private employer. That—to take a
few irades at randown—bakers, stone-
masons, c¢lerks, shoemnakers, and tailors
should combive in vne union, us it was
proposed the various departments of
the Government employees should be
allowed to combine, was contrary to the
general principles and to the spint of the
measure. Personally, he would be glad
to see the whole clanse struck out. Hon.
members could still movein that direction
if the amendment were passed.

Hoxn. J. M. SPEED: It was a malter
of surprise to him to find the leader of
the Government taking up an antagonistic
position to this clanse. However, the
leader of the House and Mr. Randell
always did object to anything original
Surely if we introduced legislation repre-
senting an advance on the legislation of
New Zealand, we would gaiu credit.

Hon. A. B. Krpsow: There was no
credit attaching to this Bill.

How. J. M. SPEED: Certain Lon.
members would rather lag behind. They
preferred to ' wait awhile” ontil other
people came along to teach them. It
was indeed strange to find the Minister
for Lands impugning the integrity of the
court which the Goverument proposed to
form under this Bill. With oue section
of the Gevernmewt service the Minister
was quite prepared to admit the principle
But this clause, because
it was not inserted on the iniliative of
the Government, the Minister opposed,
alleging that it would inferfere with the
Estimates. However, when Ministers
brought in Bills with which they were
not in sympathy one could not lsok for
their genuine support of the measures.

Hon. J. W. HACKETT: It was his
earnest hope that if this clause were not
passed a5 1t stood, another place would
He could not under-
stand for what reason the Government
claimed to stand on a different footing
from that of the private employer. In
these latter years Governments bad
entered into different spheres of opera-
tions from those which formerly were
supposed to cousiitute their province,
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and their only province. Governments
had become capitalists and employers,
and had, by Act of Parlinment, taken
away many businesscs and occupations
which ought to have been left to private
enterprise instead of being centred in the
Governmeut. Why then should not
Governments be treated as private em-
ployers? If Governments wonld confine
themselves to their duties as laid down
by the old legalists, Jeremy Bentham
and Austin, the case wounld be different.
In this instance, the Goveroment should
not be permitted to thrust on private
employers a clause which they were
afraid to submit themselves to. This
was a Bill drawn by the Government.
Tue MinisveER FOR 1ianDs : The pres-
ent clause was not introduced by the
Government, and had, as a matter of
fact, been opposed by the Government.
Hon. J. W. HACKETT : Then, why
was the clause in the Bill? The leader
of the House had introduced the Bill
with this clause in it, and had asked hon.
members to carry the second reading.
Tue MinisTER ror Lanps: Certainly.

Hox. J. W. HACKETT: If the Gov-
ernment, would not accept the pringiple
for themnselves, let them pot dare to apply
it to private employers. If the Govern-
went attempted fo evade and shirk
responsibility, another place, it was to be
hoped, would hold them to their duty.
1t was roughly suid that what was sauce
for the goose was sauce for the gander.
He would put it, that what was good for
the private employer was good for the
public employer, and that what was
injurious to the interests of the Govern-
ment as an employer was injurious to the

" interests of private employers. The Gov-
ernment practically took up the position
of saying: < While accepting the profits
and advantages of private employers, we
will take good care that, wherever pos-
sible, the advanced legislation of this
period of the world’s development shall
press only on the private employer. We
will take care to contract ourselves out of
it.”” He, for his part, was prepared to
undertake a campaign against the Gov-
ernment on the one issue, that of putting
the Government employer on the same
footing as a private employer.

Hon. R. G. Buroets: That was a
threat.

{COUNCIL.]

in Commifiee. -

Hon. J. W. HACKETT: Yes; and a
threat he would carry out., Hon. mem-
hers might vote against the retention of
these words now, and the Government
might support them; but in that case
ancther place would throw the Bill out.
Then the Goveroment would give way
aaod ask the members of the Legislative
Council to rescind their votes. [MEMBER:
We should refuse to doit.] The responsi-
bility for the destruction of the measure
would rest, not on the Legislative Council,
but on the Government.

Tae MivisTer For Lawps: The Gov-
ernment would accept any respensibility
devolving on them,

Hor. J. W. HACKETT: Let the hon.
gentleman get his colleagues to state

Tuee MinisTER FOr Lanps: The Gov-
ernment. were perfectly prepared to take
the vesponsibility of their actions.

Hown.J. W. HACKETT : Irresponsible
statements in this House were of little
avail. TLet the Government nail their
colours to the mast in another place, and
say, ‘‘We won’t have the Bill unless
those words remain in it.”

Tae MintsTer For Lanps: The votes
of Ministers showed their opposition to
this clause.

Hon, J. W. HACKETT: Would the
Ministry accept the Bill with this clause
as it stood? He ventured to say the
Ministry would not be allowed to take
the Bill without it.

Hor. R. G. Burees: The hon. mem-
ber was speaking for the Government, it
was to be presumed.

Hoxn. J. W. HACKETT: Yes; quite
right: he was speaking for the Govern-
ment. He was speaking for them most
empbhatically when he said that they
would not be allowed to take the Bill
without the clause. Pressure would be
brought to bear; there would be a
deputation or two——

Hon. R. G. Burees: The hon. mem-
ber could not run the country now.

Hown. J. W, HACKETT: No; bhut
deputations would run the country. Hon.
members need be under no misappreken-
sion: the Government would give way
on this clanse as amended in another
place, and would iosist on the Bill being
carried in its entirety.

Hon. R. G. Burees: That would ruin
the country—ruin us altogether.
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Hox. J. W. HACKETT: We would
all go down together. The hon. member
said it would ruin us altogether—ruin
whom ?

[6 Ferruary, 1902.]

Hown, R. G. Burees: The country. -

How. J. W. HACKETT: That was
his (Mr. Hackett’s) whole case.

Hor. A. B. Kinson: Then why was
the hon. member supporting it ?

Hox. J. W. HACKETT : The whole
case was this. JIf it would ruin the
country, let it ruin both sides, and let it
ruin the Government. If the Govern.
ment were going to become a common
employer like other persons in private
enterprise, let them accept the duties, the
responsibilities, and the dangers of that
position; but let them not retire into a
fortress of their own and fence them-
selves round with a lot of barricades
which were intended to turn aside
the weapons that had been directed by
the Governwent against the private
employer. All employers, whether the
Government or private persons, should
stand together on the same footing, and
accept the Bill on the saine conditious.

Hown. G. RANDELL: The position
taken up by Mr. Hackett was that
the Government should be on the
same footing as the private employer;
but this clause as it now stood went
a step farther, and permitled a state
of things to exist which the private
employer was notasked to accept. Under
the clause as it now stood a man could
join an association throngh the mere fact
of being a Governmnent employee, whereas
in the case of a private employee one had
to be a member of the same trade as
those helonging to a union. All be usked
for was that the provision which related
to a private employee should also relate
to Government servants. He hoped the
Committee would carry the amendment,
because the principle at present embodied
in the clause was a most mischievous
one. The Government voted against the
insertion of the words which he now
proposed should be struck out.

Tne MinisTer ¥or Lawpa: The Gov-
ernment voted against it to a man.

Hon. G. RanpeLL: It was carried
without duve consideration, and was a
most unmistakable blot on the clause.

Tae MINISTER FOR LANDS: Mr.
Hackett was carried away by his owo
verbosity and oraturical powers, and did
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oot look to see what question was being
discussed. The question had nothing
whatever to do with private enterprise,

' but the point was whether the Govern-

ment servants were to obey their superior
officers or not. 'Were they to be subject
to the Parliament of the country, or to a
court which consisted of a worker, an
employer, and a Judge? For the time
being that court would have power which
not even a Supreme Court Judge pos-
sessed, and which we did not find in any
other legislation in the world.

Hon. J. W. HackerT:
the objection ?

Tag MINISTER FOR LANDS: That
the whole of the country was to be
subjected to the court.

Hox. A, B. KIDSON: Mr. Hackett
spoke with a considerable amount of
force, but did not, one thought, carry
conviction m what he said. He (Hon,
A. B, Kidson) never in the conrse of his
experience in the House heard such
arguments put forward in support of
anything. The hon. member said, ¢ If it
is bad for the employer, let us make it bad
for the Glovernment.” That wag the
sum total of his argument. In other
words he tald us that two wrongs made
# right.

Hon., A, G. Jeveina: Mr. Hackett
did not tell as that, but what he told us
wis that he would force it down our
throats, whether we liked it or not.

Hon. A. B. KIDSON: The hon.
member said he was going to enter upon
a campaign for the purpose of forcing
this legislation dowa our throats.

Hon., W. Marey: That was a “ wise
discretion ! ™

Horv. A. B. XIDSON smd he did
not believe the hon. member (Hon. J.
W. Hackett) was in favour of the Bill.

Hon. J. W. HACKETT: That was an
untruth. It was a strong expression, bus
the gentleman was telling an untruth,
and he asked him to withdraw.

How. A. B. KIDSON: The hon.
member (Hon. J. W. Hackeit) was telling
an untruth,

Hon. J. W. Hackerr: It was abso-
lutely falze.

Hown. A. B. KIDSON: What he said
was that he did not believe it. He did
not say he might not be wrong, but at the
same time he was perfectly entitled to his
own opinion, and he was confirmed in his

What was
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opinion by the hon. gentleman’s remarks
to-day.

How.J. W, HACKETT said he stated
the hon. gentleman was telling an untruth,

Hown. A. B. KIDSON remarked that
he felt quite ernshed. He was quite
entitled to say that the hon. member (Hon.
J. W. Hackett) was telling an unfruth.
The hon. member could have it back in
bis teeth.

How, J. W. HACKETT suid he re-
gretted the turn the debate had taken;
but he did not think he used violent lun-
guage towards any individual mewmber of
the House. We ought to keep to the
question at issue. He had beard no
argument, and he challenged any member
of the House to say whether Mr. Kidson
had used any argument except to impute
dishonesty to an hon. member which
wus absolutely unpurliamentary, uncalled
for, and untrue.

Hown. A, B. Kinson: Thehon. member
said so before.

Hox. J. W. HACKETT said he re-
peated it deliberately. Hedid not think
anything had been said or done by him
to warrant any statement that he had
been anything but consistently in favour
of a Bill of this kind, so long as such a
Bill would prevent, strikes. What he was
prepared to insist upon was that the best
way to get a good Bill which would be
well administered in the interests of the
country and employers and employees
generally, was to include the Government.
He would go very much farther io
this Bill, as it affected the Govern-
ment. He was not speaking of the

[COUNCIL.]
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Bill a year ago, and we were asked to
repeal every lne of it, and pass a new
measgure,

Tae MintsTER For Lanps: Very few
lines.

Hon.J. W, HACKETT: We repealed
avery mingle clause of the last Act.

Hown. (. Ranpern: And re.enacted
the neasure.

Trez MINISTER FOR LANDS: Had
the hon. member (Hon.J W. Hackett)
been preparad to move a few amendmenta,
he would have been with him. This was
a measure to amend the law.

How. J. W. HACKETT: The Bill
gtarted by repealing the whole of the
existing Act.

Tue MiInNieTER FOR LANDS:
measure incorporated it.

Hor. J. W. HACKETT: It was an
amending Bill repealing the law that
esisted before, and incorporating a good
deal of it in the new measure. Weshould
aim at having a Bill which would not
require tinkering next year or the year
afterwards. He said advisedly that, in
the opinion of many people, we might
have a much stronger and much more
workable Bill, which would stop agita-

The

! tion and enable hon. members to point to

present Government or past Government,

but he knew that Governments were
willing to sacrifice any interest or any

body of men, public or private, so long

as they served their own ends. He was
sorry to see the present Government
following in the sawme footsteps. He
hoped the Biil would be passed, and he
wag sure it would be.

How. G. RaNDELL: As it stood ?

Hon. J. W. HACKETT: Yes; as it
stood. However we might kick against
the principles of the Bill, the measure had
come to stay, and those very principles
which were objected to one by one would
be proposed by the hon. gentleman or his
Government. in another year or so. Let
us have a Bill that would give us some-
thing like permanency. We paased a

o statute settling the question for many
years to come.

How. F. T. CROWDER: The heat
shown by some hon. members was to be
deprecated. This question was of import-
ance, and should be discussed in cold and
not, in hot blood, At the present day the
Goverument were enguged in such enter-
prises as iron works, foundries, quarrying,
gravel pits, and were indeed fighting
aguinst private enterprise in every kind
of industry. If the Government would
cease to interfere with private enterprise,
and attend only to the proper Functions
of Governments, they might claim exemp.
tion. In the present circumstances he
would vote for the retention of the clause.

Hor. B. C. O’'BRIEN : Mr. Hackett's
comments on the half-bearted manner in
which this Bill had been introduced by
the Minister for Lands were fully justi-
fied. It was the duty of the Government,
having introduced the Bill here, to stand
by Clause 107 just as much us any other
clause. From the attitude of the Minister
for Lands one would gather that the
Government would rather see the Bill
thrown out than passed with this clause
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init. He had good reasgns for believing
that such was the feeling of the Govern-
ment at the present moment. The
statement that the clanse represented an
advance on the legislation of the world
merely went to show that we deserved
credit for introducing progressive mea-
gures. The only objection which certain
hon. members appeared to have to the
Bill was that it was too novel even for
their advanced ideas.

Hor. A, B. KIDSON: In cold blood,
he would like to withdraw anything he
might have said hurting the feelings of
Mr. Hackett, or anything that might be
considered unpleasant; and he did this
very heartily.

Howx. J. W. HACKETT : No doubt
the hon. member’'s observations had been
misunderstood by him, and he also desired
to withdraw any remark of his 1o which
exception might be taken.

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: Notwith-
standing all arguments to the contrary,
he was in favour of the clause. He failed
to see why the Government, as undoubt-
edly the largest employer of labour in
the State——

Hown. F. T. CrowpDer: The Govern-
ment had no business o he,

How. J. D. CONNOLLY: That was
another guestion. Why should not the
Government, as an employer, be subject to
the same conditions as private employers?

Hon. G. Rawpery: By this clause,
the Grovernment would be under different
conditions.

How. J. D. CONNOLLY: That was
not his view. It had been said that the
late rallway strike would never have
occurred if a clause similar to 108 had
been included in the existing Act. We
had bad experience of the disastrous
effects of a strike in one branch of Gov-
ernment employment, and we did not
know when a strike might arise in
another branch. If experience showed
that it would have been well to provide a
safeguard in one case, it might be reason-
ably argued that it would be well to
provide a safeguard in others, He would
vote for the clause as it stood.

Amendment put, and a division taken
with the following result :-—

Ayes . .11
Noes .. 8
Majority for ... B
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AvE : NOES.
Hon. G. Belhnghmn Hoo. J. D. Connolly
Hon. E. M. Clarke Hon. ¥'. T. Crowder
Hou. C. E. Dempster Hon. J. W. Hackett
Hou. B. § Haynes Hon. B. L. O'Brien
Hon, A Jawmeson Hoo. J. M. Speed
Hon. A. G. Jenking Hon. J. M. I})reew

Hon. A. B. Kidson ,
Houn. R. Lauric

Hon. {3, Randell .
Hon. J. E. Richardson |
Hon. R. G. B

(Teller).

mgﬁ‘tll‘er). I

Amendment thus
woris struck out.

Hox. C. E. DEMPSTER: The whole
of the clause should be struck out.

Question (that the clause as amended
stand part of the Bill) put, and a division
taken with the following result:—

passed, and the

Ayes
Noes

| wew

Majority for

Noes.
Hon. R. G. Burges
Hoa. C. B. Dem ster
Hou, G. Randel

Aves.
Hon. G. Bellingham
Hon, E. M. Clarke
Hon. J.

J. M.
Hon. R. 8. Haynes Hon. J. E. Richardzou
Homn. A. Jumeson {Teller),
Hon, A. B. Kidson
Hon. B. C. 0’Brien
Hoop. J. M. §
Hon. A. G. Jenkina

(Tellor}.

Question thus passed, and the clause
as amended agreed to.

Clause 108-—agreed to.

Clange 109— Unions of Government
employees:

Tae MINISTER FOR LANDS moved
that the following new sub-clause, to stand
as Sub-clause 7, be inserted :—

In making any award under this section the
court shall have regard to the provisions of
any Act in force relating to the classification
of the Department of Government Ralways,
The Government had intended to insert
this in another place, but through some
oversight that was not done. It was pro-
posed so that in the event of any measure
being brought in regarding the classifica-
tion of the Department of Government
Railways this clause should not interfere
with it.

Amendment put and passed, and the
clause as amended agreed to.

Clauses 110 to 119, inclusive—agreed

[ to.

Schedule, preamble, and title—agreed

-Bill reported with amendments, and

. the report adopted.
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WINES, BEER, AND SPIRIT SALE
AMENDMENT BILL.
Received from the Legislative Assembly,
and, on motion by the MiNITER Fomr
Lawps, read a first time,

COOLGARDIE WATER SUPPLY LOAN
REALLOCATION BILL.
Received from the Tegislative Assembly,
and, ¢n motion by the MixisTer ror
Lawps, read a first time.

BRANDS BILL.

Received from the Legislative Assembly,
and, on motion by the MiNisTER FOR
Lanps, read a first time.

DIVIDEND DUTY AMENDMENT BILL.

Received from the Legislative Assembly,
and, on motion by the Minisrer ror
Lawps, read a first time,

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION BILL.
S8ECOND READING.

Debate resumed from the 29th January,
on the motion by the Minister.

Hown. F. T. CROWDER (East) : This
is a Bill extending the liability of the
employer in regard to accidents, and at
the same time it extends the right of
compensation to the working man. A
Bill somewhat on the same lines as this
was introduced in the Imperial Parliament
in 1897. I have caretully gone through
that Act, and also read the exhaustive
debates in that yeur on the measure. 1
find that in principle this Bill is pretty
similar to the onme introduced in the
Imperial Parliament, although the expres-
sions are somewhat different. The exist.
ing rights of workmen to compensation
under the present law ure afforded by
common law and the Employers Liability
Act. Both of these malke it necessary on
the part of the employee to establish
negligence. Under this Bill it is not
necessary to establish negligence. T find
that under the Mines Regulation Act of
1895 it is taken for granted that if there
is an uccident there is negligence. This
Bill goes farther than even the Mines

Regulation Act, for under it an employeris |

[COUNOGIL)]

Second reading.

indeed, but having looked at ull the sur-
roundinyg circumstances I have somewhat
ultered my opinion, und I think members
will agree with me when I explain the
Bill. I am sure members who represent
the goldfields will admit that there are
many casee where great hardship has
arisen in which some men have been
maimed for life and others injured
through the negligence of fellow em-
ployees, and they bave not heen able to
get compensation from the owner or mine
manager. For instance, take a shift
working in a mine. ‘I'hey take shift and
shift about, day in and day out, and
night in and night out. A shift has
been engaged in sinking holes and ia
blasting. It is supposed before the shift
leaves the mines those holes have been
exploded. The new shift goes to work,
and mo sooner are the men in the
mine than an explosion takes place,
killing some and maiming others. Under
these circumstances miners who are
maimed, and the wives and families
of miners killed, have no claim whatever
on the mine owner or the wine manager.
Again, take the case of an engine-driver.
The mine owner, before employing an
engine-driver, takes care to see that the
man has a certificate. Having satisfied
himself on that score, the mine owner has
saved himself from liability for the con-
sequences of any accident through the
neglect of the engine-driver. The engine-
driver for many days, or months, or even
years, may attend assiduously to his
work ; but one morning, perhaps after a
gpree, he presses the wrong spring and
wallop go the men to the bottow of the
shaft. The men may be killed, or so
injured a8 to be permanently incapaci-
tated, but the mine owner iz not liable
for damages, having satisfied himself that
the epgine-driver holds a certificate.
Under this Bill, the mine owner is liable
for compensation ; and I consider it only
just to those injured, and to the families
of those killed, that compensation should
be given. The Bill, of course, supposes
that employers will insure. So faras I
can see, employers will be able te gauge
the annual expense very closely. The
measure will bear no more hardly on one

Liableiftheemployee meets withanaceident | section of the people than on others. Of

oceasioned by the negligence of a fellow
employee. Upon the first blush it seemed

i

course, insurance is not directly made
compulsory by the Bill. When a simijlar

~to me that this was a very harsh measure | measure to this was passed by the
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Imperial Parlioment in 1897, it was ' this House, and, indeed, lor most lawyers.

locked on as a pure experiment.
much, however, as the Bill has been in
operation in Great Britain for two or
three years, and was farther extended
last year by the inclusion of agricultural
labourers within its scope, it may be
assumed that it is working well. My
view is that the Bill being in the nature of
an experiment bere, the definition of
“employer” is a little too wide. When
the Bill is in Committee I shall move in
the direction of having the interpretation
of employer limited to persons emplosing
not less than five workers. Cluuse 6,
which provides that no person shall
receive compensution unless hurt to such
an extent that he cannot work for at least
two weeks, is, like nearly all the clauses
of this Bill, very fair, ¥Farther, we find
that although the workers’ remedies under
the Common Lsw and the Employers’
Liability Act will not be repealed, yet the
measure contains a clause forbidding the
bringing of actions under all the different
laws. It is laid down that if a workman
instexd of taking compensation sues
under the Common Law or wnder the
Ewmployers' Liability Act, and is held by
the court to have no claim, the court
may vet award him compensation under
this Bill; but before paying over the
compensation will deduct the cost of the
unsuccessful action. One of the chief
reasons whicl induce me to support the
Bill, is that it will tend greatly to reduce
the number of cases now brought into the
courts, in which the man who is injured
gets very little ont of a verdict in his
favour. We know that endless speculative
actions are brought. I intend to deal
with this subject at some length. These
speculative actions, I am prepared to
prove, are taken up as a matter of business
by certain people, especially on the gold-
fields. These individuals take the cases to
a solicitor, who atands in with them;
and the cases are then brought before the
Courts. Although the insuraoce offices
in many instances offer to pay damages,
the amounts offered are refused ; because
the parties concerned can make two of
three bundred pounds wmore by bringing
a case to trial than by settling it ont of
court, T trust the legal members will not
think that my rveferences to solicitors
are intended as a tilt at them. I have the
greatest respect for the legal members of

Inas- | But my hon. friends know that in every

trade and profession there are black
sheep. I aw sure they recognise what I
stale as o fact, and regret it as much ag I
do. [Hon. A. B. Kipson: Hear, hear.]
"To give a specific instance in proof of my
ussertions, and also to show to what an
extent this systemn of blackmailing is
carricd, T shall read o copy of a signed
agreement in my possession. I will not
mention the nawmes, because I hope the
outcome of this beantiful document will
be that Lefore many wecks are over the
gentlemen whose signatuves are attached
to it will sit in repentance over hread and
water in His Majesty’s gaol. The agree-
ment, omitting names, reads:—

An agreemant between
of of the first part hereinafter
called the plaintiff and
and both of of
the second part heveinafter called the backera.

Wherens the plaintiff intends to bring an
action against the Gold-mining
Company, Limited, on account of personal
injuries received while working at the battery
of the said company, the backers agree to pay
jointly and severally all expenses whatsoever
in connection with the said action for damages,

However, the plaintiff will have to pay his
own personal expenses for travelling and stay-
ing down in Perth, all other erpenses will
have to be paid by the backers.

In the ecent of the verdict being in favour
of the plaintiff, then the plaintiff shall get
one-third of the amount of said verdiet clear
of all expenses whatsoever, and the backers
ghall have two-thirds of the same verdict, in
full compensation for the risks they will have
incurred or rum, in undertaking to pay all
expenses, whatever the verdict might be.

This agreement is dated and signed by
the three people concerned.

Mewmper : That is champerty.

Howr. A. B. Xipson: Maintenance.

Hown. F. T. CROWDER: I know this
sort of business has been carried on to
no incongiderable extent. QOue firm of
golicitors, in particular, bas had from 15
to 20 of such cases, and has grown very
fat on them. The passing of this Bill
will tend to stop absolutely these black-
mailing cases; because an injured man,
or the relutives of a man unfortunately
killed, will know exactly what cumpen-
sation the measure allows. The amount
cannot be more than £400. Tf the
amount of compensation under this
measure be refused and the party con-
cerned proceeds and fails under the
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Linbility Act, the costs, as I have said
before, will be deducted from the amount
payable under the provisions of this Bill.
The passing of the measure will, therefore,
under the Common Law or under the
Emplovers’ Liability Act mean that the
gentlemen who have been running on the
goldfields the nice fat trade I have
deseribed, have to give up business.
Howv. J. W. Hacrrerr: Can that
practice be stopped under this Bill?
Hor, F. T. CROWDER: The effect
of the Bill will be to put a stop to the
practice. On the second reading of the
Bill Mr. R. 8. Haynes referred to the
rates charged by insurance companies, I
understood Mr. Haynes to state that
certain insurance companies had in-

[COUNCIL.]

- these rates fizxed ?

. insurance companies.

creased their rates sixfold during the |

last month. To a certain extent that
is true; but what 1s the reason for
the increase ? Anyone who has, like
myself, looked into the matter kvows
that the insurance companies have gone
down in every case brought against them;
go that it was for them a case of either

raising rates or retiring from the business

altogether.
eomnpany I know of, the managing
director came out from TLonden, looked
into affairs, and ordered the bLusiness to
be closed up. The company had on
various occasions offered to pay the

damages claimed by the other ride; but .
1899.

the solicitors for the plaintiff would not
settle, because they could make £300 or
£400 more by currying the case through
the SBupreme Court. The same difficulty
has been experienced by all the companies,
and they have in consequence been forced
to put up their rates.
passing of this Bill will have a fendency
to bring rates down. Even at present
they are not so exorbitant as to debar
employers from insuring.
compauies now insuring against accidents
to workmen in thie State are the Com.
mercial Union Assurance Cowmpany, the
QOcean Accident and Guarantee Company,
the Colonial Muniual Fire Insurance
Company, and the New Zealand Accident
Tnsurunce Company. The ries of these
companies for insurance under the Mines
Regulation Act, under the Employers’
Liability Aect, and uoder the Common
Law, are as follows : for a limit of £500,
20s. per cent. ; for a limit of £1,000, 25s.
per cent. ; for a limit of £1,500, 27s. 6d.

In the case of one insurance

I believe the

The only .
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per cent.; for a limit of £2,000, 30s.
per cent.; and 5s. per cent. additional
for every additional £1,000 or portion of
£1,000. T have gone carefully into
the rates charged in South Australia, and
find that, taking them all through, they
average about 15s. per cent.

Hor. J. W, Haceerr: By whom are
By the Government
or by the companieg?

Hon., F. T. CROWDER: By the
I do not think
there is much fear of a ring being formed
in the event of this Bill being passed;
because employers can insure in South
Australia or in the other States. This
circumstance would tend to keep rates
down.

How. R. Lavrie: They are all the
same offices.

Hon. F. T. CROWDER.: There are
other offices in the Bastern States.

Hon. R. Laurie: No. They are the
same offices.

How. F. T. CROWDER: Clause 20
I consider a very necessary one. I have
had some considerable experience of
accident policies, and I have never yet
known one which the companies could
not get out of if they liked. Clause 20
vests power in the Governor to malke
regulations insuring a satisfactory form
of policy. Clause 21 repeals sections of
the Mines Regulation Acts of 1895 and
Those sections had to do with
primd facie evidence of negligence, and
they are just as well repealed. If hon.
members will study the Bill they will see
that it is a really good piece of legisla-
tion. I am unable to see that it will
bear heavily on any section of the com-
munity ; because under it the cost of
accident insurance will have to be taken
into consideration just as insurance of
buildings and stocks against fire is now
taken into consideration. At present,
the expense consequent on accidents is
borne partly by the private employers
and partly by the Government. The
present measure will tend to prevent
poverty and to create a better feeling all
round. With one or two amendments,
which I shall move in Committee, I am
thoroughly in accord with the Bill. I
shall, therefore, support the second read-
ing.
%uestion put and passed.
Bill read a second time,
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IN COMMITTEE.
Sir Georce SEENTON took the Chair.

Clause 1—agreed to.

Clause 2—Interpretation :

Hoyv. F. T. CROWDER moved that
words be added to the paragraph be.
ginning “emplover” as follow :—* But
shall not include persons employing less
than five persons.” As this Bill was an
experiment, it was just as well to have
these words inserted, because there were
80 many persons at the prescnt day who
were only employing one or two people.
There might be a master and two men,
and through the negligence of one, the
two persons might receive injury, and
they could ruin the master, who would
have nothing to fall back upou at all.
If we allowed the interpretation of
“employer” to stand ag at present, the
tendency would be to throw the work into
the hands of people with a lot of money
instead of allowing smalil people to start
to work. In England the measure was
looked upon as an experiment.

How. A. B. Kioson: It had worked
badly in England.

Hon. F.T.CROWDER : Tt had worked
satisfactorily in England, to a great extent.

Horn. A. B. Kimnson said he had just
come hack from England.

How. F. T. CROWDER: The hon.
member was not there long enough to
know anything about it,

How. A. B. Kipson said he was there
six months.

How, F. T. CROWDER : The Aet was
added to lust year by including agricul-
tural labourers: ther were not included
in this measure.

How. G. RanpenL: The measure in-
cluded those who used machinery.

Amendinent put and passed, and the
clause as amended agreed to.

Clauses 3 to 21, inclusive—agreed to.

Schedule 1:

Hox.F. T. CROWDER: Thisschedule
had been made as complete as possible;
he did not think they could have got
more into it unless they bad also brought
in * son-in-law ”’ and *“ daughter-in-law.”

Hon. G. RanperL: The old Act speci-
fied wife, parent, and child. Tn this Bill
there was a saving clause, he believed.

Hox. C. E. DEMPSTER : The mea-
gure was apparently another barrel to
shoot the emploger with. In every sense
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of the word it seemed totend against the
interests of the employer.

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: The Bill
did ot apply to farmers.

Hon. C. B. DEMPSTER: No; it
applied to others, and justice should be
done to both sides. However, as the
measure affected mining men more than
others, he would not move in the matter.
By and by, when there were no employers,
we should see what the result would be.

Schedule put and passed.

Schedule 2—agreed to.

Preamble, title—agreed to.

Bill reported with an amendment, and
the report adopted.

KALGOORLIE TRAMWAYS AMEND-
MENT BILL.

SECOND READING.

T MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon.
A. Jameson), in moving the second read-
ing, said: I simply have to draw the
attention of members to the fact that this
is a purely formal Bill. It is & measure
to confirm a provisional order which you
will find set forth in the schedule. I
think it s merely in counection with the
tramways at Kalgoorlie, therefore I ask
members to carry the second reading.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

IN COMMITTEE.
Bill passed throngh Committee without
debate, reported without amendment, and
the report adopted.

ADJOURMENT.
The House adjourned at 18 minutes to
10 o’clock until the next Tuesday.




