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Ttem, Inspectors, £23,081:

My. MUNSIE: This item shows an in-
crense of £1,955 over last year’s expenditure.
Last year 63 inspectors were employed. Why
do not these Estimates show the number now
employed? Ts the inercase in the item due
to inereuse in the nmiumber of inspectors, or
to increase in inspeetors’ salaries, or to both
causes’?

The PREMIER: There are about 10 or
12 more inspectors this year tban there were
last vear. The item includes Lands, Agri-
cuttural Bank, Industries Assistance Board,
and Soldier Scttlement inspectors.

Vote put anil negatived.

Vote — Land Settlement for
E12,652:

The CHAIRMAN: T suggest that this

vote be negatived, so that the matter may be
put in order.

Soldiers,

Vote put and negatived.
Progress reported.

BILL—HEALTH ACT CONTINUATION.

Returnedt from the Council without amend-
ment.

House adjourned at 11.58 p.m.

Negislative Council,

Thnrsday, 28th October, 1320,
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The PRESIDENT tock the Chair at 430
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PRIVILEGE—PARLIAMEXTARY
ALLOWANCES BILT.

Debate resumed from previous day on the
following motion by Hon. A, Lovekin—
That the words nttered by the Hon, Sir
F. H. Wittenoom as recorded in °'Han-
sard’" on the 5th December. 1919, consti-
tute a breaeh of the privilege of this
Hourze,

[COUNCIL.]

The MINISTER ¥FOR TEDUCATION
(Hon. H. P, Colebatch—East) [4.30]: In
common, 1 have no doubt, with most mem-
bers of the House, I shovid very much have
preferred to say nothing whatever xegard-
ing this matter, but it scems to me, as
leader of the House, that the guestion of
the privileges of members is involved and
a certain respongibility rests upon me. 1
am sure all of ns regret very much the posi-
tion which has arisen. Tt is undoubtediy
degirable and in the hest interests of the
country that meu, electel to responsible
positions sueh as members of thisx Chamher
or of another place, should be men of ont-
standinvg personality and stromg eharacter.
It is, 1 suppose, inevitable that there will be
clashes between mea of that kind.  Bocause
of the point of view T desire to place be-
fore the House, T think it is necessary to say
af the outset that 1 shall endeavour to re-
move two misconceptions that probably may
be in the minds of a number of members and
certrinly, in my opinion, is in the mind of
the only ofher member who has speken in
thi= debate, with the exeeption of Mr. Love-
kin and Sir Edward Wittenoom. [ refer to
Mr. Corneli. The first peint, and it is a
most important one from the view T take
of the matter, is the absence from the
Chamber of Mr. Lovekin. It is important,
for there can be no question that had Mr.
Lovekin been in the Chamber at the time,
he would have had no standiig at the pre-
sent junecture. Whether, in spite of his ab-
sence at that time, he still has a standing io
the matter, is one for the consideration of
the President, rather than for an expression
of opinion from any member of the House.
There ean be no question that had Mr.
Loveckin been in the House at the time, his
remedy would have been immediate and if
not availed of at once, ¢ould not have heen
taken at any foture time. Mr. Cornell
quoted from *‘Hansard’’ to show that Mr.
Lovekin was in the House both hefore and
subsequent to the incident. That is quite
correct, hut T know that at the time the
gtatement was made, Mr. Lovekin wag in
the corridor and I also was absent from fhe
Hounse for a moment or two. Alillough 1
wasg constant in my attendance during the
day, I was absent at thatr particular june-
ture; and Mr. Lovekin was in the Chamber
for the greater part of the evening, hot it
was peenliarly unfortunate that he was tem-
porarily absent from his place in the ("ham-
ber at that partienlar moment.  The other
point raised was that if Mr. Lovekin had
nothing whatever to do with the writing or
inspiring of the article in  the “‘Daily
News,'” he was, by virtue of his position
as proprietor or manager, respnasible for
what was done by one of his emplayees. 1
put this point of view hefere hon. membhers
for their consideration: Had the same ar-
ticle appeared in some other paper, with
which no memher of this Chamber wax con-
nected, they could not have taken any no-
tive of it. ¥ want members to nnderstand



[28 OcroBEr, 1920.]

that. There was nothing in the article in
any way offensive or such as reflected apon
Parliament or the privileges of members,
That is agsuming that the article appearad
in a paper with which no member was con-
nected.

Hon. H, Stewart: 1t could have been re-
sented,

The MIXISTER FOR EDUCATION: It
is o matter of common practice for ncws-
Japers to publish forecasts of divisions on
ituportant debates. That practice is fol-
lowed by every newspaper in Australia, and
I think I can safely say by every paper in
Eungland as well. Ou every occasion that |
can remember when o no-confidence motion
has been tabled or when any important de-
bite, either in the Parliaments of the State
or in the Federal Parlinnient, newspapers
have published a forecast of the division
list.  That occurs not only where no-confi-
dencve debates are concerned, but on other
important matters, inclnding Bills  which
arve of great public importance. There is no
contemipt of I’arliament or any invasion of
the privileges of members involved by any
newspaper publishing o forecast of a divi-
sion. There can be no question whatever re-
garding that point and the provisions of
Standing Onler 404, which applies to news-
papers, could not possibly have been in-
voked in a ecase of the kind under review,
Standing Order 404 reads as follows:—

Any member complaining to the Council
of a statement in a newspaper as a breach
of privilege shall produce a copy of the
paper containing the statement in ques-
tion, and be prepared to give the name
of the printer or publisher, and also sob-
mit a substantive meofion declaring the
person in question to have been guilty of
contempt,

The Standing Order, it will be  observed,
refers to statements that have appeared in
newspapers. That is the point T want mem-
bers to grusp.  Any statement published in
a newspaper which merely containg a fore-
cast of how memhers are likely to vote, conld
not he construed as a breaeh of privilege or
bhe regarded as such that any member would
dream of valling anyvone to aceount.

Hon. Sir B, H, Wittenoom: That is not
in question.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: The
attitnde of Mr, Lovekin, merely as the pro-
prietor or general manager of the news.
paper. eannot come into the guestion if, for
the suke of argument, his reporter had ob-
tained this information and written this ar-
tivrle. Tt would he a perfectly legitimate
thing far the paper to publish, and the per-
son tn contral eould wot e held to he res-
ponsible under the Standing Order T have
guated.

Han. T, Cornell: How abont the *“West
Australian,”’ which suffered for the action
of one of its reporters?

The MINTSTER FOR EDUCATION:
That is a different thing aliogether. The
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hon. member hus referred to an incident in
which the ‘‘West Australian?' publisbhed
some statement or atleged statement by a
detective, which was held to prejudice the
trial of a certazin person. That is not a
right thing for any newspaper to Jo,
1 am speaking of things that newspapers all
over the world do every week and no one
dreams of questioning them. Jt is perfectly
within the province of a newspaper to pub-
lish sach forecasts of (livisions and no
oftence against the privilege of the Fouse
woull be involved, Mr. Lovekin, in intro-
dueing the motion, made seme reference to
his standing as a journalist. The hon. mem-
ber is very properly jealous of his reputa-
tion as a journalist and, as a man of stand-
ing who las represented this State at =z
conference  of  journalists throughout the
Fanpire, he is naturally entitled to be proud
of his reputation. But this House is not in
the least concerned with his standing as a
journalist or with the effeet this matter may
have upon bim as a journalist,. The whole
point iz how doeg thizs matter affect him as
a member of Parliament?! What rights or
privileges has he, ns a member of Parlia-
wment?  Personally, [ do mnot think that
the miotion as it stands is one that we would
be justified in carrying, for these reasons:
Sir Edward Wittenoom ou a certain oceasion
made certain remarks. Had Mr. Lovekin
been in his place in the House, there is ne
question but that he ecould have demanded a
withdrawal of those remarks and [ have no
doubt Sir BEdward Wittenoom wounld have
withdrawn them at once. Tn such a case
there would he no question as to whether the
remarks were justified or not. Tn order to
lend point to that aspect of the matter—
and T assure Mr. Duffell T have no
malice in making reference to the par-
ticular incident—1T reeall a case which oe-
curred in the heat of argument last even-
ing. Mr. Duffell made certain remarks
during the course of the debate which re-
fleeted npon me. I did not get up and-make
a personal explapation and say that the
statement 1 had made had been supplied to
me by the Crown Solicitor or the Attorney
General or somchbody clse. T simply de-
manded that the hon, member should with-
draw his remark. That attitude was sup-
ported by the Chairman of Committees and
freely acknowledged by Mr. Duffell himseif.
I mention that to show that whem a state-
ment is made in the House which reflects
upon an hon. member, it is altogether heside
the point as to whether the statements made
are justified or not. That aspeet has nothing
whatever to do with it. Standing Orler 395
deals with this partieular question where
personal cefleations wpon a wmember have
been made. That” Standing Orler is per-
fretly clear and reads—

No member shall use offensive words
against cither Heouse of Parlinment or any
member of such House, or against any
statute, unless for the purpose of moving
for it repeal, and all imputations of im-
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proper motives and all personal reflections

on members shall be considered highly

disorderly. .
1t does mot say unjustified personal reflec-
tion; but that all persomal reflections on
hon. members shall be considered highly dis-
orderly. It is imperative that this shoeld be
the case. It would be an impossible position
if, on one member making a personal re-
flection on another, the other had to get up
and defend himself and show that he was
not guilty of the things suggested against
him.  The freedom of specch in regard to
Parliamentary debates is, we might almost
say, extreme, All sorts of proteetion
is afforded. A member ecannot be prose-
cuted for libel, no matter what statements
he makes in the House, and because of that
extreme freedom of speceh, it is entirely de-
sirable and neeessary that there should be
this one cheek, that hon. members must not
in any circumstances say anything which is
a ersonal reflection wpon another lhon, mem-
ber.  Oue mewber might have proof in his
pocket of something dishomourable or dis-
ereditable to another member. There may be
means by which he ean bring that hon. mem-
ber to aceount, but he cannot allude to the
matter in the course of debate, and if during
a debate he did make a personal refieetion,
he would he compelled to withdraw it, no
matter what justification he might have,

Hon. J. Cornell: Not necessarily compelled
to withdraw it; he might be suspended.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: I
was going to mentien that. The hon. member
upron whom the refleetion was cast would not
be under the least obligation to deny the
accusations or justify himself. He wounld he
fully entitled to the protection of this Stand-
ing Order, which says that for an hon, mem-
bher to reflect upon another member is highly
disorderly. In such eircumstances the Presi-
dent or the Chairman wonld eall upon the
hon, member te withdraw, and if, instead of
withdrawing he sought to justify himself, he
wonld aceentnate his disorderly conduet, anid
as a last resort wounld be removed from the
Chamber. That wonld he the only remedy.
T point this out to show that had Mr. Lave-
kin been in his place when the statement
was made all that would have heen neces-
sary would have been for him to say, ‘I
demand that that statement be withdrawn.’’
Tt would not have been competent for Sir
Edward Wittenoom or any member to ask,
“In you deny it?'* That would never
lave entered into the question. The state-
ment, being a persenal reflection, must have
heen witbdrawn directly the lhon, member
drew attention to it.

Hon. Sir E. H, Wittenoom: That is all
past now.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION :
That is why T say I qunestion whether the
motion, as it stands, can be carried, because
not only was Mr. Lovekin deprived of his
remedy through heing absent, but Sir Ed-
ward Wittenoom was also deprived of the
nsual and ordinary methed of getting out

[COUNCIL.]

of any mistake he may have made, Had
attention been directed to the statement at
the time Sir Edward Wittenoom mude it
and had Mr. Lovekin demanded a with-
drawal of the astatement, Sir Edward
Wittenoom with his long knowledge of Par-
Yiamentary practice would have at onee
withdrawn. He would have reasoned in
this way: ‘‘I recognise that I violated the
Standing Order.”’ We have now reached a
very unhappy pesition, and I do not know
whether you, Sir, can sce any way out of
it I do not know whether it is competent
for Mr. Lovekin, after having raised the
question at the earliest moment possible, in-
stead of submjtting this metion to censure
8ir Edward Wittenoom for a breach of
privilege—

Hon. A. Lovekin: I have no desire to do
that.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: It
would be an extreme course to ask the
House to vensure Sir Edward Wittenoom,
and 1 do not think any member of this
House would agree to it, merely becanse Sir
Edward Wittenoom did uwot have an oppor-
tunity {o withdraw the statement which,
wnder Standing Order 393, was irregular.
Beeause of that, the whole thing has been
allowed to lapse, and months afterwards it
is sought to condemn Sir Edward Witte-
noom for breach of privilege. It appeals to
me in thig way: Is Mr, Lovekin, after this
lapse of time and by reason of the faet that
he had no previous opportunity bnt took
the first opportunity ar his disposal, en-
titled instead of moving this motion merely
to sk that Sir Edward Wittenoom should
withilraw the remarks he wmade in confra-
vention of Standing Order 395! That is
the position se far as Mr. Lovekin is con-
cornesd, It is for you, Mr. President, to say
whether he ix cutitled to take that course.
If he is mot, then 1 submit it is for Sir
Edward Wittenoom to say, ‘' Recognising as
I must that under Standing Order 393, had
the hon. member heen preseat and demanded
a withdrawal T must bave withdrawn the
statement, T am not going to take advant-
age of the faet that he has been away so
long, hat T recognise that at one time he
had the right to demand a withdrawal, and
it was not his fault thar he did not exercise
the right. If he asks for a withdrawal
wnder Standing Order 393, T am quite pre-
pared to withdraw, heecause 1 recognise that
the statement was a contravention of that
Standing Order.”’ In common with every
hen. member, T deplore personal guarrels
hetween any two members, and T am deeply
concerned in regard to this, espeeially as it
coneerns two members for whom T have a
very high esteem, and indeed whose friend-
ship T hope T hold. But the matter affects
the Standing Orders and privileges of the
House. I wonld be extremely sorry to see
the motion go to a division and a result
recorded which might he interpreted as
indicating that we rvegarded lightly this
Standing Order. Tt iy imperative that we

¥
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. sbould vindicate Standing Order 395. De-
bate would be jntolerable if we departed?
from the position that no hon. member can
cost u personal reflection on another hon.
mentber,  Leaving out the question of
Jjustification, if any member does something
whiel justifies his impeachment or removal
from the Chamber, it ean be done, but in
the course of debate no hon. member is
entitled to make any personal reflection on
another hon, member. It is imperative that
this Standing Order slkould be vindicated to
the last possible degree, se that there may
be no dispute about it in future,

Hon, J. Cornell: Where will it cnd!

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: 1f
a member who bhas cast a redection upon
another member is called wpon to withdraw,
Le must withdreaw whether his statement
was true or not. The Standing Orders do
not allow 1 personal reflection, and there-
fore withdrawal is necessary. T hope some
n.eins may be found to honourably retrieve
the position we have reached. I submit
very respectfully, Sir, that it iz Targely a
question for vou to sav if you think that,
in the ecircomstances, AMr. Lovekin has for-
feited the right that he undoubtedly had
at the time the remark was made fo demand
its withdrawal. If he has not, then he may
demand a withdrawal under Standing Order
393, and no doubt that will be a way out
of the diffieculty, Jf he has forfeited his
right to demand a withdrawal I would put
the question to Sir Edward Wittenoom,

The PRESIDENT : Does the hon. the
Minister wish to ask that question now?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: Yes.

The PRESTDENT: 1ln my opinion the hon.
member has forfeited the right. Further-
more, T would explain that T do not take
the same view of Standing Order 395 as
does the Minister for Education. Xo mem-
ber shall use offensive words against either
iouse of Parliament or any member of
such House. The offensiveness of the words
lics in the application of the words by the
member against whom they are directed. Tf
that hon. member ealls attention to the
words as being offensive, 1 regard it as my
duty to order a withdrawal, If he does not,
and if the words were mot patently and
opeuly abusive, T do not regard it as my
duty, ner do I iniend in the foture te
practieally stiflc debate by ordering a with-
drawa) unless it is asked for. That is my
opinion. i

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION. T
would he extremely sorrv, Sir, if anyvthing
T said suggested to your mind that T con-
sidered you shanld call for a withdrawal of
Ahe words.

The PRESIDENT:
that eonelusion,

The MIXNISTER FOR EDUCATION:
Then I most have blundered in my speech
if vou eame to that conclusion. [ said that
had Mr. Lovekin demanded n withdrawal,

T certainly did dreaw
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the statement would have been withdrawn.
I did unot suggest that yon, Sir, should bave
demanded a withdrawal. 1 ‘quite realise
that the position is as you state, that the
offcusiveness lies in the application whick
the hon. member himself attaches to the
words, There is certainly no obligation oun
the President or on the Chairman to ask for
a withdrawal excepting in gross instances. I
trost that you will aceept my assurance that
1 never had in mind that you should call for
a withdrawal. Had Mr. Lovekin been in his
place and demanded a withdrawa) you, Sir,
would have supported him in that demand.

The PRESIDENT: Quite right.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION :
Then there is no differcice of opinion he-
tween us, In any ease | should not question
your decision on the other point, but I en-
tirely agrec with you. Mr. Lovekin, prob-
ably through no fault of his own, has for-
feited his right to demand a withdrawal. Al
I can add is that, if [ were in the position
of 8ir Edward Wittenoom, I should say
that because the hon, member'’s absence for-
feitedd to him the right which he otherwise
had, T should be disinclined to take advantage
of it, and that if I had said anything con-
trary to the Standing Orders of the House,
1 would be only too glad to withdraw it.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES (North) [4.55]: I
have no desire to enter into the rights and
wrongs of the controversy between Sir Ed-
ward Wittenoom and Mr. Lovekin, Both are
friends of mine, but, like the leader of the
House, I am concerned regarding the rights
and privileges of this Houge. o far as I
¢an understand, it is a case of the greater
the truth the greater the lie. It matters not
whether the statement made by Sir Edward
Wittenaom is right or wrong. Ff the hon.
member had been present he could and prob-
ably would have asked for a withdrawal of
the statement., The hon. member was not pre-
sent,  Your ruling, Sir, when this motion
was introdueed on Tucsday, to my mind put
Mr. Lovekin back where he was had he been
present, or had he heen able to attend in his
place at the next sitting of the Honge, T
took that te be your ruling, and that it prac-
tically put Mr. Lovekin back to where e
would have been if he had been present. Now
we come to this point, whether the words
were offensive or not, and whether they were
words which shonld have been withdrawn, [
have looked up ‘‘Hapsard,”’ and T find on
page 2042 that Sir Edward Wittenoom is
reported as having said—

We have now a member of this Chamher
who -is the proprictor of a newspaper, and

T am sorry to say that he has made use of

his position as a member to take outside of

this House and publirh opinions expressed
in ordinary couversation.
T do not eare whether that statement is true
or untrue, it is a reflectign upon an hon. meni-
ber of this House, and as such T think it
should be withdrawn.
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Hon. Sir E. H. Wittehoow:: That is aR
past now,

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: I raise this peint;
I ¢laim it is not past. I elaim that your
raling, Sir, put vs back to where we would
have lLeen had Mr. Lovekin heen present.

Hon. A, Sanderson: Which ruling?

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: %When the motion
was introduced on Tuesday.

Hon. A, Sanderson: There was no ruoling,

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: The President ad-
dressed the House and said that, as Mr. Love-
kin had heen absent for some time and had
only just returned to the State, he would
allow him to proceed, and I take it—T may
be wrong—that that ruling put Mr. Love-
kin back -te where he would have been had
he been present on the oceasion in question.

The PREBIDENT: TFor the information
of the hon, member, 1 would point out that
objection to any words used in debate must
be taken at the time the words are nsed. No
action of mine couldl put the two parties
to this dispute back in the position they
occupied when the debate occurred.  The
ruling I gave was on a matter of privilege
under Standing Order 106 I pointed out
that it was somewhat straining that Stand-
ing Order to permit the motion to be moved,
but that in the circumsatances T had decided
to allow it.

Hon. J. CUXNNINGHAM (North-East)
[4.38]: The question with which I am faced
is, am J prepared to support or oppose the
motion. 1 remember very clearly what hap-
pened during the last day or two of last
gession. [ realise that most hon. memhers
were taking an aetive, and, I may say, an
intelligent interest in the business before
the House. Tt is well known that conversa-
tions Jdid take place; mcembers do not walk
about with their mouths shut. Surely it is
not a erime to converse one with the other,
and very often the probable resunlt of a Bill
may be discussed before a division is taken.
T desire to lead up to the fact that I know
now, as 1 knew then, that Mr. Lovekin was
taking dn active part as regards the defeat
af that Bill. Mr. Lovekin was also laoking
tor information, undoubtedly. T think the
lion. member will admit that he had con-
versations with other members.  Knowing
thogse facts, I, and alse other members, on
thot oceasion did resent what we considered
to be a breach of confidence on the part of
Ar. Lovekin. T am not prepared to say that
I exchanged confidences with that hon. mem-
ber, but I had a conversation with him on
the subjeet matter which has brought about
the present difficulty.

Hon. A. Lovekin: That conversation
rot appear in the newspaper.

Hon. J. CCNNINGHAM: XNo, but a fore-
cast of fhe division list did appear in the
newspaper. 1 formed the eonclusion, rightly
or wrongly, that Mr. Lovekin had had some-
thing to do with the pnblication of that
foreeast: and I helicve most members held
that opinion at the time. Tt is most unfor-

did
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tunate that Mr. Lovekin was not in the
4 Chamber when Sir Edward Wittenoom made
the remarks of which lhe complains. How-
ever, 1 thought at the time that Sir Edward
was fully justified in making them, After
hearing them, 1 was satisfied to-let the matter
rest. I'or my part I thought no good purjose
woull be served by repeating what Sir Ed-
ward Wittenoon had stated.  Still, it had
been my intention to draw the attention of
members to the fact that something had
taken place on the purt of ome lhon. member,
which, in my opinion, should not have taken
place,  Up to-the present time, .including
cspecially the period of his remarks in mov-
ing this motion, Mr, Lovekin has not denied
that he had something to do with the publi-
cation of the forecast.
Hon, A, Lovekin: Yes. T have told yon
that there wus no foundation, warrant, or
jnstification for the remarks to which my

motion refers. [ have said that a dozen
times.

Hon., sir E. H., Wittenoom: Get up and
sS4y 50 now,

Hen. A. Lovekin: T will say it again now,
if vou like.

Hon, J. JUNNINGHAM: What led me to
that conelusion was the appearance of eer-
tain womls in a letter from Mr. Lovekin to
Sir Edward Wittencom, which 8ir Edward
read here vesterday, From these words it
seemed to me that an agreement had heen
arrived at whereby e difficulty conld he
overcome,  Certain words had appeared in
that comwmunieation, and Mr, Lovekin scored
out those words and inserted in lien thereof,
I have sinee learncd,'” or something to
that effeet.  From those words 1 took it that
AMr. Lovekin had not previously denied hav-
ing anything to do with the pullication of
the matter complaineld of. On that ground,
and nlse because I know what was in the
minds of hon. members on the night when
Sir Edward Wittenoom used the expressions
tn which MMr. Lovekin takes exception, it is
not my intention to support the motion.
Whether the words used by Sir Edward
Wittencom constitute a hreach of the Stand-
ing Orders, T am not prepared to say. We
look to woun, Mr, President, for the inter-
pretation of the Standing Orders, and also
for expressions of opinion regarding the con-
duet of the business of the Touse, You have
expressed your opinion to-day, Sir. T shall
vote against the motion.

Hon. .J. E. DODD (South) [56]: T must
say that this motion seems to me to indicate
the maost regrettable oeeurrence that has
taken place in thizs House sinee T have heen
a member of it—for the last 10 years. T am
sure it is the wish of every member that
the matter should not go to a divisian, Un-
doubtedly some other method of settling the
difficulty shorld be deviseil. T was not here
at the time the occasion for this motion
arose. T waa at home sick, and T recollect
that at that time something occurred to which
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I rather ohjected. Still, T do not intend to
raise that matter now. It sesms to me that
Mr. Lovelin has taken an entirely wrong
precedure in moving that Sir Bdward Wit-
tonoom’s vemurks are a breach of privilege.
Had Mr. Lovekin risen in bis plare and made
a personal cxplanation—and he has stated
just now that there is no foundation for the
helief that ke was in any way connected with
the publivation of the forecasted division
list—no doubt that explanation would have
heen satisfactory to 8ir Edward \Wittenooin,
and that gentleman would have been pre-
pared to do justive to Mr. Lovekin. Why
togte the time of the House by forcing a
division on a motion of this kind! At one
timee ! used to like a scrap, and was always
pneparad for one, aml evem anxious to get

« into one; aud in my time I have been in a .

geaap or two. But since getting into my
present eritical condition I have had rather
kindlier feelings than perhaps I had form-
erly. I appeal to Mr, Lovekin to” withdraw
his motion, antl to make a personal explana-
tion. Thiz he can deo without any loss of
dignity. Then | am gquite satisfied, from my
knowledge of Sir Edward Wittenoom, that
that hon. member will make any reasonable
reparation in this connection that Mr, Love-
kin may desire.

Hon. J. DUFFELL {(Metropolitun-Subur-
ban} [5.8f: T offer the suggestion that the
Hicuse adjourn for five minutes to allow the
two members concerned to come together. If
thut were done, [ teel sure there woulil he no
turther discussion on this motion.

Hon. J. W. HICKEY (Central) [29]:
Personally | am always prepared to take full
responsibilily for my own actions, and L had
no intention of saying a word on this mo-
tion. Hewover, certnin remarks whieh have
heen made have brought me to my feet. 1
regret very much that the motion has been
moved. The partieular incident which has
giver rize to this motion [ happen to have
a fairly good knowledge ot, and 1 am not
one to sidestep an ivsue, | do unot view with
any degree of pleasure the proposal that the
Honse should adjonrn for five minutes to
allow the prineipal combatants to get to-
gether in the precinets or anywhere clse for
the purpose of dizeussing posaibilities.  Vari-
onuy cfforts have been made to throw the re-
sponsibility for the settlement of this matter
nn yourself, Mr. President. [lowever, T, as
ons of the spectators of this drama, am pre-
pared to cast wy vote for that principal who
1 think ought to get the decision. That being
sa, [ do mot agree with the leader of the
House and other hon. members who have been
tiving to find an casy way out of the diffi-
enlty,  On the present oceasion T consider
that therc is only one way ocut, and that is
to vote for or against the motion. The meo-
iion has bheen launched deliberately by Mr.
1.ovekin, and vonsequently he must abide by
the resnoilt. The difficulty could be easily
ovoreome 1Y he woull make a denial of any
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complieity in the publication of the foreeast.
1 followed very closely the correspondence
which Sir Edward Wittenoom read yestor-
day, aud in no passage of that correspond-
ence could 1 observe a denial by Mr. Lovekin
of his responsibility for the publication. If
he would make that denial, probably the
whole matter would he over and done with,
Whatever our differences of opinion may he
on certain prineiples, aspirations, and ileals,
we all come together here to exchange confi-
denves at times. I know that Mr, Lovekin
was very aetive in his opposition to the RBill
in question.

The PRESIDEXNT: [ may point out that
this ix not a motion indicating a breach of
privilege on the part of Ar. Lovekin.

Mon. J. W. HICKEY: A motion of this
desceription, however, opens up a wide range
of discussion; and the mover has taken a
heavy responsibility in launching it. In jus-
tification of Sir Edward Wittenoom’s re-
marks, 1 may say that it was the idea of
various members to draw your attention, Mr.
President, to the publication. We reeognise
that there must be something sacred in this
House, We are not cousidering this matter
from the aspect of the position of a press-
wman, but from the aspeet of the privileges
of a member of Parlinment. My opinion

- was, and T say this emphatically, that Mr.

Lovekin was responsible for inspiring the
publication referred to; and, that being so,
I think Sir Edward Wittenoom should stand
to his guns, eapecially as ou that oceasion lhe
voiced what was the opinion held by a
majority of this Chamber. Confidences should
be sacred outside the Chamber, if not inside
it. T must oppose the motion,

Hon. H. STEWART (South-East) |5.14]:
As one who was associated with Mr. Lovekin
in a numnher of divisions on the Bill referred
to, I wish to dissociate myself from him as
repavds the preseat motion. My renson for
doing so is, in particular, that in the corres-
pondenee read hy Sir FEdward Wittencom
when defending himself yesterday, Mr. Love-
kin made a quite unfair imputation against
Sir Edward. Remembering well what took
place in the debate in question, T can clear
Sir Edward Wittenoom frowm that imputation.
The imputation made by Mr. Lovekin ia that
8ir Edward Wittenoom took an opportunity
to make the remarks complained of when he,
Alr. Lovekin, was not in the Chamber. I
have a clear recollection of the oveurrence in
question,  After the Minister for Eiducation
harl moved the second reading of the Bill, T
endeavoured to cateh your eve, Mr. Presi-
dent, and failed to do so. Mr. Duffell was
the first speaker after the leader of the
House. Then [ again sought to cateh vour
eye, Sir, and did eateh it; but at the moment
1 endeavouvred to secure the privilege of
speaking Sir Edward Wittenoom also rose,
aml von, Sir, accorded to me the right of
speaking first, T think it is onlyv fair to Sir
Edward Wittenomn to mention that, Leeause
it cffectually elears him from the jmputa-
tion. It seems to me most regrettable that
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thi notion was brought forward, and I can
only jein with other hon. members, notably
Mi, Dodd, in believing that, sinee it has been
brunght forward, the best sclution of the
diticulty would be to withdraw the motion.
Another point:  Until by interjection while
Mp. Crmningham was speaking Mr. Lovekin
denied responsibilily for the newspaper ar-
tivle in question, we had no straightforward
denial.  The correspondence does not give
auy tull, plain, simple, British, straightfor-
wiprd denial of responsibility, and the choice
ot surh words as ‘‘foundation,’’ *‘unjustifi-
able, "t and Ffunwirrantable’’ by Mr. Leve-
ki does not convey the impression of a
straightforward denial,

Hon. A. LOVEKIN (Metropalitan—in
repy} [327]: I moved the motion as being
the only means by which, under the Stand-
ing Orders, and on the procedure of the
Huuse, T could eall attention to the remarks
of Nir Edward Wittencom. [ moved it at
the earliest opportunity I had, Lecauwse the
remarks T eomplain of were made in the
carly morning hours on the closing
day of last session, and | did  not
know the hon. member had made any
remarks  at  all until 1 saw  the news-
paper report on  the following 1morning.
Hinee then [ have been away, and have hadd
no opportumity of fully complying with
Standing Order 106. 1 asked, and yon, Sir,
gave he, some latitude in order that 1 might
draw attention to the remarks of the hon.
member.  T£ there had been any other way of
drawing attention to the matter than by
moving the motion, 1 woukld have taken that
course; because | never had, nor have | now,
any intention of attempting to carry a motion
whieh casts the slightest reflection on the hon,
member or which is in any way offensive.

Hon, Sir K, H. Wittenoom: 1 tendered you
a full apology in the last letter.

Hon. A. LOVEKIXN: No, [ do not think
<0. T will diseuss that if you wish it, but 1
v ould rather aveid it, beeause 1 realize that
I am out of time in respeet of any right
to demand a withdrawal, except with the
ransent of Sir Fdward Wittenoom,

Hon. J. E. Dodd: The hon. member could
have marlde a personal explanation, .

Hon. A, LOVEKIN: Perhaps so, but T
thonght [ wonld follow this ecovrse. T con-
enlted others and this appeared to he the
onlv cvourse T could follow. Bat T want to
asvure the hon. member and the House that
1 moved the motion ag a means by which the
matter could he diseussed, but with no in-
tontion of reflecting upon or censuring the
hon. member, T do not wish to carry it, even
if T could, as a eensure upon the hon. mem-
by, On the other hand to negative it would
be one of the worst things we could do, for
the reason that it would for all time nullify
Standing Order 395.

Ton, J. W. Hickey: Why did you maove
it if you were not serioms?

Hon. A. LOVEREIN: Not ta earry the
tnotion would be tantamount to this: that a

‘rearons | ohave given.

[COUXCIL.]

member coubl get up and make any preflec-
tion he liked on another hon. wmember and
nothing could he done; because Ly the nega-
tiving of this motion the House will declare
emphatieally that reflections such as this cast
upon another member are not a hreach of the
privileges of the Hounse and therefore not a
contravention of the Standing Order. That
would he the effect of not carrving this
motien, | do not see how, if this motion
were not enrvied and if I subsequently rose
in tho House and said that Sir Edward Wit-
tenoom had heen guilty of dishonourable con-
duet, the President could in justice eall me
te orviler; because the House would have de-
clared that such a.statement was not a breach
of privilege. Therefore, although T moved the
motion, I should be sorry to see it carried,
and equally sorry to see it negatived for the
When the matter was
first  Drought to wmv motiece by the
report in  the ‘‘West  Awstralian™  on
the following morning, I wrote o letter
to the hon. member.  The hon. wember
has been  kind  cnough  to lend  sue  the
correspondenee, sinee T have uot a copy of
it with me. On the G6th Deecember I wrote
to the hon. member what T thought was a
friendly note which would have the effect of
imbteing the hon. member to withdraw the
romarks complained of, aud there the matter
would have ended, T wrote to him this—

Sir, after vour friendly chat with me
at D'arliament on Thursday last, it is need-
less to say T was astounded on perusing
the “*Woest Australian’’ to find remarks
attributed to you (as per cutting herve-
with) for which there i1s no foundation
whatever.

That is a perfeetly c¢lear denial in plain
English.

Hon, Sir E. H. Wittenoom: You do not
read to the ewl of the friendly letter,

ITon. A. LOVEKIN: 1 will read the whole
of it if the hon. member wishes it. 1 wrote
that there was no foundation whatever for
the remarks and that they were unjustifiable.
1 have =aid that several times, The letter
conthtues—

My amuazement was the greater beeaus:,
although T was in the Chamber for quite
nine hours yesterday, you apparently took
advantage of my temporary absene: in
the early hours of this morning to launch
a charge of dishonourable eonduct against
me, OF course T cannnt allow such to go
mnchallenged. T shall be glad therefore it
vou will let me know (a) whether the
“¢\Vest Australian’’ report is correct, and.
(b) whether, if correct, you will divest
vourself of your Parliamentary privilege
and repeat the statements publielv. so that
T may be given a2 chance of defending my-
celf against so unwarranted a stab in the
hack. -
What does that mean? You make this
charge. T say ‘*You make it where you are
not clothed with the privilege of Parlia-
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ment, aml [ will take steps to defemd my-
self from it.”" That means that you would
get me in a witness box where you could
cross examine me as to my connection with
it, and I should have to he prepared to
prove thar I had nothing to do with it; he-
canse if 1 bal anything to do with it I woull
naturafly fail, and it is not likely, unless 1
was preparcd to sabstantiate my attitude,
that 1 would propose such a course to the
hon. member.

Hon. Sir E. H. Wittenoom: [ was merely
drawing attention to the friendliness of your
letter.

flon. A. LOVERIN: Tt is a friemdly
tetter. 1 first ask if the report is correet;
then, if it is correet, T say, will you please
give me an opportinity of defending myself!
It is a fair proposition to put wp.

Hon, Sir K. I, Wittenoom: What was my
reply!  That ¥ would do it.

Hon. A. LOVEKIXN: No, [ do not think
s0, 1 will read the reply, as follows—
Dear Sir,—1 am in reveipt of your letter
of the 6th inst. in reference to a state-
ment made by me in Parliament at its last
sitting. *¢Hansard’’ will, of course, fur-
nish a correct- trauseript of my remarks.
I made the statement in a perfectly frank
spivil. I was naturally  surprised, like
other membhers, to find your pewspaper
forecasting the probable divisien in con-
neetion  with  the Parliamentary  Allow-
ances Bill, and [ merely took occasion to
lraw the attention of the House to what
appeitred to me to be an unusual proceedt-
ing.
The hon. member’s remarks did not bear that
out, He said that T, as a member, had nsed
my position to eonvey outside the result of
private conversation within the precinets of
the House—clearly dishonourable conduet.
Hon. 8ir E. H. Wittenoom: Well, that is
anusual.

Hon, A.
tinnes—

1LOVEKIN: The letter om-

If the foreeast had heen one which was
given as the result of pumblic utterances of
mewhers, the position wounld have been dif-
ferent, but so far as T am awsre members
had not made any publie pronouneement of
their views, To draw the attention of the
[lowse. therefore, to sueh a matter is, I
think vou will admit, the right and privi-
lege of every member, and had I not done
s0, other members would have acted, and 1
would not question your right in similar
circumstances to de likewise. T believe,
however, in being perfectly fair, and if the
statement is not correct and I have your as-
surance to this effeet, then T am quite pre-
pared to make the necessary explanation

and withdrawal nt the first opportunity
after the House meets again,
Hon. Sir E. H. Wittentom: What more

" than that do you want?

A

Hon. A, LOVEKIN: I want something
more than tbat. I put this position to hon.
members: 8jr Edward Wittenoom has nale
a charge against me whieh is without founda-
tion. 1 say now, ‘* You withdraw that charge
tefore you ask me to give you any assurance
or to detend myselt in any way.’’ 1 amn en-
titled to that. The greatest eriminal is en-
titlerl to ask the Crown to put up a prima
faeie case against him before he is tried. It is
muking matters worse to bring this vharge
against me and then say, ¢* Assure me that L
am not right and that this thing dit not
happen, and 1 will retract what | never bught
to have said.’' 1 cannot aceept that position
from anyone. Is there anything wowe I
ieed reqd?

len. Sir K. H, Wittengom: That is yhite
enongh for our case.

Hono A0 LOVEKIN: In the letter 1 lave
Jjust read I have said there was no founda-
tion whatever tor this statement. | dwive
also said there was no warrant for the stute-
ment, and that it was not justified. Some-
one wants nie to say that | kad nothing what-
ever to do with it. 1f the hon. meber bad
not made a demand to this effeet 1 would
have said this. I do not think I ought to be
called npon by the houn, ‘member, or anyone
clse who has made an unjustifiable attack
npon me, to go to him and ask for merey as
it were, in the very words that he dictates.
I caunot do that. 1 have told him that"the
statement was without foundation, and that
there was no warrant for it, and that it
was not justified by the facts. I repeat those
words and emphasise them to hon. memhers
at this moment. I am not prepared te go
dowu on my knees and allow the hon, mem-
ber to dictate the terms that I should
use, namely, that 1 had nothing to de with
it. [ cannot stultify myselt by (oing tlmt.
Let the hon. member do what he ought to do,
when he has made remarks which are without
foundation, und which, hecause there is no
foundation for them, he should withdraw.
When the hon. member has withdrawn his
statement, T am perfectly willing to accept
the withdeawal and T am also willing, if he
wishes it, to say what he has agked me to
say; but to preeede him in this direction [
must certainly deeline, A gool deal of time
hus been taken up over this matter. 1 wish to
uphold the Standing Ordces of the Housr and
to support you, Sir, and ather memhers wher-
ever I oean, No one reprets more than 1 4o
that T have had te rise in my place on this
question and table this motion. The purpose
for which I movel this motion has bheen
served and T am prepared now to withdraw it,
T shall merely repeat and emphasise what T
have already said, that there was no tounda-
tion for the statements that were made con-
cerning me by the hon. member, that thore
was no justification for them and no warrnnt
for them. Having sail so wneh 1 ask leave
to withdraw the motion.

Motion by leave withdrawn.
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QUESTION—PARTORAL LEASES, RENT
AXD INSPECTIONS,

Hon. J. W. HICKEY asked the Minister for
Edueation: 1, What is the area of country
keld in the name of ¥, Pearse in the North-
West division! 2, What is the total amount
of rent paid per annum on that area! 3,
Have the pastoral leases of the State been
inepected by a Government laads inspeetor?
1, If so0, when, and by whom!

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION re-
plied: 1, LOT0885 acres, 2, £1,035. 3, In-
speefion is in progress. 4, Answered by 3.

QUESTION—STATE HOTELS,

1on. JJ, CUNNINGHAM (for Hon. F. A,
Baglin) asked the Minister for Edueation:
1, Are the Government prepared to review
the salaries at present paid to managers of
the State hotels with a view to making
subskantial increases! 2, Are any of the
munugers married; if so, how many! 3, Are
housekeepers employved at the State hotels;
if so, what are their respective salaries, and
at what hotels are they employed? 4, Do
the managers keep their books, or are clerks
employed to do this work?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATIOX re
plied: 1, Increases to managers will be con-
sidered In ¢uses where the services of man-
agers warrant such. 2, Yes; five. 3, Cook-
housckeepers are employed at Bolgart and
C'orrigin at 40s. a week with keep. 4, Man-
agers keep their own records and financial
books are kepi at head office.

BILL—OPTICIANS REGISTRATION,

Intraduced by Hon. J. Nicholson and read
a first time.

BILL—BUILDIXG SOCIETIES.
Report of Committee wlopted.

BILL—('ORONERS,
e Committee.
Resumed from the previous day;. Hon. [T

Fwing in the Chair; fthe Minister for
Edueation in charge of the Bill
The (HAIRMAN: The Minister for

Eduration had moved a new elause to stand
as Clanse 27,

The MINISTER FOR ERUCATION: T
reported progress on this new clause vester-
dayv at the snggestion of Mr. Dodd, with a
view to having inclnded in it those provi-
sions of Clauses 23 and 26 in regard to in-
spectors in the ease of aceidents 0('(‘lll'l'i‘ll;.‘.'
in favtories. T have had a conference with
the Solicitor General on the matter, and the
wew  elause  has been somewhat redrafted

[COUNCTL.)

and it is in the altered form that 1 will

move it—

With respeet to every inquest on the
body of any person whose denth may
have Dbeen caused by an aecident in or
about a factory, or a ‘“building’’ within
the meaning of that term in ‘‘The In-
spection of Machinery Act, 19047 -he
following provisions shall apply:—1, If
an ingpector is not present the corener
shall adjourn the inquest and send to an
inspector a notive in writing of the rims
and place of holling the adjourned in-
guest. 2, The covener before the ndjourn-
ment may take evidence to identify the
boity and may order the interrent theio-
of, 3, An jinspector may examiue .cit-
nesses and elicit evidenee relative to the
cause of death and o the issne whether
tho aceident was attributable to  weghi-
genee o any omission to ¢comply with the
provisions of the Pactories Act, 1904, or
the Inspection of Machinery Aect, 1904,

Hon, J. 2. DODT}: The new clause, a~ re-
drafted, does not take in all the provisions
of Clause 235, althongh it is more <utisfie-
tory than the previous yroposal. It onlky
fukes in Subelause 2 of that elavse, and does
not take in SBubelause 1. 1f Clause 24 is
applied it may overcome the: difficulty. What
we want s that the representative of the
person killed amd the representative of the
imlustrial nnion of workers may examine the
seene of the aceident and examine witnesses,
just as oceurs in the case of conl mines. We
want the representative of the workers’
union and the inspectors to have the same
power under the proposed factories clause
a- they have in eoupection with mining and
the Mines Hegulation Aet, or e¢oal mining and
the Coal Mines Regulation Act.

The MINTSTER FOR EDUCATION: The
view that the Solicitor General takes is that
every person is entitled to take part in the
|roveedings.

Hon. A. H. Panton: I am not satisfied that
the clause will give representatives of the
industrial wniens of workers the right to
attend inquests.

The MINISTER FOR EDIMCATION: 1f
there is any uncertaiuty about it 1 shall not
have auy objection to the words ‘‘or repre-
sentative of an industrial tnion of workers'’
heine qdded. 1 move an amendment to the

© proposed new clauge—

That after *‘inspertor’” in paragraph 3
the words ““or-a representitive of the in-

dustrial vnion of workers of which the
deceased was & member ™" he added.
Amendment put and passed.

1Wou. .J. Cornell: The relatives of a le-

ceased person should also he given similar
privileges.

The MINISTER FOR ENUCATION: No
far as the relatives of a deceased person are
cvoneerneéd there cannot he the slightest ques-
tren, heean-e Ulanse 24 covers them. The
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reason why I agreed to provide for the re-
presentative of an industrial union is because
it is possible that a coreoner may take the
view that a representative of the union had
not suffieient interest in the subjeet of the
inguest. No coroner could take the view that
# relative of a deceased person had not
sufficient interest in the inguest. The clauses
that have now heen inserted will appear in
the Bil} between the first paragraph of (lause
27 and Subelause 1 of that clanse, The in-
scrtion of these words will make it necessary
to inelude a definition of **inspector.’” The
amendment appearing on the Notice Paper
will have to he inserted here, T move—

That the following words be added:—
In this section *‘inspector’™’ means an in-
spector of factories or an ingpector of
machinery appointed umler the said Acts
respeetively;  and  froceupier”  includes
any agent, manager, or other person aet-
ing or appavently acting in the manage-
ment or control of n factory or bhuilding
as aforesaid.

Amendment  put the

clauge, as amended,

and  passed;
agreed  to.

Bilt again 1eported with further amend-
ment,

new

Hecommittal.

On moetion hy Minister for Education the
Rill was recommitted for the Ffurther con-
sideration of Clause 39,

Hon, .J. Ewing in the Chair, the Minister
for BEducation in charge of the Bill,

Clauge 39—Coroner may ovrder a post mor-
tem examination:

The MIXNISTER FPOR EDUCATION: At
the last sitting, the Committee, on the motion
of Dr. Saw, added a new subeclause as fol-
lows—

When the Commissioner of Public
Health certifies that it is necessary in the
interests of pubiic health that a post-
mortem  examination shall he held, the
eoroncr may may direct any medical prac-
titioner to make a post mortem examina-
tion, and to report thercon to the said
Commisgioner,

T directed the attention of the Committee at
the time to Clause 6 and sugpested that some
ditfenlty might arise hecavse we were bring-

ing uvader the jurisdiction of the coro-
ner o class of  hody that  was  not
provided for in  Clange 6. T  dis-
cussedd  this  matter  with  the Solieitor
General and he took the same view, but
he has draftel an  alternative clause
to that submitted by Dr. Saw. Tt earries ont

the wishes of the Committee and merely
makes the power clear to the coroner, Whilst
Clanse 6 gives the coroner jurisdiction in re-
gard to inquests, it is made elear that the
subclause gives him in certain cireumstanees
jurisdiction over the ordering of a post mor-
tem examination in cases where there need
not be an inquest. The clanse reads—
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When the Commirsioner of Publie Health
rertifies in writing that it is nesessary in
the iuterests of publie health that a post
mortem examination should he  helil on
the dead bedy of any person, a roroner
may, without holding an inguest, direct
any meilieal practitioner to make a post
mortem examination, aml to report thereon
to the Commissioner of Public Health,
aml it shall be lawfal for and the duty of
such medicnl praectitioner to make a post
mortem examination and to repovt thercon
avcordingly,

Hon, J. E, DODD:  Under this provision a
coroner can order o post mortem cexamina-
tion to he held on the hody of anvone whose
death had been brought about by natural
eanses,

The MIXNISTER PFOR EDUCATION :
Omiy in those cases where the Cominissioner
certifics in writing that it is necessary in the
interests of the public health to do so, the
intention being to emhrace cases of infee-
tions discaser snch as the one Ruggestedd by
Dr. Saw, and in which cases the cause of
death can only be determined by holding a
post morteni.

Hon. .I. E. Dodd: Tt will eonfliet with
Clause 6.
The MINISTER [FOR EDUCATION :

It would if it had remained as Dr. Saw moveil
it, 1f the subclause which T have read is
substituted, the position will be made elear,
that the order may be made without holding
an inguest, I move an amendment—

That Subeclause 3 (inserted on  the
motion of Hon. A. J. H. Saw at the pre-
vious sitting) be struck out and the fol-
lowing inserted in leu:—(3) When the
Commissioner of Public Health certifies
in writing that it is necessary in the in-
terests of publie health that a post meortem
examination shonld he held on the dead
hody of any person, a c¢oroner may, without
holding an inquest, direct any medical
practitioner to make a post mortem rex-
amination, and to report thercon to the
C'ommissioner of Puhlic Health, and it
chall be lawful for and the duty of suech
medical practitioner to make a post mor-
tem examination aml to rveport thercon ar-
vordingly.

Hon. J. E. DODD: I enter a protest
against the wew subelause poing in at all
The Bill is one te deal with what might be
termed unnatural or violent deaths. Now we
find that power is sought to he taken, if not
to have an inquest on a person who die- n
natura{ death, to at least have a post mortem
ordered in cases of infections disease. Thnt
is entirely foreign 1o the purpose of the
Bitl; the proper place for it should be iu n
Health Bill. T objeet to the power that is
sought to be given not only in this Bill but
in others to so-ezlled experts on different
matters, T would like to have a definition
of '‘infections disease.’” Ts there any ilis-
ease to-day that is held to be not infectious?
There are a hundred aod one that are in-
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fectious, and we are going to hand over to
the Commissioner of Health the right te
order 1 post inotem examination in  cases
whers a persim may have died from one of
those diseases.

The Minister for Fdueation:
orders it.

~Hon. J. E, DODD: Tt is the same thing.
Let me draw attention to what Mr. Miles
said about the towns in the North-West,
\What sort of medival practitioners have we
in some of those onthack places. There is
no doubt that the coroncr will act largely on
the adviee of a medical practitioner.

The Minister for FEdueation: No, that is
-not the position.

Hon, JJ. B. DODD:  Well, it i< hard to
get at what the position really is. Whatever
it may he, T abject to a provision sueh as
this being inserted in a Coromer’s Bill. T
goe no neeersity for it. We will he treading
on people’s corns and on what has heen a
sentiment of the ages, T think we should
give this matter more eareful consideration
than we appear likelv to do to-dav.

MHon. 8ir E. H. WITTENOOM: The in-
qniry’ has eertainlv to be held hy a coroner
and it j= provided that the Commissioner of
Puhlic Health can recommend to the coroner
that o post mortem shall be earried out in
certain  cases.  Sumely the eoroner is the
man to hold the inquest and in the cireum-
stanees the Bill is the eorreet place for such
a provigion to he ingerted. The title of the
Rill shows what is intended and when the
Commissioner of Publie Tlealth sees that there
ig a suapieions ease, ar one in which the
death has aceurred in eircumstances of im-
portance from the standpoint of the health
of the commuunity, he has the power to re-
commend the coroner to hold the inquest.
That deeidedlr makes the provision anplie-
ahle to this Bill. Whether the coroner should
deal with the inquest or not, ig another point
quite beside this other aspect.

Hon. A. SANDERSON: Whether wo
agrec with Mr, Todd or not, it should not
ho difficult te understand his attitude. Be-
fore T come to a decision on this matter, T
want to he ecertain of mv oronnd. An amend-
mont was made last ovening and the leader
of the Honse has moved another to-dav.

The Minister for Edncation: Merelv to
give effect to it *

ITon. A. SANDERSON: That may he so,
lmt we should he perfeetlv certain what are
the relative positions of the medieal frater-
nity, the (‘ommissioner of Public Health. and
the coroner. Ts this amendment whieh we
are discussine. to he found in the Tmperial
Aet. or those in ferce in New South Wales,
Vietoria, nv Tasmania?

The Minister for Edueation: No, it is not
in existence anywhere in the world that T
know of.

Hon. A. SANDERSON: That makes the
pasition meore serions still.  One day we are
told that we shounld he guided by what other
peaple are doing. and the next day we hrush
e aside.

The eoroner

[COUNCIL.}

tfon. Bir BE. M. Wittenoom: Wiy should
we not improve upon other legislation?

Hon. A. SANDERSOXN: If we were per-
teetly convineed that we were improving upon
other legislation, I would not have any hesi-
tation upon this point, but there must he very
good reasons why some such provision was
not inserted in these other measures,

Hon. &, II. Panton: They have not their
Dr. Saws there.

Hon, A. SANDERSON: The hon member
puts his cards on the tuble and shows that
e is influenved from n seientifie point ot
view.

Hon. A. .J. H. Baw: XNothing of the kind;
it i3 from n public health point of view,

Hon. A, SANDERSON: Well, that is the
same, L

Hon, A, ), H, 8aw: No, it is not.

Hon, A. SANDERSON: (an it he contru-
divted by the hon. miemhber that his osten-
sille object is to protect the public health
under scientifie methods?

Hon, 8ir E. H. Witterooin: Why shoull he
deny it?

on. A. S8AXNDERSON: Every elown from
the time of Queen [Klizabeth knows what
voroners’' inguests can be, and are we going
to permit any clause to be ingerted in the
Bill with reference to meilical men having
the power or the opportunity—T am ot
certain of my ground there—on the death of
au infant, a male, or a fewale, to say that
they will have a post mortem conducted!

Hon A. J. [, Saw: It wounld only be on
the ground of publi¢ health.

ilon. A. SANDERSOXN: That is perfectly
vlear, so far as the hon. member is concerned,
hut in view of the position as it appeals to
me T oppose the clavse.

Hon. J. Cornell: Yot will not find any-
thing about compulsory notification of wven-
meal diseases in other Acts.

Hon. A, SANDERSON: That is an inter-
Jeetion which it i rather difficult to «leal
with. The attention of members was con-
venfrated upon that partieniar legislation for
some considerable period.  This particalar
vlavse is a.very important one, vet an at-
tempt is being made to slip it through with-
out adequate counsideration.

Ilon. A. J. H. SAW: No far as T am ron-
cerned, T am perfectly content to aecept the
amendment.  The reason for putting power
inte the hands of the corancr is beeause the
voroner has power to ovder a post-mortem ex-
amination in the ease of an aeeident, or in
u ease where foul play is suspeeted. Conse-
quently, although a provision of this kind
might be put into the Health Aet, it i~ not
out of Mace in a Coroners Act. Some mem-
lLers who have spoken seem to imagine that
my motive is that of a ghoul, who wishes ta
go about snatching dead bodies in order to
jerform post mortems. T disclaim any -uch
intention and T c¢an take members into myx
confilence to the extent of telling them that
a0 post-mortem examination is one of the
mast repnlsive things fhat T have to do. T
wonld willingly pay someone five times the
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fer [ receive, to do it for me. 1 consider it
i~ perfectly nevessary that someone, in the
fave of the dangers from infectious diseases,
should have the power to order a post mor-

tem. 1 believe no one has the power at
Jresent.
Hon. J. Nicholson: And such a provision

i+ for the heuefit of the public as a whole,

Hon. A. .J. H. 8AW: 1t is quite possible
to gtart an epidemic raping in thiz State
and in these eircumsiances the health of the
commupity should be taken into considera-
tion,

Hon, J. E, Dodd: Tave you ever known
ruses of relatives refusing permission to have
post mortems eonducted ?

Hon. A, J. H. SAW: T have known of
virses but, in the great majority of instances,

the relatives, on reprosentations being made |

ta theny that on the ground of public health
A post mortem is necessary, have given their
conrent in 99 rases out of 100. Tt is entirely
from the standpoint of the public health that
I brought this subject up under this Bill.

Hon. }. E. DODD: I hope that neither
Dr, 8Saw, nor any other medical man
will  betieve that I regard them as
anxious to conduet post mortems. We
are (iscussing the measure as it is pre-
sented to us and [ bave no ulterior motive
in opposing this clause appearing iv the
Caroners Bill, I have strong feelings against
compulgion in matters of this kind. When
wy consider the number of infeetious diseases,
and what this may lead to in the future, if
such 2 clause is inscrted in the Bill, we cer-
tainly have good grounds for oppesing it,
quite apart from whether it is relevant to
the Bill. For my part I think it iz not rele-
vant. 1 should like to know whether any
medical congress has carried any resolutiou
regarding such a matter.

Hoen. A, J. 1. Saw:
rever heen before us,

ITen. J. E. DODD: If the matter is of such
in.portance, it should have been considered
Li-fore now hy a medical congress, and in any
case it should met appear in the Coroners
El at the present time

Such a proposal has

Amendment put and passed;
rlnvse added.

the new suhb-

Bill again reported with further nmend-
wents and a message forwarded to the As-
=smbly requesting them to make the amend-
ments, leave being given to sit again on re-
eript of o message from the Asgembly.

Howse adionrned at 6.17 pn.
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QUESTION—-FREMANTLE HARBOUR,
DREDGING.

ANGWIN nsked the Minister
for Works: In view of the possibility that
the large drvedpe, which goes to a depth of
40 feet at the Cockburn Sonund Naval Base
not being rvequired by the (ommonwealth
Government for some timne, will he make re-
presentation to the Commonwealth Govern-
ment for the foan of the dredge to enable the
dredging of the Fremantte Harbeur to a
greater depth to be carried out with more
expedition for the aceommodation of deep
dranght vesscls?

The MINTSTER FOR WORKS replied:
The large dredge employed by the Common-
wealth authorities at Uockburn Sound is not
suitable for work being carricd ont in deep-
ening entrance channel, Fremantle, where the
nature of the material dredged is rock,

Hon, W. (.,

QUESTION—SHIPWRIGHTS' DISPUTE.

Hon. W. . ANGWIX asked the Minister
for Works: 1, When are the Government
woing to bring to an cnd the shipwrights’
dispite at Fremantle by meeting their em-
plorecs as o private employers and semi-
State departments! 2, Ts he aware that the
skipwrights enyjdoved hy the Public Works
Departinent at Fremantle are the only ship-
wrights with whom any dispute exists?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS replied:
1. The matter has been dealt with to-day. 2,
Answered by No. 1,

QUESTION—RAILWAYS, BROWN
ITLL LOOP LTXNE.

Mr, LUTEY asked the Minister for Rail-
wavs: 1, Has the attention of the Govern-
ment been deawn to the need for shelter sheds
on the Brown 1131 Joop line? 2, TF sn, will
shelter sheds be erected at the sidings known
Vietoria Street, Robert
Sireet, Coomhe Street, Half-wav, Hainault,
Fimiston, and Horseshoe?

Ty



