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Legislatibe Councii.
Wednesday, 20 January, 1926.

Constitution (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)—Adjournment
(Constitution (Amendment) Bill).

The PreSIDENT took the chair.

CONSTITUTION {AMENDMENT)
BILL (No. 2).

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS moved:

That leave be given to bring in a bill

to abolish the Legislative Council; to amend
the Constitution Aect, 1902, and certain
other Acts; and for purposes connected
therewith.
He said: This bill is intended to bring to
a climax a question that has been agitat-
ing the minds of the people of New
South Wales for many years. We find
that in New South Wales there is an
anomaly in the Legislature which does
not obtain except in one or two instances
anywhere else in the British Empire, and
I think only in a few instances elsewhere
in the world. We have a Chamber which
is really a nominative Chamber that is
not responsible to anyone except itself.

The Hon. J. Asuton: I hope the new
members will take note of that!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Except in'so
far as its one duty to the people is to
remove that anomaly at the earliest pos-
sible moment. There are second cham-
bers in most of the States of the Com-
monwealth, and, T believe, in some form
or other, in most countries throughout
the world, but with one or two exceptions
those chambers are responsible to some
body of electors, though perhaps the suf-
frage qualification may in some instances
limit the number of electors to some ex-
tent. We have at present reached a
stage at which if this Chamber continues
to exist on its present basis it will be-
come, in effect, only a standing joke in
the Legislature of New South Wales.

The Hon. R. G. D. FrrzGerarp : 1t does
not appear so to the Government!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Whatever
may be said of the past of this Chamber,
it appears that in the future it must be-
come the reflex of ancther place. We
certainly contend that it has been such in
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the past. The records show that different
Governments, one after another, as they
have come and gone, have endeavoured to
nominate to this Chamber persons whose
views coincided as far as possible
with the views of the Government. Ex-
cept on some more or less nmon-essential
matters that have come before this Coun-
cil—non-essential from a Labour point of
view—this House has been regarded as a
reflex of the other House and a second
line of trenches of the Nationalist party.
There have been notable exceptions where
that contention did not hold entirely
good, but, speaking generally and look-
ing back over a number of years, it has,
I think, been generally admitted, except
by one or two interested parties, that
this Chamber has really been a second
edition of the Nationalist party in the
other place.

The Hon. G. F. Earr: Exactly what it
has not been!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I think
there have been a few important excep-
tions. I have no doubt they will be duly
emphasised by hon. members during this
debate. )

The Hon. J. Asuton: I do not think
the hon. member has been long enough in
this country to speak with authority on
that subject, unless he was a close student
of Australian history when elsewhere!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I heard the
Hon. Mr. Ashton speak a few nights ago,.
with very great authority, upon certain
Acts and certain laws which exist in
Great Britain. I do not know whether
he would think it right for me to say
that, as he did not know very much about
(ireat Britain, from the practical point
of view, he had no right to refer to those
things.

The Hon. J. AsuToxn: What I did was.
tn quote from a British Act of Parlia-
ment ! :

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: At lecast,
during my fifteen years knowledge of
this House, I have had a fairly good
oprortunity of judging, and if fifteen
years is not long enough apprenticeship
to serve, I would like the hon. member to
state what would be the proper time.
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- The Hon. J. Asuron: If the Minister
had been here for fifteen years he would
be well-qualified to speak!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I have been
here about fifteen years.

The Hon. J. Asuron: I mean, in this
House!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I did not
understand the hon. member to mean
that. However, that is the general view
of the Labour movement as to the func:
tions and the utility of this House—that
it is here, in the last analysis, for the
purpose of preventing any legislation
which may be of substantial advantage
to the general working-class of this
country.

The Hon. G. F. Earpr: Yet this is the
most progressive of all countries!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: In spite of
all obstacles, which is a great tribute to
pay to the people of New South Wales.

The Hon. T. Wabperr: If it is so,
why was your party silent about it at
the election? Why did you lead the
people to believe that you were not going
t> interfere with the Constitution?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: We had to
dn so many things, and so much of our
time was taken up in refuting the mis-
statements that were put up by our op-
ponents, that we had not very much time
left to .deal, on any elaborate scale, at
any-rate, with the position of this House.

The Hon. T. WaDDELL: You mnever
mentioned that at the elections, and it
was a most important thing, too!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: At those
elections, and at every other election, the
Labour party went to the country with
o printed platform and programme. .

The Hon. T. WappirL: Mr. Lang said
the very opposite. He said that your
party would only do what he mentioned
ir his statement!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I believe
that the Hon. Mr. Waddell is absolutely
sincere in what he has said, but, un-
fortunately, he admitted here one night
that he had only taken the statement
which he read from the Sydney Morning
Herald, and on that occasion, I think,
the Hon. Mr. Cruickshank produced
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another statement, covering the same
guestion, and the two statements did not
coincide.

The Hon. T. WaDpDELL:
Deaily bears out what I said!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I do not
wish to attempt to lead the House to-
believe that the abolition of this Chamber-
was made a burning question at the
elections, because it was not. But it
was always before the country, and it
has been known to be part of the Labounr
party’s policy for many years.

The Hon. T. Wapperr.: It has really
rusted out; it is so old!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Well, if
it is so old, it is time it should have
some attention, at any rate. But since
then other matters have arisen which
make it incumbent upon the Government.
to attempt to carry out this part of its
policy. The Government found that of
a number of bills sent to this House,.
some embodying principles which were:
fully discussed during the recent elec-
tions, several received very short shrift..
That, in turn, forced the Premier, on
behalf of the Government, to adopt the
same practice that was adopted by our
predecessors, when they were in power—
that is, to increase the number of mem-
bers in this House, for the purpose of
getting its legislation carried. In doing
that he only followed what had been:
done before.

The Hon. J. Asmrox: According to
you, no previous Government ever had
the need to do that. The majority
was always, there, solid!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: In 1917 or
1918 the Nationalist Government put
somewhere about twenty or twenty- two
members into this House.

The Hon. J. H. Wise: And four of

The Labor

. them were Labour members!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Not one, I
believe.

The Hon. J. H. Wise: Is not the Hon.
Mr. Connington a Labour man? He
was one of them!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: He was not
put in here as a Labour man. The Hon.
Mr. Connington was put in this House
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because ne was Mr. Connington, and on
account of his personal worth. He was
not the nominee of the Labour party.

The Hon. A. X. TrerHOWAN : They did
not ask for nominees from the Labour
party. What is the use of quibbling
about that?

The Hon. A, C. WILLIS: They did
not ask for nominees from the Labour
party. Just at that time there was a
difference in the Labour movement, and
the Hon. Mr. Connington found himself
on the same side as the Nationalists on
a particular issue. Apparently, full ad-
vantage was taken of that by the Nation-
alists, with a view of trying to encourage,
perhaps, further dissension in the Labour
movement, but apart from that particu-
lar issue, upon which the Hon. Mr. Con-
nington disagreed, we readily admit that
he is one of the best Labour men we
have. But it was not because the
Nationalist Government thought he was
a good Labour man that it put him in
here; it was because it thought that he
was likely to become anything but a good
Labour man.

The Hon. J. AsuTow: I suppose it was
because he had been loyal to the Empire
—not a sufficient ground, I admit!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: “Loyalty to
the Empire” covers a multitude of sins. T
saw lots of people who were intensely
loyal to the Empire at that time, but
they confined their loyalty to staying at
home, waving flags, and lending money
at 5 per cent., and afterwards making
the soldiers, when they came home, pay
them interest on their money.

The Hon. J. Asuton: But the Hon.
Mr. Connington was not one of them!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: No, he was
of quite a different type, and I want to
say, as a compliment to the Hon. Mr.
Connington, that he has been one of the
most self-sacrificing men with whom I
ever came in contact. However, the fact
ramains that that number were placed
in this House. This gave the other side
a substantial majority. Then we come
to the return of the Labour Government.
ke Labour Goverament considered it

{The Hon. A. O. Willis.
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was necessary, in order to get its legis-
lation passed, that a further number of
Labour nominees should be brought into
this House. That was necessary under
the circumstances, but the protest voiced
by some hon. members opposite against
the bringing in of the extra number
provides the best possible reason why
the House should not continue to exist.

The Hon. Sir Arrzep MEerks: How
many men did Mr. Storey put in?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Sixteen.

The Hon. Sir ALFRED MEEKS: You left
out that point!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Yes, be-

cause 1 knew'you would put it in. 1
only want to come to the same point to

“which hon. members opposite appeared

to have come some few weeks ago, that a
House which—if I may use the term—
can be packed by any Government that
is in power, has reached the stage when,
if not a menace, it has become a nuisance
in the way of legislation in New South
Wales. I think I am correct in saying
that the general sentiment expressed by
members of the other side was, “ Now
this has happened, it means that, if the
Government has a majority here pledged
to support Government measures, it has
converted this House into a machine for
merely registering the decisions of an-
That was stated by the
other side, and I agree with it. ‘T agree
that a House composed in that manner
is unnecessary, because if the Govern-
ment must have sufficient numbers here
to pass the legislution sent from another
place, we might as well put this House
out of the way. That is the logic of the
position which we have reached. If not,
it would merely mean that all we would
require would be to have some tube ar-
rangement between this House and the
other, by means of which messages could
be shot up from the other place and shot
back again, just like the attendant in a
shop puts the cash intv a tube and duly
receives back the change. I am quite
sure the majority of hon. members oppo-
site agree with this view. It means that
we could sit here and discuss matters for
a week or a month, and, even although we
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had the wisdom of the world concen-
trated in this Chamber, it would be of
no avail.

The Hon. W, E. V. Rossox: That pre-
supposes that no one is amenable to any
argument !

The Hon. A, C. WILLIS: I am stating
. the position as it stands.

The Hon. S. B. Innes-Noap: It is a
candid confession!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: It is be-
cause we need to be candid about this
matter that I am putting it in as plain
a manner as possible.

The Hon. S. R. InnEs-Noap: Former
Tabour Governments passed their legis-
lation through this House!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Former
Labour Governments have had some
legislation passed through this Chamber.

The Hon. G. F. Earp: You know that
by abolishing conferences between the
two Houses you have prevented any
measures being passed!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I wish the
hon. member had told me that before.

The Hon. G. F. Earr: But you must
have known it!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I did not
know it, and I am not convinced now.
If the hon. member asks me to beligve
that hon. members came to a decision
and rejected certain bills just for the
purpose of having a talk over them with
the other House, I will accept the hon.
members’ point of view, but I believe
that the majority of the House came to
decisions which they believed to be
honest and just.

The Hon. G. F. Earp: And we are
amenable to argument! . .

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Having
come to those decisions in spite of the
view of the Government, 1 belicved they
would stand to what they thought was

. true. Obviously that was the attitude
of this House. Having reached the pre-
sent stage, whatever may be considered
necessary in the way of methods of safe-
guarding supposed hasty legislation,
whether by instituting a system of giving
the people the right of a referendum or
anything of the kind, I submit the
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House as at present constituted cannot
perform any useful function to the people
of New South Wales.

The Hon. G. I'. Earr: It performed a
very useful function yesterday when it
sent back the Electoral Bill! .

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I do not
know whether it did or not. My friends
in the other House appeared to be very
pleased about it. We have at the present
time ninety-nine members of this House.
If we look forward to what we believe
to be highly improbably, the advent of
a Nationalist Government in the near
future, or in the course of three, six or
ten years, following the practice that
has been adopted by this Government,
the Nationalist Government would proh-
ably ask for the appointment of another
twenty-five or thirty members. Then, if
we reverse the position once more, the
Labour party would have to ask for a
further twenty-five appointments 1in
order to get its legislation through.

The Hon. T, WabserL: The proper
course to take is to reform the House,
not to abolish it!

The Hon. A. ¢. WILLIS: Quite a
number of people hold that view, but
quite a number of people also hold the
view that if you want to make a good
structure you must first clear the ground.
That is the view of the Government.
Whatever it may determine on_ doing
later, the view of the Government is that
this House stands at present in the way
of what is in the best interests of the
people of New South Wales. It is con-
tended that in another place measures
are not considered as they should be, and
that if there is no check on legislation
in the Legislative Council with the object

" of revising those megsures New South

Wales is likely to be seriously hurt by
legislation of an injurious character
which may be passed.

The Hon. MarTIN Dovre: With one
House it will be a happy hunting-ground
for the lawyer!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: That may
be. But the Government is elected by
the people. The people have had a
chance to express their views. They
have shown their confidence in the Gov-
ernment by electing them. Some may
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think the Government makes mistakes.
If the Government is responsible for
hasty or ill considered legislation which
may be of a harmful character, then the
people who put it in office are the people
who will have a say later on, and it is
pretty certain they will say it definitely
if they find their views are not being
properly carried out. In any case, under
the old democratic principle, the elected
representatives of the people are the
people who should be held responsible for
the legislation passed. It may be that
this House, with the best of intentions,
and as the result of its own judgment,
considered it had done the best thing for
the people of New South Wales, but the
people may not think so.

The Hon. W. E. V. Ropsgn: Why not
give them the chance to say so?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: They will
get a chance.

The Hon. W. E. V. Rossox: In the
meantime the mischief is done!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: In the last
analysis 1t means that we have a dictator-
ship established in this Chamber that is
not responsible to :anyone but itself.
Those are the cold facts.

The Hon. W. E, V. Ropsox: There is
a worse dictator elsewhere!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: There may
be. Two wrongs do not make a right. I
am trying to put the position as it is.
Hon. members may disagree with my
conclusions, but I ask them to accept the
facts. That is the position. It has been
realised in other States of the Common-
wealth and throughout the Empire that
it is not good to allow a nominee Cham-
ber the right to veto legislation passed
by the duly elected representatives of the
people. Even in.Great Britain that old
institution, the House of Lords, has not
the power, that this House has. Ion.
members know that under a measure that
was passed there is at least a safeguard
there. The House of Lords may reject
a bill once. Tt may reject it twice, but
having done that, the Commons have
power to ask for the royal assent with-
out further consulting the House of
Lords.

The Hon. MarTin DovyLE: That is only
a tcmporary measure!

[The Hon. 4. C. Willis.
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The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: If it is tem-
porary it dates back to 1910.

The Hon. Martin Dovre: To 1911, It
was a temporary measure in the expec-
tation that the House of Lords would be
reformed and made an elective body!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Whatever
was the object of the measure I am
merely stating the facts. It was found
necessary to introduce that bill. The
House of Lords had repeatedly rejected
certain measures sent up to it, and that
was the form of compromise arrived at
at that time.

The Hon. Sir ALFrRED MEEKRS: Has this
House ever rejected a bill which has had
the approval of the people of the country ?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I do not
want to go into details at the moment;
but before I finish T may supply the hon.
member with a list. The House seems
to assume the right to interpret what was
in Mr. Lang’s mind when he went to the
country. Mr. Lang says, “I meant so
and so.” The Hon. Mr. Waddell says
he did not mean that.

The Hon. W. E. V. Rossox: The Hon.
Mr. Waddell says what Mr. Lang said
he meant!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS : No. The Hon.
Mr. Waddell gave a distinct interpreta-
tion of one statement of Mr. Lang whichk
is at variance with the interpretation by
Mr. Lang himself. But the point is
whether this House, as a nominee Cham-
ber, should have the right to interpret
the policy of the Government. The
Government says, “No, this House should
not have that right.”” That is one of
the points which the Government is
challenging.

The Hon. A. E. Huxr: I thought you

. were here to interpret the policy of the

Government?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Yes, and
there would have been no difficulty if
hon. members had accepted my interpre-
tation. : .

The Hon. A. E. Huxt: You said it
was not right that the House should
interpret the policy of the Government!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: If this
House were prepared to accept my inter-
pretation of the Government’s policy,
there would be very little difficulty. But
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up to the present this House has not
been prepared to accept that. The posi-
tion is that in New South Wales mem-
bers of " the Legislative .Council are
eclected: for life. There are ningty-nine
members in the House at the present
time. The Lower House has ninety
members. There is a second Chamber
in Victoria, but it is an elective House
with certain property qualifications. In
that Chamber there are thirty-four mem-
bers, who are paid. They are elected
for six years, but portion retire every
three years. In South Australia there
are twenty members in the Legislative
Council, who are each paid £400 a year.
-They are elected for six years, and half
of their number retire every three years.
In Western Australia there are thirty
members in the Legislative Council.
They are elected for six years, and mem-
bers are paid £400 per annum. In New
Zealand up to 1922, members of the
Legislative Council were elected for
seven years. Legislation was passed to
make it a nominee House; but that is
now altered, and it is partially nominee,
partially elective. The members are
paid a salary of £350 per annum. In
Tasmania the members of the second
Chamber are elected for six years and re-
tire in rotation. They are paid a salary of
£300 per annum. The Dominion of Canada
is, I think, the only place comparable
with New South Wales. There they
have ninety-six members, and there is a
limitation of mnumbers. They cannot
exceed 104. Appointment is for life,
and membeis are paid 4,000 dollars per
session. A very good provision appears
to obtain there, namely, that 25 dollars
per sitting is deducted for mon-attend-
ance. In the province of Nova Scotia
twenty-one members are appointed by
the Crown for life.
four are appointed for life. In South
_Africa eight members are nominated and
thirty-two are elected for ten years. In
Northern Ireland there are two ex officto
members and twenty-four nominated
members with a tenure of eight years.
Half the number retire every fourth
year, '

The Hon. G. F. Earp: They are all
bicameral systems you have quoted!

In Quebec twenty- -

[20 Jax., 1926.]) (Amendment) Bill (No.2). 4179

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Yes; I am
referring to bicameral systems. Hon.
members will see that with two or three
exceptions all those Houses are on an
elective basis. They are elected on one.
kind of franchise or another, and the
period of service is limited. Apparently
New South Wales is one of the last
strongholds of nominee Chambers. How
long that stronghold is likely to last we
may be better able to tell in the course
of a few days. ’

The bill has very few provisions. The
reason for bringing it in is to remove
the anomalous position to which I have
referred. I do not propose at this stage
dealing with the bill in detail.

The Hon. Sir Arnex
have not left much of it!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I have not
referred to it yet in detail. The bill
really provides for the immediate
abolition of this Chamber, but in this
case “Immediate” means as soon as the
necessary machinery can be provided to-
make the bill hecome law. Under the
Constitution Act it will be necessary for
such.a bill to be sent to Great Britain.
for the royal assent. I understand it
must lie on the table of the British
House for thirty days before it-can
receive the royal assent. Therefore
when we say “immediate,” abolition.
would date from the time the Aect actu--
ally comes into operation. 1 inention
this because there appears to be some
misunderstanding, and that if this bill
is passed the House will cease to exist
at once. A question has been asked in
respect of that in another place. Neces-
sary time will have to be allowed for
going through the formalities referred
to. During the interval, I take it, it
will be competent for this House to deal.
with any legislation which comes before:
it and to exercise all its powers.

The Hon. J. Asuton: Would it be
allowed to make any amendments during
that period?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I do not
know. We might give the House the

TavLor: You
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opportunity and see if it is in a repen-
tant mood or whether it recognises what
we claim to be the opinion of the people.

The Hon. G. Brack: That would be
a death-bed repentance!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I am afraid
that is the only chance for repentance a
lot of us will ever get. I have dealt
with the main principle in the bill. The
other matters are really machinery
clauses. A number of them are conse-
quential on the abolition of the House.
‘Where in the Constitution Act the term
Legislative Council appears it will be
necessary to remove it. There is a pro-
vigion in regard to appointments which
are subject to a vote of both Houses
before any removal can take place. The
necessary correction will be made there.
There are other things in the bill, but
they are details. It is upon the prin-
ciple of the bill the fight will, I under-
stand, take place.

I hope now that we have reached this
stage hon. members on the other side who
have repeatedly taunted me to bring in
a bill to abolish the House will live up
to their promises. The Hon. Sir Joseph
Carruthers on several occasions taunted
me to “bring in a bill and see what
we’ll do.”

An Hov. MeyBER: You will see what
we will do!

The Hon. A. |C. WILLIS: I do not .

%hink I misunderstood him at the time,
but T am quite satisfied he will have an
adequate explanation. While that may
apply to the Hon. Sir Joseph Carruthers,
I cannot see how the Hon. Mr. Ashton
can invent an excuse.

The Hon. J. AsHroN: Who said he
was going to?

The Hon. A. ¢. WILLIS: I said
I do not think you can. Some of the

‘remarks I have used have been repeated

from the hon. member’s own speech,
particularly when he said he could not
see what use the House is. I cannot
see that a House can be of any service
if it is merely to register or record the
decisions of another place. The Hon.
Mr. McDonald has been very anxious for
us to bring in this measure, and I hope
he will be here to vote for it. It is
consistent with the Government’s policy,

[The Hon. 4. C. Willis.
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it is consistent with the platform and
policy of the Labour party, and the bill
is a response to the request made by hon.
members opposite, that we should bring
in a bill for the abolition of this House.

The Hon. J. Ryan: Would the Minis-
ter accept an amendment with the
object of remitting the whole matter to
the electors for their decision by means
of a referendum?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: We are
prepared to give a guarantee to bring in
a measure, in accordance with the plat-
form of the Labour party, for the estab-
lishment of the initiative, the referen-
dum, and the recall.

The Hon. J. Ryax: That is not an
answer to my question. I asked if the
Minister would agree to an amendment,
with the object of remitting the whole
issue to the electors, now, by means of
a referendum?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: No.

The Hon. J. M. Creep: Would not a
referendum cost the country as.much as
a general election? Is the Minister
aware that if everything is referred to
a2 referendum it will cost between £30,000
and £40,000 cach time? I think it would
be more than £40,000!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I am sure
the hon. member does not think that
every question would be referred to the
people.

The Hon. J. M. Creep: Of course,
there would be some process by which a
choice would be made as to which matters
would go to the people. But why put
the country to the expense of £40,000 for
taking a referendum, which costs-as
much as a general election?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I was going
to deal with the point raised by the
Hon. Dr. Creed when he interjected.
Certain matters will be reserved for de-
cision by the people, and those matters
will be submitted to a referendum. That
has been correctly stated. I think the
Hon. Mr. Ashton, in an article which I
read in a newspaper, calls attention to
it.

The Hon. J. Asgrox: Curious that it
wag overlooked up till then, is it not?
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The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Not at all.
It was not overlooked, but the view of
the Government and of the movement
is that the provision of the referenduin
should take the place of the Legislative
Council. How can it take the place of
the Council before the Council is out
of the way?

The Hon. J. AsgToN: You can provide
for it taking its place!

The Hon. Martin Doyie: The Minis-
ter wants a blank cheque!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: No.

The Hon. G. F. Earp: You want to do
the thing before. you have the referen-
dum? ,

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: The pro-
posal is to substitute the referendum
for this House.

The Hon. G. F. Earr: You want the
authority of the people to make that
substitution!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: We con-
sider that we have the authority of the
people.

The Hon. J. Asurox: You do mot
propose to make the referendum retro-
spective, do you?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: No

The Hon. Martin Doyre: Could you
not introduce the proposal for the initia-
tive, the referendum, and the recall pari
passy with this bill?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: That could
be done.

The Hon. MarTiy DovLe: Why do you
not do it?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I do not
see any objection to that. I will be
prepared to consider that question when
we get into Committee, if that is the
only difficulty of hon. members.

The Hon. G. F. Earp: Let the first
question for the referendum bhe the
abolition of this Chamber!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: When you
are going to build a structure the first
work is to clear the ground.

The Hon. G. F. Eare: But you want
authority to clear the ground!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: If hon.
members are asking whether we will give
éffect to the Labour party’s platform they
are quite entitled to do so, and we
are bound to answer. I can assure hon.
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members that, so far as this is concerned,
there will be no shirking.” When the
initiative and referendum is established
as a substitute for this House, then it
will be in the hends of the people. If
the people want this House restored they
can then use the machinery at their dis-
posal to get it restored. That is the
position with regard to the referendum,
and we have mno objection to it being
carried out in accordance with our plat-
form, but we do object to substituting

 something before we have got out of the

way the object for which it is tc be sub-
stituted. It would be illogical to attempt
such a thing.

The Hon. G. F. Earr: You object to
letting the eclectors decide the question!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: No; so far
from objecting to the electors deciding
anything, the Labour party’s policy
places everyt,hmor right in the hards of
the electors.

The Hon. G. F Earp:
question now before us!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: It will give
the electors the right to say if they want
two, three, four, or five houses. They
will have the right to initiate the
matter, gnd they will have the final say.
Tt will go further than that. I{ the
people determine that that is their wish
and will, it will give them the right to
recall anyone who opposes their will.
That is the Labour party’s policy, and
to say that we are not prepared to trust
the people is to misrepresent the thing
entirely. So far from that, we are plac-
ing the matter entirely in the hands of
the people. You cannot decide one
particular issue at election time, because
it is then impossible to place any par-
ticular issue fairly before the people.
As a matter of fact, at an election there
is much clamour and many catch cries,
and an election is seldom based upon any
particular principles. Those who suc-
ceed are those who can put up the best
argument as to why they should be re-
turned. But by the referendum we can
decide a distinct and vital principle, and
I say that the people, if they feel that
this House should be restored, will have
the right to call for a referendum, and
can restore the House, if they so desire.

Except this
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The Hon. Dr. WaLr: If the Legisla-
tive Council is abolished, will it be con-
current with the establishment of the
initiative, the referendum, and the re-
eall? h

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: If this mea-
sure ig carried in this House, the Gov-
ernment will immediately proceed to
fm‘epare its measures to carry out the
rest.

The Hon. J. Asaron: Would it not he
& good thing to pass them concurrently?

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: It might be -

a good thing, but that is a matter for
the Government to determine. It is for
the Government to decide its policy, and
as to how that policy shall be carried out.
The very suggestions that are being
made at the present time really show the
attitude of mind which has developed in
this House—that hon. members should
have the right to tell the Government
exactly how 1t is to do its own business.
It 1s quite right for hon. members to
ask whether the Government is preparcd
to do it. I have answered, very de-
finitely, that the Government is prepared
to proceed with the other matter immedi-
ately this bill is carried. The country
has decided to trust the Government, and
I think this House, also, should decide
te trust the Government.

The Hon. J. A. Brow~E: Perhaps hon.
aembers sre afraid you may not be one
of the Government when the House is
abolished! ‘

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: That is
quite likely, but I am not giving the
promise personally, I am giving the
promise on behalf of the Premier, if you
want to record it.

The Hon. J. Asurox: No pledge is
binding if it is not convenient for the
Labour movement!.

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: I do not
quite follow what the hon. member means.
We do not want to camouflage our posi-
tion in the matter. We have nothing to
apologise for. We regard a promise made
to the Labour movement as a sacred
promise, and no one has any right to
make any promise over and above it
which will have the effect of cancelling
it. That is the view we take. Others
may differ from us on that point, but

[The Hon. A. C. Willis.
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there it is. As I said a few nights ago,
that is a part of our machinery and or-
ganisation, and whilst we publish all
these things to the world and invite the
world to look at them and see what they
are, the practice is carried out in a far
more ferocious way by our opponents,
because no man could live in business
to-day if he stood up against them. How-
ever, I hope the House will agree to the
first reading and also to the remaining
stages of this bill.

The Hon. Sir JOSEPH CARRUTHERS:
Perhaps T would consult the interests of
many of my hon. friends if I allowed the
question to be put at once and the House
divided upon it, but I think it would be
unbecoming to allow to remain on the re-
cords of this Chamber, on the introduc-
tion of this bill, nothing more than the
speech which we have just heard de-
livered. If the Council proceeded to
vote with no further statement on it, if
the resolution were carried and the bill
passed, or if the resolution were rejected
and the bill never introduced, our records
would seem to imply that there was no
answer to be given to the introductory
speech which we have just heard. But
there is a full answer to be given. The
hon. member may be pardoned for many
things which he has said because he has
not been in this country so long as many
of us, and he 1s not so well acquainted
with its history as those of us who have
been much longer in this State. I look at
my hon. friend opposite, the Hon. Mr.
Kavanagh, and I look at you, Mr. Presi-
dent, two gentlemen who have occupied in
this Chamber the position of the represen-
tative of Labour Governments; and I quote
from memory the statements of the Hon.
Mr. Kavanagh and of our respected Presi-
dent, at the termination of their periods
of office, publicly thanking this Chamber
for the assistance rendered to them by the
members of this House in the conduct of
the business in their charge. The Hon.
Mr. Kavanagh frequently acknowledged
the great assistance which he derived
from members of this Chamber in im-
proving bills of which he had the custody
in this House, and you, too, Mr. Presi-
dent, made the same acknowledgment.
It was always done in that spirit of fair
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play which actuated both of those hon.
members to whom I am referring, and

in the spirit of truth they told a very.

different story from that which the Vice-
President has told us this afternoon. I
put on record my statement, and it can-
not be contradicted, that representatives
of previous Labour Governmerits, includ-
ing one who has unfortunately passed
away, the Idon. Mr. J. D. FitzGerald,
have all expressed their highest apprecia-
tion of the spirit of fair play and the assis-
tance which hon. members of this Cham-
ber have at all times given to the repre-
sentatives of Labour Governments. 1
think we have always had a feeling of
chivalry, so that even if we had a
majority we felt it was our duty to assist
to improve legislation, to correct errors
if there were any, and generally to behave
according to the testimony accorded to
us by the gentlemen I have mentioned,
iu a fair, honorable, and chivalrous wajy.
Tt is stated that we have always been
ready to carry out the legislative pro-
posals of Nationalist Governments, but
I want to say that some of the most
bitter fights I have ever fought in my
public life have been fought in thiy
Chamber against legislation introduced
by Nationalist Governments, when we
succeeded in having that legislation
rejected. I refer to one important bill—
the introduction of and attempt to carry
through the Sedition Bill. I need not
2o into past history, but that was a bill
which, in my opinion, cut across the
grain of Liberal principles. It was intro”
duced by a Nationalist Government, ut
the head of which was one who for many
years was a bright and shining light of
the Labour movement. We defeated that
bill. Then we had another bill called
the Family Maintenance Bill. The in-
tention of the bill was probably a very
humane one, but it would have had the
result of causing very grave dissatisfac-
tion amongst working people, and to some
extent of reducing their wages. I
headed the fight on that oceasion, and
the Hon. Mr. Connington and others in
this Chamber sat alongside me. After a
_very bitter and prolonged fight we de-
feated the Government. On many other
occasions the Nationalist Government
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has had to realise that it has never had
a party House to deal with. It never had
in this Chamber a majority of men to
whom it could hold up its finger and
they would have to respond. We always
exercised our independence. The one
master we have served has been the
people of this country, and the public
interest, which has been our aim. I
have only recently vacated the seat which
my hon. friend Mr. Willis now occupies,
.and many a time I had to face the
opposition of friends. The spirit in
which 1 accepted their opposition was
that they were actuated by the same
principle which has run right down the
thread of time throughout the history of
this ‘Chamber—to serve the public in-
terest and to improve legislation which
was introduced. We were defeated in
this Chamber on the Land and Valua-
tion Bill, and we ‘eventually had to
accept the suggestions of wise members
of this House. Again with the Ne
Temere Bill, it would probably have been
better for the Government if it had been
defeated for all time on that bill, but
there once more we had the opposition
of a majority of members of this House.
On the very important question of the
Sydney Harbour Bridge Bill we had to
face bitter opposition, and we had to take
notice of that opposition. Whilst we had
not, to steer our course according to the
breeze of the moment, we had to take
notice of the logic, sense, and wisdom
behind the criticism which was directed
against us. I repudiate entirely the view
which the Hon. Mr. Willis has expressed.
Probably he holds it because of a want of
acquaintanceship with this Chamber as
it is really constituted. Iet us look at its
record right down the present tirne. lLast
year we celebrated the centenary of the .
existence of this Legislative Council. The
bulk of the reforms, the liberties and the
privileges which the people enjoy owe
their birth to the Legislative Council.
This country is a land of free people.
It was the Legislative Council which
stopped it from continuing to be peopied
by criminals and from continuing to be
a convict settlement. The Constitution
which is attempted to be amended here
to-day we owe to that man whose statue
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1 face—Wentworth. He was the founder
of our constitutional liberties and tlie
privileges we enjoy. He won them for
us by his wisdom, his elequence, and his
leadership. He built wisely on founda-
tions which have withstood the stress of
pelitical storm and peril right up to the
present time. Another statue confronts
me—that of Sir Charles Nicholson, one
of our Presidents. He was the man who
founded our splendid system of education
and from his mind have sprung our
system of public instruction and higher
education. To him and to Wentworth
we owe the foundation of our University,
which has rendered such distinguished
service in moulding the character of men
who have been the leaders of this coun-
try. Those are not small things. It
was a Select Committee of this House
which sat and took evidence for several
months on the question of land settle-
ment. The squatocracy held possession
of nine-tenths of the land under lease,
but as a result of the report of that
committee we ultimately had the sys-
tem introduced by Sir John Robert-
son of free selection by survey. As the
further result of the work of this Cham-
ber a system of yeoman settlement
sprang up, which has done so much to
contribute to the progress of the country.
Those are not things to be lightly re-
garded. Take the matter of law reform.
The other Chamber has always been tou
busy to deal with matters of law re-
form. We owe it largely to the wisdom
of members of this House, and individual
members of it who have been on the Law
Reform Commission, especially the Hon.
Professor Peden, an honored and dis-
tinguished member of this Chamber, that
these matters of law reform, which affect
the people in their everyday life and
make law cheaper, safer, and surer to
the bulk of the people have been attended
to. Unless you have law which is
cheaper, safer, and surer for the people
you will have no stability in the com-
munity.

The Minister has done an injustice to
this Chamber in the way that he has
spoken of it. The record which I have
put to you, and which I put to the people
of this country, is a record of what
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really belongs to us. I have heard what
cne of the new members said. He told
us that as he sat behind the Chair he
thought it would be the pride of his life
to belong to a Chamber of this character.
Hundreds of thousands of people in this
country think the same way. They have
taken a pride in this Chamber because
of what it stood for, notwithstanding all
the vilification and abuse of men who are
careless of whether they speak the truth
or falsehood. This House has been
spoken of as a House of capitalists, as
a House of the rich, as a House of
landlords.

An Ho~. MeMBER: Not now!

The Hon. Sir JOSEPH CARRUTHERS:
I have been a member of the Legislative
Council for nearly twenty years, and 1
say it is not a House of landlords, it is
not a House of the rich, it is not 2 House
of capitalists. I have seen men here,
many of them, too poor to buy their
meals. I have seen men here suffering
poverty the like of which I never saw
amongst members of the other Chamber.
I have seen them doing their duty here
always in an honorable way without pay
—always doing that which is right and
facing hardship and the abuse which
comes from foolish men to those doing
their duty. This House has never been
a House of capitalists. It has always
stood for the humble, the weak and the
suffering; it has always lent a ready ear
to the many appeals for remedy. Many
times it has attempted to revise legis-
lation which has come here in crude
shape which would never have accom-
plished what the Government desired,
but would have led the citizens into a
cul de sac of litigation in the courts,
where their means would have been
frittered away. They never would have
got the legal remedies whichk Parlia-
ment ought to have provided for them,
unless this House had amended the
legislation and provided in unmistakable
language the proper remedy. Over and
over again Ministers have thanked this
Chamber for the splendid work it has
done in revising legislation and in turn-
ing unwise and crude legislation from
an instrument of destruction into an
instrument of benefit to the people.
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The Minister has sald to-night that
this bill has been introduced -without any
reference to the other parts of the plat-
form of the Labour party. No attempt
is made by this measure to provide
simultaneously for the substitution of
something to take the place of this
House, but we are told that ultimately
some other measures will be introduced.
It is a case of “open your mouth and
shut your eyes, and take what Lang
and Willis will give you.” No mar
knows what will be in the measures
which the Government says it will guar-
antee to introduce later on. But this
we do know, that at the back is the vital
question of destroying the Constitution
under which this country has been gov-
erned for over fifty years—of destroy-
ing this Council which has been the

bulwark and the shield of the liberties -

of the people for a hundred years past
and there is no referendum to the people
on that question.
prepared to do this work of destruction
behind the backs of the people, with no
msandate from a majority of the people.
The Government sits in the saddle with
a minority of 27,000 electors who re-
corded their votes with the majority
against them. The Government holds
office to-day notwithstanding the more
recent verdict when the polls were swept
by the Nationalist party under Mr.
Bruce. Yet with that staring it in the
face, and knowing that it is against the
popular view and the popular wish, it
proposes to abolish this Chamber. It
may refer every question respecting small
and minor matters to a referendum of
the people, but on this one big guestion
which touches the fundamentals—the
very basis of the Constitution of the

Legislature of this country—there is na-

reference whatever. The Govérnment
dares not make that reference because
it knows what the resuli will be. It sets
1t8 course to what suits it, not the public
interest. That is why the Government
is taking this step. That is why it took
the step recently, according to the re~
cords laid on the table of the House, of
deceiving the Governor of this State.
The Minister may be forgiven perhaps

The Goverament is.
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for his want of acquaintance with the
procedure that should have been adopted
here.

We have, as the result of the Con-
stitution Act passed seventy years ago,
and the standing orders, procedure de-
vised to reconcile differences of opinion
between the two Houses of Parliament.
This Government has never attempted
to use that procedure. When a difference
of opinion arose between this ‘Chamber
and the other Chamber on the electoral
bill, and we sent messages down and gave
our reasons and received in return their
messages and their reasons, any other
Government that has ever existed since
we have had a Constitution would have
adopted the course of having a confer-
ence on the question. IFrom such con-
{erences in pinety-nine cases out of a
hundred there have resulted compromises
honorable to hoth parties. In this case
the Government set the bill aside. In-’
stead of adopting the procedure provided
by the Constitution Act, the Govern-
ment proceeds, according to its whim.
Acts of tyranny are not the way in
which this country should be governed.

I was a member of the Parkes Govern-
ment and of the Reid Government. We
brought in legislation of a very impor-
tant and radical character, designed to
alter the basis of taxation-in this country
so as to provide that wealth should be
taxed according to its ability to pay. .
We put a tax on land and imposed an
income-tax to be paid by people who had
incomes above a certain value. This
Chamber, the Legislative ‘Council, said
that was a novel procedure. It said,
“You have just come back from the
country, having defeated another Gov-
ernment. We refuse to pass your legis-
lation without certain radical amend-
ments dealing with the question of
income-tax and land-tax” We did not
adopt the course that Mr. Lang and
his followers have adopted of saying,
“No; we will throw your amendment
under the table.” We took the course of
receiving with due respect the messages
from this Chamber and inviting the
managets for a conference on behalf of
this Chamber to meet the managers for
a conferece on behalf of the Legislative
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Assembly. I was a member of that
committee of management, acting on be-
half of the Legislative Assembly. We
failed at the conference either to get
the Council to agree to our view or to
agree to their view. We took the only
manly course then open to a Govern-
ment. It is the only manly course open
to-day to a ‘Government. Instead of
going round and attempting to abolish
the Council, we arrived at the conclusion
that the Council did not realise public
opinion. We immediately had the
Legislative Assembly dissolved and ap-
pealed to the electors. We came back
with a good majority,. We then sent
those bills again to the Legislative Coun-
cil. ‘There had been no alteration in
the composition of the Council beyond
the appointment of one or two new men.
The Tegislative Council immediately
gave way, and the Income Tax Bill and
the Land Tax Bill were passed. That
was without any violent overthrow of
our Constitution. We used the machine
that was here. We put a little more oil
into the machine. By going to the
people we got a little more power to use
the machine. We got the machine into
smooth working, and the result was we
got what the people wanted. That would
happen to-day if the people wanted this
legislation which has been amended and
which in a few cases has been rejected
by this Chamber. All that the Govern-
ment has to do to-day is to show that it
has the people behind it. Xt has not
shown that up to the present time, and
it cannot show it. If the manly course
of going to the country had been fol-
lowed, and if the verdict of the people
had been to endorse the Government’s
proposal, there would have been mno
further opposition from this Chamber.
What we would have then done would
have been to assist the Government to
frame its legislation in such a way as to
give full effect to what it proposed.

I want to refer to only one more
matter. A lot of things with regard to
our Constitution seem to be taken for
granted or to be assumed. Section 3 of
the Constitution Aet iz as follows:—

In this Aet, unless the context or subject-
matter otherwise indicates or requires, “The
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Legislature” means His Majesty the King,
with the advice and consent of the Legis-
lative Council and Legislative Assembly.
The main point is that the Constitution
Act provides for a Legislature under the
bicameral system. There is not one word
in that Act which gives the power to
this Parliament to abolish the Legisla-
tive Council. Section 7 says:

The Legisiature may by any Aet alter
the laws in force for the time being under
this Aet or otherwise concerning the Legis-
Iative Council. T
Altering the laws is one thing and abo!-
ishing the laws is another. Here in the
Constitution Act, it says how the altera-
tion may be made:

And may provide for the nomination or

election of another Legislative Council to
consist of such members to be appointed or
elected by such persons and in such manner
as by any such Act is determined.
If a bill is passed to carry out that one
power given in section 7 of the Aect it
is to be reserved for the royal assent and
laid on th<z table of the Imperial Houses
of Parliaéent for a period of thirty days
at least. I cezfend it is a distinct vio-
lation of the Constitution itself to at-
tempt to use it for the purpose of abol-
ishing this House. Even the speech of
the Vice-President of the Executive
Council, founded as it is on misstate-
ment and fallacy, or even if it were
founded - on solid fact, could offer no
justification for the course proposed io
be adopted to abolish this Chamber.

The Hon. A. A. ALAM: As the Usher
came in to-day and introduced you, Mr.
President, I was wondering if it would
be the last time I would hear that intro-
duction. If the time is coming when we
are to become extinct then surely the
few minutes T shall now occupy will not
make much difference. What I intend
to say may not meet with the approval of
some of my friends. I would feel sorry to
think that I should be one of the means
used for executing the mother Parlia-
ment of Australia, but it seems a neces-
sity. There seems to be some difference
of opinion with respect to the Railway
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Passes Bill which is going through an-
other place. _ T would be one of the first
to put out my hand for it,

The PresipExT: The hon. member is
not entitled to discuss a bill which is not
before this Chamber.

The Hon. A. A. ALAM: Very well, I
shall not do so. I stand before this
House honorably elected. We have heard
all sorts of disparaging remarks regard-
ing the twenty-five men recently ap-
pointed to this House. We have been
criticised as nondescripts. I really for-
get what one hon. member in the other
House said of us. But we stand ou:
before you all as the eleect of the elect.
Ours is not different from the system
that exists in the United States of
America to-day. We are proud that we
are the elect of the elect. Since the
representatives in the Lower House are
elected by the people and they select the
Mizisters and elect us for appointment
to this House we are the elect of the

- elect—the elect of the people. If there
is any remuneration attached to our posi-
tion whether we are here for one week or
one month, we are entitled to it, the same
as any hon. member who may have been
here for fifty years. 1 feel very strongly
on that point. I will go further, and
say that if £300 were offered I would he
the first to put my hand out for it. There
iz a kind of staidness about this House,
and I think a little breeziness does good
now and again.

There has been a lot of commotion as
regards our “pairs.” Speaking as a
Tabour man, if I pledged my solemn
word of honour not to break my pair, [
would not care what I did—if it was a
matter of honour I would stick to it.
That is my view, as a Labour man. Since

. the abolition of this House is to take
place, 2s many members as possible ought
to rise up and express their opinions. We
will be old a long time, and we will be
dead for ever, and, in our dying days,
this is the opportunity to express our
opinions. If you want my opinion, al-
though I feel sure that some of my
Tabour colleagues will not agree with
me, I will say that if I had the power

House.
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I would not abolish this House, speaking
from the party point of view.

The Hon. A. E. Huxt: Then be true
to your conscience! -

The Hon. A. A. ALAM: It is not
a matter of conscience. If I had not
signed the pledge to the Labour party
for the socialisation of industry, distri-
bution, and exchange, and the nationali-
sation of schools, and if the Labour party
had asked me to be a party to it, I would
not be here two seconds, but on this ques-
tion of the abolition of the Upper House
my word was pledged to the Labour party
by one of the greatest men in the Lower
I have said that if I had given
my word in regard to a pair I would
stick to it, whatever happened. So I
must stand to the pledge 1 have given in
this case, thongh from the party point of
view I think this bill is the greatest
blunder ever committed.

T know that whatever 1 say is no
going to make any difference to the vote,
but I want it to go down in Hansard, and
T want it to go to the next-Labour confer-
ence. 1 want to show Labour in New
South Wales that the staunch l.abour
vote will not return it to the Treasury
benches. Labour must rely on the un-
attached, or unaffiliated vote in this coun-
try to place it on the Treasury benchaes,
and this act of abolishing the l.egislative
Council is a blunder on the part of
Labour. When I took up the cudgels
against the “reds” at the Labour confer-
ence they told me I was taking an exag-
gerated view of their importance. I told
them that the day would come when they
would find what a menace the “reds”
were to Labour. They are a greater men-
ace than all the machinations of the
Nationalists and the Progressives put
together. *When Labour abolishes this
House it will commit the greatest blun-
der ever committed, because this House
is the only safeguard for sectiomal in-
terests. I know that Labour members
will disagree with me. I told them the
lines on which I intended to speak, and
they said I was mad, but the day will
never come when a Labour member can
point the finger at me and say I have
ever done anything against the party.
Every man, however, should have an
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opinion, and this is the place for me to
express my opinion. I am as good a
Labour man as any of the militants who
criticise me. Most of those militants,
who claim that they are the whole Labour
movement, do their little work amongst a
small section, and the good they do is
not very great, though, of course, they
always vote Labour. I have helped ths
Labour party from principle, and because
of its ideals, and not of necessity.. My
activities have not been confined to a
small section of the militants, because
there is not an electorate in the whole
of New South Wales, except perhaps
Byron, in which I have not spoken on
behalf of Labour. This country is re-
solving itself into two great machines.
The “first-past-the-post” principle will
come in, and then, when those two
machines are fighting, sectional interests,
without this House, will not be safe-
guarded.

The Hon. MarTiy DovirEe:
you call sectional interests?

The Hon. A. A. ALAM : N ever mind;
you ought to know.

The Hon. Msrtin Dovie: It is not
customary in this House to be rude!

The Hon. A. A. ALAM: I urderstand
it is mot customary in this House
to interject, as a gentleman to a
gentleman, but if the hon. member wants
me to answer his question I will. When
the “first-past-the-post” principle becomes
law, and two huge machines are
operating, that is, the Labour party and
the Nationalists, where will the farmess
be?

The Hon. A. E. Huxt: They will be
there, all right!

The Hon. A. A. ALAM: Of the two
machines, Labour will be better for
the farmers than the Nationalists.
Numerically, under the splendid sys-
tem of one-man-one-vote, the farmer:
will never be strong enough to gain
control of the Treasury benches in this
country, and since they are the arteries
of the country, and the men to
whom we owe our prosperity, how are
they going to get recognition for their
interests when the “first-past-the-post”
principle comes in, and this House has
been abolished? France tried it, leng
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before we did. Speaking of France, and
the taking of the Bastllle, which ad-
vanced democracy by 500 years, I say the
greatest thing that has happened is that
England and France have shaken hands.
I hope they always will be friends, be-
cause they are two wonderfully advanced
and democratic nations, and can work
together to safeguard the peace of the
world. But France tried the system of
having only one House of Parliament,
and what happened? Sectional interests
had to be protected, and, to do it, the
second House was reappointed. I say
that the proposal for the initiative, the
referendum, and the recall is an absurd
thing, and that it is not workable. My
militant friend from Lithgow, who
claims to be a great Labour man, says I
am wrong, but I told him that I repre-
sented Labour from ideals. He is
Labour from necessity. He said to me,
“But you’re a storekeeper. What have
you got in common with the worker?”
This may be my last opportunity of
speaking on the floor of this House znd
I take the opportunity to say that the
country general storekeepers are amongst
the greatest assets of New South Wales,
because they finance the farmer and en-
able him to put in his crop and take off
his wool. Going back further, we hear
from our militant friends, who do not
understand the position, all sorts of
charges against York-street and the
banks. They say they are the greatest
enemies of Labour.

An Hon. MeMBER: So they are!

‘The Hon. A. A. ALAM: Let me tell
my hon. friend that if it were not for
York-street and the banks he would
not now be wearing his tailor-made suit.
T will tell you why. If it were not for
York-street, 70 per cent. of the farmers
of New South Wales would be bankrupt
and out on the labour market. If it were
not for the conservative banks—for the
stability of our country lies in the con-
servatism of our banks—the York-street
houses would not be financed. Tha
York-street houses in turn finance thc
storekeepers, who finance the farmers. So
1f 1t were not for the banks, where would
the country be? My Labour friends
may not like what I say, but I am telling
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the truth, and I am pleased to have the
' opportunity of telling them the truth in
this House. ‘I say again, the abolition
of the Upper House in Queensland can-
not be taken as a criterion, because the
psychology of Queenslanders in regard
to elections is totally different from that
of the electors in New South Wales. Per-
sonally, I think the Government is making
.a grave blunder in attempting to abolish
this House. The House is an anomaly, we
know, and being an anomaly it should
go. Hon. members may think I am

contradicting myself, but let me explain. .

If it were possible to reform this House
and limit its number of members, even
if it passed practically every measure
that came before it from the other House,

and was only called upon once in every .

five or ten years to protect sectional
interests, it would have done its duty.
This Government takes Queensland as a
criterion. I have travelled Queenslarnd
and know that the abolition of the Upper
House in Queensland was a grave
blunder. Mr. Theodore would have still
been Premier if the Upper House had
not been abolished. . The militants and
the industrialists made it so hot for him
that he had to get out. The time will
come in New South Wales when the
same thing will happen here, and ther:
will be a distinct cleavage between the
militant industrialists on the one side,
who are trying to kill the goose which
lays the golden eggs, and the moderates
on the other side. I would like tlat
" statement to appear in Hansard and we
will see what happens in the next five or
ten years. What happened in Queens-
land when Mr. Theodore got out? They
put in a Premier, Mr. Gillies, and when
the . railway strike took place they
cracked the whip on him and he bent at
the knees. To-day they have a strong
man in Mr. McCormack. The militants
tried to do the same with him, but he
said, “If you don’t get back to work you
will know something about it.” He
cracked the whip on them. The politics
of a State is a serious business. Doss
anyone tell me I have mot considered
before coming into this Chamber every
word I have uttered. T say I have con-
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sidered every word. If Istand out as one
Labour man amongst the whole of my
comrades

The Hon. J. Krreax: Don’t call us
comrades, for heaven’s sake!

The Hon. A. A. ALAM: What are
you ?

The Hon. J. Kercax: Honorable men!

The Hon. A. A. ATAM: If T try to
appeal to the unattached vote which
decides elections, I am doing something
for Labour. I will always subscribe to
Labour’s platform, and on all occasions
will do all T can for Labour. Although
the forty-four hours week was a plank in
the Labour platform, what did I say at
the conference? 1 said that the £4 6s.
basic wage would only purchase £4 wozrth
of goods to-day. I said, “Raise the
workers’ wages. Give them more money.
Raise the standard of living. Give them
better education. Help them in a practi-
cal manner. Give them three meals a
day, a clean home, and clean children,
and they will be better off than Rocke-
feller with all his millions.” That is
what the Labour party is doing, and that
is why I support the Labour party so
strongly. It is the only party that at-
tempts to do anything. The other side
is negative. That is why I support
Labour, although I néed not do so from
necessity, but I have ideals and I have
the interests of the worker  at heart.
If T think the interests of the worker
will be jeopardised by going a little too
far and killing the goose that lays the
golden egg, I will say so. There are
thousands of Labour men who will do
what they are told, but we want a few
thinkers to pull the reins now and again.
The Labour party has done well, and
has placed on, the statute-book some of
the greatest pieces of legislation the
world has ever seen. It has been a beacon
light for all the world to follow. I am
proud of belonging to the party which
has placed such legislation on the statute-
book, but there is such a thing as the
limit, and if the Government is going
to take Queensland as a criterion, it will
be sadly mistaken, because there are no
small wheat-farmers and no North Coast
farmers in Queensland. There is not
that big unattached vote in Queensland
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which there is in New South Wales. I
say to the Government, “If I were in
your place I would gerrymander the

A‘ electorates throughout the State, and if
there were any doubtful seats, then, like
the Nationalist Government in Victoria,
'I would put 500 or 600 men into those
electorates to build new lines.” That is the
stage which State politics has reached.
I do not condemn Queensland any more
than I do Victoria. - They are both ano-
malies and one is as bad as the other.
I say that the unattached section of the
public will give its vote for Labour at
the next elections because it knows that
Labour is its only protection. ILabour
contends that it is two years until the
next election, but the people have very
long memoriecs.

The Hon. F. W, SPICER: As a sup-
porter of the Labour movement, practi-
cally from my birth, I feel I cannot let
this occasion pass without saying a few
words. I think I am one of those who
can practically claim birth in the Labour
movement. We frequently hear state-
ments made about what people have done
for the Labour movement and the sacri-

“fices they have made. :Although many
people in this country have done much
for the Labour movement, they must
not lose sight of the fact that the move-
ment has achieved much for the people.
I support the bill because I consider that
a nominee House, of which I happen to
be a member, is something which a demo-
cratic country like Australia and New
South Wales in particular should not
and cannot tolerate. I shall vote for the
abolition of this House because it is a
plank in the platform of the Labour
party. I congratulate the Government
and the Premier on bringing forward
this proposed legislation, which I believe
will be placed on the statute-book in a
short space of time. I could not vote
against a bill of this nature because it
would be against every principle dear to
the heart of Australians and Britishers.
Go to any cricket, football or jockey club,
‘or to any similar association, and you
will find that the committee or control-
ling body is elected by a vote of mem-
bers. If this bill should be defeated
and’ it is necessary to have a House of
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revision, that House should be elected by
a vote of the people on the fullest and
freest possible franchise and not on a
property qualification as is the case in
some other States. We see evidence
around us that this House is in a decay-
ing and dying condition. We only
have to go out into the street to
see that the walls of the building
are supported by an adjoining build-
ing. Even those walls suggest that
the, Chamber in its present form
should be abolished. The abolition of
the Legislative Couneil is a principle of
the Labour party on which I intend to
stand or fall. It has been said in another
place that the GQovernment has offered a
bribe to members on this side of the
House to support the bill for its aboli-
tion. Some members have gone so far as
to almost attack the personal character
of the new members of the Council. As
far as I am concerned, and I think I
can speak for the other twenty-four mem-
members, I can say that my life is an
open book, and I am prepared to place
my character on the scale of public
opinion with the character of any mem-
ber who has attacked us. I support the
bill because it is a plank in the Labour
party’s platform which I have stood by
from boyhood, and I do not intend to go-
back on it.

[The President left the chair at 5.55 p.m.
The House resumed at 7.20 p.m.]

The Hon. S. HICKEY : T suppose,
in certain respects, compared with the
other twenty-seven or twenty-eight men
nominated by the Lang Government to
this Chamber I can rightly be classified
as an habitue, but none the less I do not
mind confessing a feeling of diffiderce at
the prospect of a preliminary gallop on
this track grown strange in tke course of
two or three years. Our attention has
been directed to the more recent influx
of members of the Legislative Couneil,
‘When I found myself on that list for pre-
ferment I had no idea whether T was to
be one of six, twelve, or a slightly bigher
number. The fact that the ratio is one
in twenty-five isa reason for many things.
In the Council there is a good deal of the
spirit of Henry V before Harfleur when
he said the fewer the number the
greater the share of honor. This plank
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of the Labour platform about to be
tested in the Legislative Council is an
excecdingly venerable one. 1f I might,
without any reflection on the distinguished
members of this Chamber, I would say that
the plank is almost as venerable as they
are. Fifty Labour inembers have come and
gone in the Legislative Council without
ever having been asked to cast a vote on
this famous plank. T do not know that
I would have complained much if that
plank was still doomed to rest awhile as
the fascia board in the Labour edifice.
But a different type of man is apparently
ruling in Judea to-day who has trotted
out this first plank as & real test, and
I who have had some advantage, as
far as gratification of pride or prejudice
is concerned, am honorably committed
to the plank. My conduct is clear,
and to vote in the way the Government
desires is the only way honor lies,
although that, according to the news-
papers, is a very doubtful quality in pre-
sent-day politics. T suppose the other
members of the Legislative Council who
‘have accepted nomination at the hands of
the present Government are somewhat
surprised at the turn of events. Ina way

- we came here expecting to do qualifying
certificate work, but no sooner do we
enter the place than we find ourselves
hard at work for the leaving certificate.

The Hon. Mr. Ashton, making a speech
prior to the new influx just before Ghrist-

mas, really struck a sympathetic chord in

my nature. He said that but for one or
two domestic considerations he would
pack up his traps and get out of this
country. If the new members are of
that significance to New South Wales,
I rejoice to hear it, because that which is
potent for harm must, properly directed,
be potent for good. T hope the hon.
member will not do that, as for a gentle-
man who grew to such portly and rotund
proportions in Australia to wrench him-
self clear out of his country is too tragic a
proceeding for me to wish to have any part
in. 1 listened to the speech of the distin-
guished and learned member the Hon.
Sir Joseph Carruthers, just as in other
days, I have read most of his utterances.
It is like the balm of Gilead laid to a
man’s heart to remember that the Hon.
Sir Joseph Carruthers sees at least some
shortcomings with regard to the institu-
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fion against which some of us presently
are going to exercise a hostile vote. I did
nol know I was going to speak this even-
ing, or I would have read some of the hon.
member’s speeches at the time the Reid
Governmentwent to the country on the cry
of “Upper House reform.” One can feel
that, even in those bygone days, there was
some necessity for Upper House reform in
the minds of the very distinguished
gentlemen ir whose hands the fate of
New South Wales rested at that time.
The Hon. Sir Joseph Carruthers men-
tioned the issues there, and mentioned
the result of them, but there was no
Upper House reform then—none what-
ever. At a much later time, in 1923,
the Hon. Sir Joseph Carruthers com-
mented again about this House in a way
which would be unbecoming to a new
member. He said:

Some men had been appointed and then

ceased to regard the honor of giving public
service.
That was at least one ¢ police court
offence ” that could be alleged against the
Legislative Council. The distinguished
gentleman also said :

He could not justify a life tenure of office.
That seems to be another shortcoming.

Membership should carry the obligation of
attendance.

That looks a likely proposition, too, when
you think of it.

They were often anxious uhout a quorum,
and he had had to write letters calling on
members.

‘When he did not write a letter, T suppose,
they were to take it as an indication
that they were not required. So much
for the weak features of the Legislative
Council. It would appear, then, that
we are not asked to vote against the
existence of a perfect institution, or a
perfect Legislature, and because of that, 1
say it gives us some hope that our atti-
tude will not be altogether unforgivable,
even from the standpoint of those who
are in faveur of the .continuity of an
Upper House. I find that the Hon. Sir
Joseph Carruthers made a similar con-
demnation against the House as it stood
in 1921, when the Storey Government
wished to put its imprimatur, in a way,
upon the personvel of this House, and
was responsible for the appointment of
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sixteen new members. The Hon. Sir
Joseph Carruthers, and, I think, other
hon. gentlemen at that time, said that
the period of. usefulness, so far as this
being a Chamber of review was con-
cerned, had passed, and they said many
things on those lices. But for all that,
from their standpoint again, it is to be
presumed that this Council has since had
“five or six more years of usefulness.

The Hon. Dr. Creed had a drastic
notion of reform of this Council twenty-
five years ago, which serms to have cut
some ice here then. He wanted to reform
the Council in a most drastic way and
the drawing of lots was to enter into the

“matter, to decide the personnel of the
House. The drawing of lois suggestion
reminds me somewhat of ‘“The Three
Musketeers,” of Dumas’ novel, who were
to settle by the drawing of lots the diffi-
cult problem as to who was to leave the
cagtle. I do not know whether the prob-
lem to decide who should leave this castle
would be as difficult to overcome as was
their problem, but the Hon. Dr. Creed’s
suggestion was to decide it by drawing
Iots in the matter. These things serve
to indicate that there is room for improve-
ment in regard to this Chamber. I will
put it no higher than.that.

I have not the agility of my young
and vigorous friend, the Hon. Mr.
Alam, who is able to size up two
situations simultaneously, and I will say
nothing about the Nationalist point
of view; but I will speak briefly from
the standpoint of that very considerable
section that, I am forced to admit exists,
which believes in the continuance of this
Chamber, at least as a House of review.
On behalf of those who believe in an
Upper House, and who probably do not
support the Labour Government in the
main, I will say that even they must
admit the shortcomings of this Chamber,
just as some outstanding persons have
had to admit it. On their behalf, I
will say that if the Legislative Council
goes by the board, something can be built
yp from its ruins, or its ashes, at the
behest of that particular section of the
people, if their ideas are sufficiently
strong to make themselves manifest at
the next general election. I am not so
foolish as to think that one party can
govern this country for very long. We
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are living in an era of change, and the
public dearly loves a change. The sport-
ing instincts of the people will give the
man who is “on the outer” a chance to
govern from time to time, and I presume
that some daya Government will come into
power,largely by the support of the section
to which I have referred, which believes
in our present legislative balance. When
they do, they can be guided by the
criticisms of distinguished gentlemen,
some of whom I have quoted, and can
build the better for knowing the defects
of the previous structure. For that
reason, this plank of the Labour platform,
which is much older than T am politically,
binds me morally and politically. I have
never dissociated myself from it ; on the
contrary, I see 90 per cent. of rcasons for
supporting it. Because of that, I say my
way—1I think I can say cur way—is
clear. If we are defeated, I hope it will
be said that never a set of men took a
defeat in a better manner.

The Hon. R. PILLANS: As one of
the new members and probably one of the
oldest members of the Labour movement
in this State, I will ask the considera-
tion of this House for a short time
whilst I try to explain the reasons why I
am supporting the abolition of this august
Chamber. We have been told by the
members of the Opposition that this
House is the bulwark of the people’s
liberty. We have been told that over
and over again during the last thirty
years, and during those thirty years I
have listened to speeches of many of the
hon. members opposite. I have listened
with pleasurz to the manner in which
they ean manipulate the language and
bring an argument to bear on something
that would not stand the acid test
of logical reasoning. We have been
told in burning language by the Hon. Sir
Joseph Carruthers that he is here to sup-
port the retention of this House as some-
thing which will save the people from
ruin in the future. He has also told us
very much of what has been done by
some of the leading lights in the old Free-
trade and Protectionist parties, but he
has not mentioned the fact that the
Labour party came into existence through
the advice of the daily papers of Sydney.
The Daily Telegraph and the Sydney
Morning Herald repeatedly advised the
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working people of this country to get
away from the idea of strikes and
industrial disputes and put their own
men-into the Legislative - Assembly so
that they could get their difficulties
settled by legitimate and legal means.
The peculiar part about it i1s that no
:sooner did we set about doing that than
the very papers which had advised us to
-do it came out strongly in opposition to
~anything of the sort. The time has never
been opportune for any change in consti-
tutional methods. The time. will never
be opportune to do anything. which will
interfere with those vested rights that
are so well represented on the opposite
side of the House. We as workers have
for years and years had to be content to
accept what those people would give us,
and immediately we asked for anything
-on our own initiative, with the idea of
bettering our condition, we were told
that we were ruining and wrecking the
‘Constitution of this great country. Our
friends on the opposite side will tell us
that in spite of all that bas been done by
the pioneers of the old Protectionist and
Free-trade parties the countryisnotto-day
in the prosperous condition which it
ought to be in, and they turn.round and
blame the workers. They will also tell us
that if we will just leave everything to
them they will look after oun interests.
We must take their word that they will
do their best, but after they have done
their best we find that the people who
rule the country under a Nationalist
Government, or a Liberal Government,
or a protectivnist Government, such as
we have had in the past, are the same
old crowd. No matter what hon. mem-

bers called themselves, they were under -

the monetary institutions ¢f this country,
" and they are still there.

The Hon. G. F. axp: There is not a
word of truth in it!

The Hon. R. PILTLANS: I have
taken a very active interest in- the
politics of this country., Ever since the
Labour party came into being, and for
years vefore, I was advocating- represen-
tation from the ranks of the workers
themselves. I see no reason to alter my
attitnde to-day, and T say here and now
-that if this Chamber in the past had been
a Chamber of revision only, I question
very much if there would have been any

12x
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attempt on the part of the Labour
party to abolish it to-day. But what
do we find? We have only to lovk
back a. few. weeks to find that
before the advent of these twenty-five
gentlemen of some doubiful character,
according to the Opposition, the people
who are supposed to be the bulwark of
the people’s lIiberty turned down flat any
measure sent here by the Legislative
Agsembly which did not meet with their
wishes. There was no talk then of
standing up for the liberties of the
people. There was no talk then of sup-
porting the members of the representative
Chamber which had gone back there.
1t may be they had not a majority of all
the votes polled, bet having polled more
votes than any other party, if we are not
to rule, we must be ruled by the combined
votes of two parties. We know that has
been done in the past. We know that
the Labour party bas held the balance of
power on more than- one occasion. We
know also that both the old parties on
the -other side of the House were always
willing to sacrifice the principles which .
they held so dear, in order to get on to
the Tieasury benches. I do not know
whether they have. improved so much
lately. I Lope-they have, and I hope the
vote given to-night will show it,; and that
hon. members will stand true to those
principles about which they hase been -
talking  ¢o much, and will stand up for
the literties of the yeople whom they
love so well, and will forget for the time
being that it might have a slight influence
on the dividend-earning powers of the
capital which some of them so worthily
represent. I am coming now to say that
the criticisnr which is. being hurled at us
at the present-time is not criticism of a
constructive nature.. Inevery newspaper
we-. pick up. we read that some distin-
guished. member of the Opposition has
voiced, his opiuion, and has oven insinu-
ated that the last twenty-fiver nominees
to this.House are not quite as good as the
old brigade that was previously sent here.
Fifteen years ago I was on the list of
Labour nominees for appointment to
this House, but the gentleman who had
control of the nominations at that time
said something that has not been said in
the same spirit since. He said that in
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connection with nominations to the
Upper House all parties should be repre-
sented and I was wiped out to make room
for a gentleman who is now sitting on
the Opposition side of this House. He
has been here for fifteen years, and is
to-day rccogmised as being one member
of that great community which has been
described as the bulwark of the people’s
liberties, while the man who was wiped
out by his own leader to make room Yfor
him and was considered sufficiently good
at that time to be No. 5 on the list of
nominees from the Australian Labour
party has had to wait till the pre-
sent time to get here. The man
who asked me to go on that list and
assisted me in every way is also on the
Opposition benches, and will be voting
against me, after having said that I was a
fit and proper person to come kere. Tt is
these things that make one wonder
whether there is anything behind the
plausible statements which come from
the other side, and which are published
in the morning newspapers with the idea
of telling us of the sacrifices that have
been made and of how the country has
been built up. T hope hon. members oppo-
site will stand true to their principles and
that when this vote is being taken it will
be recognised that we are not doing any-
thing of a destructive nature, but are
trying to make room and clear away the
old chstructions and assist in building
up a system of administering the laws
of ¢he country that will tend to give
evervone a fair deal, and, as one hon.
member has said, will make justice
cheaper than it is at the present time.
We have been told that it is foolish to
think that a nominee Charaber should
be a life membership Chamber. We are
also told that if the Labour party has
control of the destinies of this Chamber
the Constitution will be wrecked and
ruined. I would ask what happened to
the Constitution when the Nationalist
Government sent up a sufficient number
of members to not only swamp the Cham-
ber, but to control the legislation that
was sent up from the other House. . Did
the Constitution get broken when the
Nationalists were in control? TIs there
any more reason to suppose that the Con-
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stitution will be broken in this particu-
lar case or that the last batch of twenty-
five members will be able to control this
House of ninety-nine members ? Twenty-
five into ninety-nine does not represent a
controlling influence, and if we do obtain
a controlling influence and succeed in
carrying a vote in favour of abolishing
this House, we shall do it in face of the
fact that hon. members opposite are still
greater in numbers than the Labour rep-
resentatives, and that there would be a
majority against us if all members were
in attendance here. Where does the
swamping come in? If we are swamping
the Council, what did the Nationalists
do when they sent up twenty-three mem-
bers in one batch?

The Hon. Sir Arrrep MEeexs: They
never did co. They sent only twenty-one
here!

. The Hon. R. PILLANS: They sent
these members here simply to carry out
legislation they wished to impose on the
people of this country in the interests of
those whom they represented. We are
here to do the same thing.

I listened to the speech of the Homn.
Sir Joseph Carruthers this evening with
much pleasure. I was pleased to learn
that we ave still a free people, and that
the privileges we now enjoy have very
largely come from the Nationalist party
when it has been in power. This last
information was news to me. One thing
I did know, and that was that many of
the privileges for which we have asked
in the past have been blocked by the
Nationalist party. We were forced to
take the advice of the Sydney Morning
Herald and the Daily Telegraph and form
a party of our own to carry out the will
of the workers. We have done this, and
I ask for the consideration of hon. mem-
bers to this matter to-night. I wish hon.
members to understand that the Labour
party has no idea of destroying anything
that is likely to be beneficial to the people
as a whole. We want to clear away the
old buildings that are not up to date and
put something in their place, if that be
necessary, that will represent the aspira-
tions and the ideals of the younger gene-
rations that are coming along. It is
all right for old people like myself and
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for others who are considerably older to
say that we know all about what should
be done and to set out what we will do.
But I recognise, and I want other hon.
members to recognise, that the old men
have to pass away and that younger men
with different ideas will come along. If
hon. membeis opposite are so much in-
terested in building up a free people
and a free Constitution—and I admit
that we have one of the freest Constitu-
tions in the world—they must recognise
that many of the laws that make for
freedom have to be fought for. Many
of the older hands among the workers
who have made sacrifices can well re-
member the time when they had to turn
out in all weathers and at all hours in
order to earn a crust. Every time a
move has been made to reduce hours or
increase wages we have been told that
the Constitution has gone by the board
and has been broken up. On the other
hand, when we have gained a little vic-
tory we have thought that the millennium
had arrived. It does not take very much
to keep the working people contented
and happy. What would keep a working-
man with a wife and four children some
hon. members opposite would spend upon
drinks and cigars. It is of no use to
laugh or to sneer. One cannot take up
a daily newspaper and look at the re-
ports in the society columns without
finding that some members of the Oppo-
sition or their friends are about to make
a trip round the world. They are able
to do this omce ecvery twelve months.
But if a worker were to take a trip of
this kind once in twenty years hon.
members would say, “T.ook at him. He
is only a working-man and yet he can
go for a trip round the world once in
twenty years.” These are the things
that rub it into us. We recognise that
the good things of this world are not

fairly distributed, and we know that this.

House is onc of the things that makes
it possible for hon. members opposite to
rule the destinies of the workers. We
have had to suffer, but now that we have
our eyes open and our education has
been advanced to some extent through
the efforts of the old pioneers we say
that no Constitution is perfect. Noth-
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ing made by the hands of man is per-
fect, and yet we are expected to worship
the sacred Constitution and the repre-
sentatives of that Constitution in the
persons of our friends opposite. Twenty-
five hon. members have recently been
sent here according to the Comstitution
which we are supposed to worship.
Therefore we have to take them as re-
presenting the stage of freedom which
has been arrived at by the Opposition.
We ask you to go a further stage in the
march of freedom. We ask you to recog-
nise that the people’s representatives in
another Chamber are the people who
should make the laws of the country.
This is only a revising' ‘Chamber, yet
you insinuate we are here for party
purposes. We are no more here for
party purposes than you have been dur-
ing all the years you have been in this
Chamber. You were useless if you en-
dorsed what came to you from your own
crowd down below, because they did not
require your endorsement, but if you
fought against them and turned down
what they sent up to you you were
obstructionists and were opposed to the
people’s rights. I hope and trust that
this motion will be carried, not only by
the votes of those on my side of the
House, but by the votes of those who
have signed the pledge of the Labour
party. I hope hon. members will realise
their duty when the call is made, and
that they will for once free themselves
from the influences which dragged them
away from the constructive party, the
only party that represents the majority
of the people of this State.

The Hon. E.-C. MAGRATH: It has
been said that the proposal now before
the House is a new one, that it has
not received the consideration of the
people of this ‘State, and also that it is
a proposal for which the Government
has no mandate. We can all carry our
minds hack to the days when the
McGowen Government secured a majo-
rity in this State. The McoGowen Gov-
ernment was the first Labour Govern-
ment. In those days the abolition. of
the Legislative Council was a plank of
the Labour party’s platform, and that
Government, which came into power
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fifteen years ago, was intent upon realis-
ing it if it had a sufficient majority.
Unhappily, it has remained for-us-in
our time to vealise what the McGowen
Goverpment did not have the oppor-
tunity of realising, and we are now in
a position to preceed with the abolition
of this Chamber. The Holman Govern-
ment time and again expressed .its de-
sire in Parliament and through the pub-
lic press to abolish the Legislative Coun-
cil, because nobody could give other
than the flimsiest reasens why it should
continue to exist, but because of cir-
cumstances known to every member of
this House the Holman Government, the
Storey. Government, and the Dooley Gov-
ernment found themselves umable to
reach the stage we have reached to-night.
As I said; this is not a new proposal,
because.it has been on the Labour party’s
platform during all the years the Hon.
Mr. Pillans said it has been there. It
has been on the Labour party’s platform
during the fifteen years which have
elapsed since the advent of the McGowen
(Fovernment to office in this State. Dur-
inz every election campaign the people
of this community were informed . that
when the Labour party achieved power
with a good and sufficient majority it
would put into operation this plank of
its platform. As a consequence we have
had during every election campaign
members of the Labour party telling the
community that thizs measure would be
introduced when the opportunity offered,
and at the same time we have had mem-
bers of the Nationalist party trying to
create a fear as to the consequences
which would follow the abolition of this
Chamber. As both parties brought this
matter before the public from time to

time nobody can truthfully say that the .

people did not realise when they returned
the Lang Ministry to power that this
would be one of the measures it would
proceed . with. The last elections were
fought wunder singular circumstances.
At no period was a longer time devoted
to an election campaign, and both parties
had the fullest and amplest opportunity
of properly discussing this matter. Hav-
ing been elected under these circum-
stances, and the people having had a
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full knowledge of the Labour party’s
platform, it cannot be contended that
this matter was not properly submitted
to the people for their consideration. The
Hon. Sir Joseph Carruthers told us that
the Labour Government is in power on a
minority vote. In Parliament the
Labour party has a majority of seats
over the combined strength of the two
parties which are opposed to it. If the
Nationalist party were in power under
the same circumstances it could present
no greater justification for legislating
in accordance with its programme. If
all things are fair and square, it must
be conceded that the Labour party has
every justification for proceeding with
its legislative programme. If the Hon. Sir
Joseph Garruthers challenges the right of
the Labour party, which has a majority
of seats in Parliament, to legislate in ac-
cordance with its programme, let me ask
hon. members on the other side of this
House where they got their mandate
from to interfere with the Labour Gov-
ernment’s legislation? When did they
get a mandate from the people? When
were their views ever placed before the
people? When were they ever respon-
sible to the people for their actions?

The Hon. G. F. Earr: We are willing
to let the people decide by referendum!

The Hon. E. ¢C. MAGRATH : If those
are my hon. friend’s views, they are
not the views of his party. When the
Nationalist Government was in power it
did nothing to amend the Constitution
as regards the tenure of members of this
Chamber.

The Hon. G. I. Earp: That is not the
question to-day; the question to-day is
abolition! '

The Hon. E. C. MAGRATH: It is
useless for the hon. member to state his
views in answer to me. They are his
own individual views, and not the views
of his party. The Labour Government
has been elected by the people, and is
responsible to the people, but you have
no such authority to justify you in in-
terfering with any of its legislative pro-
posals.

I listened to the Hon. Sir Joseph Car-
ruthers attempting to justify the con-
tinuance of this Chamber. He led off
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with the statement that to the case pre-
sented by the Vice-President of the
Executive Council he had a very full
answer. To’show just how this Chamber
was controllable, one part of his answer
was that some time back, when we had
4 Nationalist Government in office, the
Legislative Council disagreed with the
Government’s legislation covering the
land and income-tax. The Legislative
Council at that time felt that it was with-
in its power to interfere with that legisla-
tion, but its amendments were such as to
be rejected by the Legislative Assembly.
When the test came the Assembly d=-
cided to go to the people for an endorse-
ment of its legislation. The. Hon. Sir
Joseph Carruthers told us what-an admir-
able system that was. Let me say-that
when, as he has informed us, the Govern-
ment of the day went to the people, the
people said that the Government was
right, and that the Legislative Council
was wrong. That is not an instance
which showed the strength of the case
advanced by the Hon. Sir Joseph Car-
ruthers, but it showed just how convin-
cingly the people spoke when they had
an opportunity to express themselves as
to the inability of this Chamber to ex-
press their views.

I submit that on this ocecasion, with
all the facts which present themselves,
the self-same verdict has been' returned
against this Chamber, by the sdvent of
the Lang Government to power. Further
than that, the Hon. Sir Joseph . Carru-
thers suggests that this Council is. en-
titled to its existence because at some
time or other it has revised a Govern-
ment measure. I venture to suggest that
that is not sufficient justification for the
continued life of this Chamber. ‘What
one has to show is that it can do useful
and necessary work in the interests of
the community. This Chamber 1is so con-
stituted that when it expresses the views
of the Government in power it becomes
a useless body, and when it fails to ex-
press the views of the (GGovernment -in
power it becomes an obstruetive;and =»
mutilating body. In any circumstances
it is a Chamber which stands condemned,
because a mere endorsing body is a super-
fluous thing in eonr legislation, and a
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Chamber which intcrferes is a common
nuisance. I submit that if the Hon. Sir
Joseph Carruthers  wants to make a case
for the continued existence of this House
he must-do so upon other grounds than
those he has advanced to-night.

‘The hon. member had the opportunity
-to tell us in-what useful way this Cham-
ber has functioned in connection with
the legislation sent up to it by the Lang
Government, but he mentioned not one
thing in justification of it. I put it to
hon. members then, that that was his
‘strong point, and when he fails to make
a case upon it the Hon. Sir-Joseph Car-
ruthers recognises the strength of the
case against him. Further than that,
let me point out that it is not only
the Labour party’s view that this
-Council is an wunnecessary Chamber,
but it is also the view of. a fairly sub-
o0f members of the
Nationalist party. I recollect that he-
fore the:Fuller Government went out of
~6fice there were from time to time inti-
mations in the .public press that this
Chamber was to be reconstructed at
the hands of the Nationalist party. If
the Fuller Government fairly expressed
the views of the Nationalist party in this
State, the only point that is -between
them and the Labour party is as to
whether this House-should be abolished,
or whether it .should be reconstructed.
The Labour party supports its abolition,
for the reason that we cannot see what
justifiecation there is for a Chamber exist-
ing merely to ratify the work of some
other body. Hon. members at once sug-
gest that they have a usefulness in revi-
sion. I wenture to put it to them that
to-day they probably have . some limited
‘usefulness in_revising measures only
because the Legislative Assembly recog-
nises that this House may have an oppor-
tunity to revise, because its pace is not
so great as that of the Assembly. If
there were no Council the “Assembly
would have to seriously do its own busi-
-ness, and do it in a thorough and woik-
-manlike way.

For these reasons I believe that it
would be of -advantage ‘to abolish the
I -think that the
Legislative Assembly, fror: the moment.
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of abolition, would -more seriousiy
apply itself to problems of State than
it has donec up to the present in some
matters. There is the position in a nut-
shell. On the one side hon. members say
there ought to be to some extent a recon-
struction of the Legislative Council. We
on the other side say there ought to be
abolition. When I look at the workings
of second chambers throughout the Com-
monwealth I cannot see anything but
that in several of the States they are
obstructing the realisation of the Labour

party’s aims and ideals—and when T say

the aims and ideals of the Labour
party, I refer to those of the working
sections of the community. If we look at
the Tegislative Councils in West Austra-
lia, South Australia, and Tasmaniza, we
see nothing else than parties sitting there
on a property franchise, obstructing the
consummation of the Government plat-
form. I have recently been in the
States of Tasmania and South Australia,
where the Lyons Government and the
Gunn Government are quite unable to
do anything because they know that the
experiences which Labour Governments
have had in New South Wales from time
to time are going to be repeated in their
own States. In respect to some measures
they have actually had the experience wa
ourselves have had. In West Australia
the proposal to extend the forty-four
hours week throughout the length and
breadth of the State has been rejected
by the Legislative Council, and every
piece of useful legislation, from the
Labour point of view, has also been re-
jected in the other States of the Com-
monwealth. In“the light of experience
and the fact that the parties which are
opposing this measure represent in-
terests, one cannot conclude otherwise
than that you gentlemen have been the
protection and safeguard of the vested in-
terests of this State. If you propose to
change, and help the Labour nominees in
this Chamber to realise the ILabour
party’s platform, the moment you so de-
clare yourself this Chamber becomes a
useless institution.

1 shall conclude by intimating that so
far as the ventilation of this matter, not
only in years gone by, but also at the last
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election is concerned, it was thoroughly
and properly ventilated before the people.
The people knew the Labour party’s plat-
form, knew what Mr. Lang would at-
tempt to realise, and knew that this bill
would be presented to Parliament. Under
those circumstances, I submit it is the
duty of hon. members, if they claim tc
be representative of the people, to vote
for the abolition of the Legislative Coun-
cil. .

The Hon. M. J. CONNINGTON:
Having listened to the discussion for some
time, it has struck me that after all, it
might be as well to inform this House,
before it is dissolved altogether, as to the
views which I hold in respect of tie
treatment of Labour measures brought
before it for consideration from time to
time. Before doing that I want to clear
the air in regard to a matter that was
being ventilated on my entrance to the
Chamber this afternoon regarding my
appointment to this IHHouse. The sug-
gestion was made by the Vice-President
of the Executive Council that when I
was appointed there was a presumption
on the part of some that I would turn
my views towards Nationalism. In my
opinion I was appointed because I was
a Labour man, and before I accepted
appointment I made that clear. The
Nationalist party knew my views, and
that there was not much likelihood of
my changing them. Whether 1 have de-
parted from the views I originally formed
T leave to those who know me to decide.
I have accepted nothing excepting on the
condition that I*was free to do what I
thought was right. I said that when the
time arrived that it was thought I was
not doing what was right they had only
to let me know and I would go. My
history is known to hundreds of per-
sons, and to them I leave it.

With regard to the question before the
House, I find the very greatest difficulty
in satisfying myself that the policy and
the work of the Council for the years I
have been connected with it, excluding
the last six months, would justify its
abolition. It is no use condemning the
Council in general terms. If it has done
gsomething to Labour’s detriment, why
not specify its act. Can we as Labour
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men honestly say that the Council has
not assisted Labour? The Council has
helped to place on the statute-book mea-
sures providing for early = closing,
widows’ endowment, child welfare. and
forty-four hours week. It has applied
State and Federal awards to industries;
it has passed factory legislation and
workmen’s compensation legislation. All
that went through this Council.. What
has been left out about which Labour
folks should complain? Prior to 1916 I
believe I knew as much about Labour
politics, particularly its inner workings,
as most men,
themselves. It may be news to the House
but I believe, as regards the history of
the House up to six months ago, that if
Labour men will frankly admit the
truth and measure its work, taking the
good things done for Labour and recently
the injury done to Labour, their impres-
sion would be that this House has gone
as far as any previous Labour Govern-
ment wished it to go. In some instances
it has gone further. I would not sug-
gest that if the Labour Government had
had a free hand the Labour workers
would have one iota more done. I do
not think they would. That is a frank
and honest admission. I believe what a
number of Labour- men believe. I do
not suggest that a1l the virtues are on
this side of the House: We find on this
side good employers who have been and
are Labour men, but we also find some
rotters. All the good employers are not
on the Labour side holding Labour views.
There are just as decent employers of
labour holding contrary views. All work-
ing-men know that.

Now we come to the House as it exists
to-day. During the past six months we
could come only to one conclusion,
namely, that the House has resolved
itself into a party House. It is no
longer a House where measures receive
full and fair consideration. Omn the one
hand we have the leader of the Govern-
ment telling this House what he would
do to 1it.. On the other hand we have
hon. members endeavouring to show
that our leader was powerless to do any-
thing. Measures which came here were
not debated on general principles, but

apart from politicians
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miserable details were discussed as if
they were of momentous importance.
Certain untrue things were suggested
respecting members and supporters of the
Labour party. We became nothing more
nor less than a party House. We reached
a stage when “slang-wanging” was in-
dulged in in a dignified way. Six months
ago 1 had definitelymadeup my mind that
the House could no longer serve any use-
ful purpose and that decision has been
more than justified by the occurrences of
the last six wecks. It is now clear that
when any Government gets into power
and this House refuscs to give effect to
its policy, it can get sufficient men put
into the House to give effect to that
policy no matter whether it be Nationsl-
ist or Labour. Once ‘that position be-
comes clear and it is seen that hon.
members will not decide on the basis of
argument, sound judgment and sound
principles of fairness, this House has no
excuse for further existence. It merely
occupies time unnecessarily. It leads the
community into the belief that it has a
safeguard in this House, where, as a
matter of fact, it has none. The Chamber
simply becomes what it is now—a Cham-
ber which records the decisions of the
other House.

Now coming to the question of taking
a referendum on the abolition of the
T{ouse. What chance hag the public to
understand the issue placed before 1it?
The one side would go out and put up a
strong case for the House; on this side
we would go out and decry it. Only
those who attend the House and witness
the proceedings, particularly those of the
last few months, are in a position to
judge whether this House should remain
longer in existence. I am firmly of
opinion that the matter is not one to be
decided by referendum. A referendum
could not intelligently be taken.

T feel in duty bound before the House
goes out of existence to say that there are
men in this House—the Hon. Sir Joseph
Carruthers, the Hon. Mr. Ashton, the
Hon. Mr. Waddell, the Hon. Mr. J. Ryan,
and many others who have gone a long
way further to meet my point of view than
I would have gone to meet theirs. Iivery-
one on this side knows that, and I could
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not pay them or the House a better tri-
bute. I would not like to say I am pre-
judiced, although no doubt in regard to
some things T am. No doubt my views
are largely influenced by a consideration
for the ‘“under-dog.” The views of hon.
gentlemen opposite are no doubt as
strongly influenced by consideration for
the men on the top. But I say hon.
members opposite have gone much fur-
ther than 1 thought men holding their
beliefs could go to meet us and certainly
very much further than I Wopld have
gone in the opposite direction.

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS, in reply:
I do not propose to take up much time in
replying. Nothing new has been said
ev‘en in the remarks of the Ion. Sir
Joseph Carruthers, who pleaded that be-
cause of the good things the House has
done in the past it is entitled to exist.
1 do not dispute it has done good; it
may be all perfectly true. But -so far
there has not been a single argument t‘o
show that the House as at present consti-
tuted or as it may be constituted if it
continues can perform .any further use-
ful service.
Hon. Mr. Connington I agree with en-
tirely. I say, frankly, that I have felt here,
as representative of the Government in
this House during the last month or so,
that I am merely in the position of a
figurehead, for the purpose of asking this
House to register decisions. It is an
undignified and an unsatisfactory posi-
tion to occupy. It is an insult to a
man’s personal intelligence, and for the
House to continue to exist when it only
occupies that standing, is-an insult also
to the people of New South Wales. For
that reason, even if it is.a question of
committing hart kart, I think that, in the
interests of New South Wales, hon. mem-
bers on the other side of the House, as
well as on this side of the House, should
see that this step is necessary in order
to clear the ground for doing something
which may be in the real interests of the
people of this State.

[The Hon. M. J. Connington.
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Question—That leave be given to

bring
divided:

in the bill—put.

The House:

Ayes, 45; noes, 43; majority, 2.
AYES.

Ainsworth, W.
Akhurst, C. A.
Alam, A, A.
Archer, G. S.
Brennan, W.
Bridges, C. B.
Carey, W.
Coates, J. F.
Cotter, L.
Concannon, J. M.
Cruickshank, R. W,

. Culbert, J.

Dickson, W. E.
Doyle, T. P.
Estell, J.
Grayndler, E.
Hepher, J.
Hickey, S.
Higgins, J. F.
Hoad, J. E.
Kavanagh, B. J.
Keegan, J,
Kelly, W. P.

Lyons, J. D.

Mahony, R.

Malone, D.

MeGirr, P, M.

MeIntosh, H. D..

Minahan, J, M.

O'Regan, J. ¥.. ¢

Percival, J. W..

Pillans, R.

Ryan, L. W.

Smith, D. M.

Smith, T. J.

Sproule, R.

Spiecer, F. W,

Storey, T.

Tyrrell, T. J.

Wall, Dr. ¥. EL

Willis, A. C.

‘Wrench, G. :

Yager, A. W, -
Tellers,

Connington, M. J..

Magrath, E. C.

NoEs.

Ashton, J.

Black, G.

Black, R. J.
Braddon, Sir Henry
Brooks, W.

Browne, J. A.
Buzacott, N. J.
Carruthers, Sir Joseph
Creed, J. M.

Dick, W. T.

Doyle, H. Martin
Earp, G. I

Farrar, E. H.
FitzGerald, R. G. D.
Holden, T. D. P,
Horne, H. E.
Hughes; 8ir Thomas
Huiit, A, E.
Innes-Noad, S. R.
Latimer, W. F\.
Lane-Mullins, J.
Mackay, Major-Gen.

McDonald, G. R. W.
Tecks, Sir Alfred

-Murdoch, J. A,

Qakes, C. W.
O'Conor, B. B.
Onslow, Colonel
Peden, J. B.
Robson, W. E. V.
Ryan, J.
Shakespeare, T. M.
Sattor, J. Bligh
Travers, J.
Trethowan, A, K.
Varler, G. 1. G.
Waddell, T.
Warden, W.D. ~
‘Wetherspoon, J..
White, J. C.
Wise, J. H.
Tellers,
Farleigh, J. G.
Taylor, Sir Allen

Question so resolved in the affirmatives

Applause in the gallery.

The PrESIDENT:

We are not accus-

tomed to disorder in this House, and if
strangers cannot do better than that I
must ask them to leave. If there is any
further disorder I will have the whole
of the galleries cleared. There is no need
for a display of exuberance of spirits om
an important matter of this kind.
‘Bill presented and read a first time.
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Motion (by the Hon. A. C. WiLLis)
proposed :

That the hill be printed and the sceond
reading stand an order of the .day for mext
sitting day.

The Hon. Sir JOSEPH CARRUTHERS:
I would point out to the Vice-President,
with regard to the second-reading stags,
in case the debate goes over to-morrow,
that the next sitting day will be Anni-
versary Day, which is a public holiday,
and I think it will be inconvenient for

“hon. membersto be called here on a pub-

He holiday. T would therefore like the
hon. member to give us an assurance that
if the debate goes over’to-morrow, any
"adjournment will go beyond the public
- holiday.

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: The Gov-
ernment.is prepared to sit as long as hon.
members like to-morrow in order to.finish
the matter. If we cannot finalise it to-
morrow the Government is prepared, with
the concurrence of the House, to sit on
Friday in order to finalise the second
reading. It is not the intention of the
Government to allow the matter to go
over this week, if it ean possibly be
“avoided.

Question resolved in the affirmative.

ADJOURNMENT.
COXSTITUTION (AMENDMENT) BILL.
Motion (by the Hon. A. C. WrLLIS)

proposed :

That this House do now adjourn.

The Presmext: Before putting the
motion, I wish to say that there is still
some confusion about the hour of meet-
ing. The sessional order is that wo
should mect at half-past 3, but hon. mem-
bers” are not ‘called pogether until 4
o’elock. I am just announcing this again
as there is still a little confusion about
the hour of meeting.

The Hon. Sir JOSEPH CARRUTHERS:
I asked the Vice-President of the Execu-
tive Council a question, and I did so
with no other object than to preserve as
far as possible the dignity of this Cham-
ber. The Minister at an earlier period
of ‘the session stated that when the bill
for the abolition of this Chamber was
before the House. ample time would bs
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afforded for discussion and that hon.
members would know exactly when the
division on the second reading would
take place. I can say on behalf of my-
-self and my friends that we do not want
any more than a fair opportunity for
.debate and do not want to obstruct, but
if, in the natural course of events two
days are taken up in the debate, that will
be.none too long when we consider that
the: existence of this House is at stake..
This is the oldest parliamentary institu-
tion in the Commonwealth. It has been.
in existence for over 100 years, and.it is
.not too much to ask for a few decent.
hours for the -discussion of the bill,
rrather ‘than have it -rushed through im
one prolonged sitting to-morrow. 1 only
.ask that in the event of an adjournment
taking place we should not resume on a
public holiday. Tt is very unfair to hold
sittings here on public holidays—unfair
not merely to members but to the staff
of officials, the press, and everyone con-—
cerned. .I.am sure my request was a.
very reasonable one, and I do not know
what possessed the Minister to refuse to
accede to 1t. It would meet the conveni-
ence of hon. members on both sides if’
we knew that we were not.going to be
called here for an extraordinary sitting
on a public holiday. I again ask the
Minister to adopt the only decent course..
I would like to see the whole question
settled to-morrow, but if hon. members
claim their right to speak on this im-
portant question and the debate goes on-
to a reasonable hour to-morrow and we
have to adjourn, I would plead with the
Minister to .arrange that we shall not
adjourn to the next-sitting day, but to a
day after Anniversary Day.

The Hon..R. W. CRUICKSHANK:
There is no necessity for this bill to be
debated at any great length on the second.
reading. There has already been con-

-siderable debate during the present sit-

ting, and every hon. member knows ex-
actly how he is .going to vote. We arc

.allwell acquainted with the pros and cons.

of the question, and I do not see why
the debate should not be completed to-
The discussion might very well
be confined to one representative on this
side of the House and one representative
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of hon. members opposite. Our leader on
this side has already made an elaborate
speech, and the Hon. Sir Joseph Car-
ruthers has addressed himself to the bill
at some length, and I do not know thai
anything morec can e said. There
should be no necessity for us to adjourn
the debate over to-morrow. It is purely
a question of numbers and the party
which has the greatest voting power will
carry the day. There is no point in
wasting time in a long debate, because I
do not suppose that any speeches on this
side will influence a vote on the opposite
side or vice versa. Hon. members who
challenged the Government and invited
the Government to bring in this bhill
immediately have voted against it; so
what is the usec of their talking? They
not only made a promise but they broke
it. As I said, the Hon. Sir Joseph Car-
ruthers has made a speech covering all
the ground, and our leader has also made
an elaborate spcech, so I do not think
there is any necessity for prolonging the
debate. ) o

The Hon. J. ASHTON: I have no
desire to see the debate unduly prolonged,
but T do desire to make a few remarks.
Notwithstanding the characteristic con-
tribution of advice from the hon. gentle-
man who has just spoken, it is for
hon. members themselves to determine
whether they desire to say anything or
not. Notwithstanding the intimate re-
Tationship between the hon. membker and
his leader, the Premier, I hope that dur-
ing the time that remains to this House
we will not have Legislative Assembly
“gag” principles introduced here.

The Hon. J. RYAN: I feel sure that
the Hon. Mr. Cruickshank, when he reads
in the papers to-morrow morning what
he has just said, will regret that he spoke
in the fashion he did. He practically
told the House that there was no need
for a lengthy discussion and that the
vote would decide. It is true that the
vote will finally decide, but on a his-
toric occasion like this it is a new doc-
trine for members of the Legislative
Council to be told in effect that the
more quickly they get rid of this im-
portant bill the better. Tighty-eight
members of this House participated in
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the division just held, and if the
humblest of thesc members desires to
speak on an occasion like this mo pres-
sure from any quarter and no interfer-
cnce from any person should be exer-
cised. If we arc to meet for the last
time we should have the right which we
have always enjoycd—the right to the
fullest freedom of speech. I feel sure
that my hon. friend will regret that he
spoke in the way he did.

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS, in reply:
Perhaps I did not fully answer the ques-
tion asked by the Jdon. Sir Joseph Car-
ruthers. T tried to convey that if we
had all day to-morrow and Friday we
should be able to dispose of this matter.
If it is merely a question of adjourning
until 'Wednesday, I would readily agree
to Wednesday, but I could not help re-
membering that the hon. member’s ac-
tion yesterday deprived the House of a
day’s discussion on this measure. 1
endeavoured to give the hon. member an
extra day, but he prevented me from
doing so by taking a technical point. .

The Hon. Sir JoskpE CARRUTHERS:
You wanted to steal one, not give us
one!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: If you
wanted time for discussion on the second
reading, you could have let a formal
stage go yesterday. You must accept
responsibility for that.

The Hon. J. Asntox: The proper time
for the discussion of the principles of a
measure is not on the introduction, but
on the second reading, and the time
which has been spent to-night in dis-
cussing the measure on its introduction
has been altogether unusual!

The Hon. A. C. WILLIS: Yes, but
you would not have the temerity to say
that we have not been wise. I know
that what the hon. member says is cor-
rect. When anybody takes a point on
me I watch out as far as I can. I con-
sider that yesterday a mean advantage
was taken, and if T can avoid it I am
not going to give the Hon. Sir Joseph
Carruthers an opportunity of repeating
it.

House adjourned at 8.45 p.m.





