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however, that the children of 50 or 60 years
ago =also gave the State Savings Bank
splendid support. To-day 1 sent for the
firat ledgzer wsed by the bank in 1863. After
turning over the leaves of that book T came
lo the cunclusion that the school children
in tl cre days were very keen supporters of
the institution. [ will give an instance.
Anything enrmected with the State Savings
Bank business is supposed to be confiden-
tial, but owine to the lapse of time hetween
1863 and 1926, I think I will be exempted
frem any offenre T may commit in that
direction. W len going through the ledger
I discovered amongst the names of the
dej asitors that of Master Edward Horne
Wittenooni.  LUnder date 24th Novewher,
1863, there is an entry reccrding the deposit
of s, On 30th November, six days lalrr,
tlhere was another deposit of 3s., and on
the 2nd December one of 25, making a total
amonnt deposited of 11s. Then the aecount
wias halanced on the 17th May, 1864, the
entry recording the withdrawal of 11s., the
total amouvnt deposited! The aceount may
have bheen vreopened but | did not see any
record of such an entry.

Question put and passed,
Bill read a second time.

In Committee.

Hon. J. Cornell in the Chair; the Chief
Secretary in charze of the Bill.

Clauses 1 (0 3—agreed to.
Clause d-—Amendment of Section 16:

Hon. BH. SEDDON : Will the Minister
give an indieation of whether it is the in-
tention of the Governmenl (o inerease the
interest paid fo depozitors?

The CIHMIEF SECRETARY: [ could not
give a reply to that question straight away.
The rate of interest paid by the State
Savings Bank is 1% per eent. on ordinary
deposits and 4 per cent. on deposits for 12
monthe, these being the same rates of
interest as apply to the Commonwealth
Raviugs Bank, Tbe question of increasing
the rate of interest requires serious con-
siceralion hecause the increase would have
to he paid on the whole of the money de-
pozited. The Cominonwealth Savings Bank
pravs 3 per rent. onlyv on deposits of £1,000.

Hon. Gi. W, Miles: Why is that?

The CHIEF SECRETARY : Becaunse
ibey do not wish to enecourage large deposits
in the savirgs bank rection, preferring that
class of business tn go to 1he Common-
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wealth Bank itzelf. The question of rais-
irg the rate of interest would require care-
fu! consideration by the Treasury officials
in order to Jdetermine wlat the effect would
be.

Clavse put and passed.

Clavse 3—Amendmenl of Sections 19 and
29.

Tle CHIEF SECRETARY : Mr. Nichol-
son rhised an important matter that T desire
to look inte. T will rot proceed further
with the 1-ili lhis evening.

I'regress reported.

Ifouse adjourned at 8.54 p.m.

TLegislative Hsacmbly,
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
pa, andl read pravers.

QUESTION--PARLIAMENT HOUSE
GROUNDS.

Hon. W. (. ANGAVIN asked Mr. Speaker,
repre<enting the Chairman of the House
Commitiee: 1, Flas he noticed the fence that
was nn the boundary of Class A Reserve,
on a portton of whieh Parliament House is
ererted, heing removed from the boundary
line inta the reserve facing Harvest Terrace?
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2, Is it the intention fo widen Harvest Ter
race to the width that the fenee is being
re-creeted? 3, Tf so, on what or whose au-
thority is this being done?

Mr. SPEAKER replied: 1, Yes. The
fence is being removed temporarily to allow
roosn for the ereetion ef the retaining wall.
2, No. 3, Answered by No. 2.

QUESTION—OLD MEN’S HOME.

Mr. TEESDALE asked the Honorary
Minister (Hon. J. Cunningham): 1, Is it u
fact that the menu at the 0ld Men’s Home
is as follows: Sunday, corned beef; Monday,
boiled heef; Tuesday, stow; Wednesday,
stew; Thursday, stew; Friday, tinned fish;
Saturday, stew; whilst for breakfast there
is porridge, bread and butter, and for tea
there iz bread and butter only% 2, Will he
look into this and see that a more varied diet,
especizlly a little roast meat occasionally, is
1ssued?

Hon. J. CUNNINGHAM replied: 1, No.
It is more varied than is stated. 2, Two
baked dinners are provided each week. I
have a eopy of the imenu, which the hon.
member may peruse.

QUESTION—METROPOLITAN
ABATTOIRS.

Mr. MANY asked the Minister for Agri-
culture: What was the prolit earned through
the metropolitan abattoirs in all its avenues
for the year ended 30th June, 1926%

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
replied: The profit for the year was £15,019,
bul the fees have been cousiderably reduced
as from lst Augusl, 1926.

QUESTION — INSURANCE, GOVERN-
MENT AND PRIVATE COMPANIES.

Mr. NORTH asked the Premier: 1, What
is the amount standing to the credit of the
Government Tnsurance Fund in respect of
fire risks on Government property? 2, What
15 the total amount of monev received by
the Government under the Insurance Com-
panies Act, 1918, as deposits from insurance
companies operating in Western Australia?
3, What is the rate of interest allowed insur-
ance companies on such deposits? 4, Is it
his intentinn fn lay upon the Table of the
House the papers in enmneetion with the fire
insurance of Government property for which
the insurance eompanies quoted?
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The PREMIER replied: 1, There are two
funds. Position as at 3lst August, 1926:
(1) lnsurance of public buildings, £12,816
14s. 9d:; (2) Railway accident and fire in-
suranee fund £78,366 2s. 2d. 2, £290,000.
3, 414 per cent. per annum as provided for
in the Aet. 4, If the member desires the
papers he should move for them in the usnal
way.

QUESTION—WATER SUPFLY, NORTH
PERTH.

Mr. J. MacCALLUM SMITH asked the
Mimster for Works: 1, Ts he aware that the
water at present supplied to North Perth
is so filthy that it is unfit for buman con-
suption? 2, What is the department doing
to remedy the evil, nnd when may the people
of the distriet expeet to be supplied with
reasonably elean water? 3, Pending some
improvement, what rcbate is he prepared
to make on the water ratef

The MINISTER FOR WORKS replied:
1, The department has had ne complaint
lately from North Perth as to water being
unfit for consumption, Water has been dis-
coloured at times owing to rust from the
pipes. The formation of the rust is due to
the action of the water on the pipes, and
is occasionally disturbed from the walls of
the pipes by a heavy flow or by a reversal
of divection of flow, Discolouratior reeently
has possibly been occasioned also as vesult
of main seraping. 2, The engineer advises
that the only remedy at present. applicable
is flushing the mains when complaints are
made and water is found discolouved. 3,
The Act does not permit of rebate of water
rate.

QUESTION—PETROL TAX.

Mp, THOMSON asked the Minister for
Works: 1, What was the amount collected on
potrol by the Commissioner for Taxation
for quarter ending June, 19267 2, Have the
Federal Government imposcd their petrol tax
of an additional 2d. per gallon? 3, Is the
State still collecting the tax under the Motor
KBpirit Vendors Aet, 19259

The MINISTER FOR WORKS replied:
1, £23,058 17s. 4. 2, Yes. 3, Yes; but the
tax will, in aecordance with the provision
of the Aet he reduced to one pemny when
the Commonwealth tax is appropriated to
main roads.
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QUESTION—GOVERNMENT BUILD-
INGS, CESSATION OF WORK.

Mr. LATHAM asked the Minister for
Works: 1, What is the nuwber of build-
ings under construction by the Government
in the metropolitan area? 2, On what num-
ber of buildings under econstruetion, or in
process of improvement and renovation by
the Government, has a cessation of work
taken place? 3, What is the eause of such
cessation of work? 4, Can he inform the
House when it is expeeted that work will be
proceeded with?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS replied:
In view of the Fact that this matter is now
before the Court of Arbitration, and is sub
Jjudice, it is considered most improper that
it should he brought into the political arena.
If the question is repeated after the court
has determined the matter, the information
will be supplied.

MOTION- WROTH BANEKRUPTCY
CASE.

Ta inquire by Select Commitlee.
MR. RICHARDSON (Subiaco) [4.26]: 1

move—

That a sclect committee be appointed to in-

guire into the allegations made by the ‘* Subiaco
Wecekly'! newspaper regarding the Wroth
bankruptey case.
Wiien, a few weeks ago, 1 gave notice of
this molion, it was my intention to present
to the House a great deal of detail respect-
ing the Wroth ease. Unfortunalely, however,
for health reasons I shall be unable to speak
at any length to-day, and so I will deal with
the case merely on general lines. The Wroth
bankruptey ease has been dealt with fully by
the “Subisco Weekly,” a newspaper e¢ir-
eulating in Subiaeo. Whilst it max be said
te he but a small newspaper, I impress on
hon. members that the publisher and propri-
tor, Mr. O'Keefe, for advertising reasons,
guarantees that a copy will be placed in
every bouse in Subiaco. He carries out that
cuarantee faithfully, and so it will be scen
that the total i=sue represents nearly 4,000
copies. Apari from that, the paper is a
first class advertizing medium and, in con-
sequenee, the business people of Snbiaco
send copies all over the State. So, anything
published in that paper has a very wide
reading public.

Mr. E. B. Jolinston: That onght to im-
prove the paper's advertising value.
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Mr. RICHARDSON: If does. [ want to
impress upon members that whilst they
might think it is but a small paper, actually
its eirculation is greater than those of many
of the larger papers published.

Mr. MacCallum Smith: Are you a share-
holder?

Mr. RICHARDSOXN: No, it is a pro-
prietary concern. Twelve montbs ago last
July, Lhere began in the “Subiaco Weekly”
a serics of articles dealing with the Wroth
bankruptey ecase. From their inception those
arteies contained serious allegations, prinei-
pally against the bankruptey court. I gather
trom those articles that in 1894 Mr. Wroth,
who was then the owner of land situated in
Toodyay and bad fairly large interests gen-
erally decided to declare himself bankrupt.
This was not becanse he was actually
bankrupt, hut because he happened to be
short of cash and some of his ereditors were
pressing him. Therefore, as I say, he deter-
mined upon hecoming bankrupt, clearing
up the estate, receiving the balance, and
carrying on with a clean sheet. From the
articles appearing in the “Subiaco Weekly,”
it seems that the whole administration of the
estate has been clouded. The case has been
before the court on many occasions, and
many thousands of ponnds have been spent
on litigation. This moaney, I understand
from the articles, probably has been eharged
against the estate. 1In the beginning, it
seems, wWroth was a debtor to the extent of
only £1,500. For vears past Wroth has de-
sired to get his discharge as a bankrupt,
knowing, as he does, that his estate could
casily have satisfied his creditors. However,
it appears that he has not heen able to pet
his discharge from the court. Principally,
the articles in the “Sobiaco Weekly” have
challenged Mr. Moss, the Official Receiver
in Bankraptey. When Wroth became a
bankrapt in 1884, trustces were appointed
without his knowledze, and he has never yet
been able to learn why those trustees should
have been appointed. I wish to make it clear
that I am repeating what has been given in
the articles alluded to, that 1 am not ex-
pressing my own opinions. The estate ecame
into the hands of the Official Receiver in
Bankruptey, Mr. Moss. . The allegations
made against that oflicer are so serious that
I trust members will agree to the appeint-
ment of some independent tribunal to in-
vestigate the ease and. if possible. dizcover
evaelly who i< right and who is wrong. I
have no hrief either from Mr. Wroth or
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from Mr. O’Keefe, the publisher of the
“Subiaco Weekly,” nor have I any brief for
Mr. Moss. I take it that, strietly, Mr.
O’Keefe, the proprietor and publisher of the
“Bubiacoe Weekly,” is responsible for the
articles that have appeared in that paper.
So serious are the allegations made that I
have been approached by hundreds of people
with a request that something should be done
to satisfy them as to whether or not the
allegations were warranted. If those alle-
gations are wrong, then Mr. Moss, holding
a high and honourable position, a man re-
spected by 2verybody, should be given an,
opportunity to present his side of the case.

Mr. E. B, Johnston: Was he in charge
30 vears ago?

Mr. RICHARDSON: No, he was in the
department, but was appointed Official Re-
ceiver afterwards. It is against him that
the allegations are principally made. Other
persons are mived up in the matter. The
allegations against Mr. Moss are so strong
that if we weve to believe everything that
has appeared in the “Subiaco Weekly,” Mr.
Moss would stand rvevealed as a man who
had used his position as Official Receiver
in Bankruptey to allow a deliberate frand
against Wroth.

The Premier: How do you spell “weekly”?

Mr. RICHARDSON: Some spell it with
an “e" anud some with an “a.” Because of
these allegations justice should be done in
this matier, and on these grounds I appeal
for the appointment of a seleet committee.
T will read some of the headings that have
appeared in the newspapér from time to
time—*The Wroth Case” (this appears in
hig letters): “Charcges made by the ‘Subiaes
Weeklv’ of Fraud” (thex say that thesa
charges have been sustained}; “Seandal-
ous and fraundulent transactions by the
Bankruptey Court”: this is again hitting
at Mr. Moss.

The Premier: Mr. Moss is not the Bank-
ruptey Court.

Mr. RICHARDSON: The allegations in
the artielrs are eentred nn Mr. Moss.

Tlon. G, Taylor: He has nothing to do
with the decision of the rourt.

Mr. RTCHARDSON: They zo on to sav
that a very important document is missing,
and remark “Was it done away with; if so
by whom, and whv?? Thev then allege that
it was done away with by officials of the
Bankraptev Court. Tt wnay be thought that
Wroth, after zoinz throuzh this pande-
moniem far many vear:, hecame obsessed
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by the importanee of his own case. I had
that opinion of Wreth wnen I began reading
these artirles. T eame to the conclusion that
he, like many others, had followed his case
for so long that he had become obsessed.

Hon. G. Tayior: Paranosic in a way.

Me, RICHARDSON: Probably many
hundreds of other persons would have gone
the same way. Wroth. huwever, submitted
himselt to Ur. Quinlan and Dr. MeWhae,
Loth  weil-known practivioners in  Perth.
These dustor: tested him severely on the
case and on many other points, and have de-
clared that he is not obsessed, that he is
quite rational and sane in every respect,
and that there ure no siyns ofs obsession in
him.,

The Minister for Lanls: For how long
did they keep hna under observation; for
days or weeks?

Mr. RWHAKDSON: [ am not sure how
long (he period was, bul it was a sufficient
length of time to enable them to come to
this cunelusion about the case. They have
also stated that if anyone desires them fo
give evidence to this effect they are willing
to ao so.

The Minister for Lands: T know of a
easc in which two doctors gave a certificate
of sanity in respect of a man whe is still in
the asylum.

Mr., RICHARDSON: That is not to say
that this man’s case is similar,

Mr. Sampson: Remember what was said
of Thomas Makle! Te vas all right when
he left the asylum.

Mr. RICHARDRON: T have come to the
conclusion that Wroth is entirely sane. T
am snre twe medieal practitioners of the
standing of the gentlemen I have named
would not have given sueh an opinion unless
they were sure tliat Wroth was both sane
and rational. We may, iherefore, put aside
any thought of obsession on his part. Ref-
ercnee was made in the artieles to two docun-
ments termed Jeeds, which had been pre-
pared at different times. I have seen them.
Thev are a complete mystery, and do not
agree with one another. The publisher of
the paper distinetly states that if a seleet
committes were appointed to investigate this
case he could satisfy the members of it in
2t minutes thal an injustice had been done
to Wroth. That mav or may not be correct.

The Premicr: Tt is a tall order for a man
to say that he conld satisfy a selectecom-
mittee in 20 minutes over a case that has
been hefore the courts for all these vears.
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Mr. RICHARDSQON: T quite agree, but
I am only quoting the remarks that have
appeared in the newspaper. Seriouns allega-
tions have been made against Mr. Moss, who
1s charged with fraud. Ilere are a few mors
headings: “Creditors and Wroth defrauded.”
This is evidently the opinion of a solicitor
in Perth. They then speak of the examina-
tion of Wroth in regard to obsession. When
peorle read these thines week after week
they naturally ask why aection is not being
taken by (hose against whom the allegations
are made. Mr. Moss is a prominent Gov-
ernmest oflicial. It is probably not reason-
able to expect him to take any action. On
the other hand it may be said that perhaps
Mr. Moss thinks he would not be able to
get damazes.  Mr. (WKeefe, the publisher
of the paper, is a man of substance. He
has evidently become so imbued with the
idea that Wroth's statements are correei,
that he has the enurace of his convictions
and is game to back the savings of a life-
time so that Wroth may get justice. That
is probahly the way he is looking at it. I
have asked myself why Mr. Moss has not
taken action to disprove the statements that
have been made. Tt may be that he does
not desive fo appear in a lihel action, These
matters can casily he passed over. A docu-
ment may be beld in the Bankruptey Court
that woulid prove Wroth to have been wrong
in the statemenls that have been made. The
arguments contained in the journal lead one
to believe that misleading statements were
made when the court proceedings look
plare. If that is se, it would be pos-
sible to bring forward a document to dis-
prove what has been alleged in the “Suhiaco
Weekly” during the last 12 months, I do
nat know thot sueh a doeument exists, but
if it does it conld readily bhe produced.
Wroth’s insolveney was hrought about by
a debt of £1.600. Tt is contended that his
estate is worth to-dav abant €40,000, thouch
at the time of the trouble it was not worth
that. Tf that be =0, nothwithstanding that the
debt may have inereased through interest,
some snrplus musf he left over for Worth,
provided thal the siatements which have been
pubdished are correct. It iz easy to say
there iz nothing in the case. The matter
was first dealt with by the late Mr. R. S.
Flaynes. Tt was recently submitied to Mr.
Arther Havnes, of R, S, Haynes & Co. Mr.
Hayres is locked vpon as one of our lead-
ine solicitors, T think bis opinion is worthy
of tle rin cst consideration, the more so as
ke is prepared to have the apinion pub-
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lished and to go forth to the world. 1i is
a very strorg opinien. Mr. Haynes says—

I have been asked to give an opinion con-
cerning certain phases of Wroth’s position,
both prior and subsequent to his sccond bank-
ruptey and the two deeds of the 18th June,
1904. This is a long standing matter, and can-
not be lightly dismissed as a matter that is
Statute Larred. The elaim is based primarily
upon breach of trust and frauwd as trustee, and
it has long been held that the Statnte of Limit-
ations does not apply in such cases. My opin-
ion is based upon various decuments, namely,
the two deeds referred to, certain judgments
in Wroth’s favour, judgment of the late Sir
Edward Stone, then Chief Justice; the two
judgments of the present Chief Justice Melil-
lan; the Bank’s rejeeted proof against Hub-
bard’s estate and various doeuments “anterior
to the judgments in Wroth’s favour.

Mr. Hubbard and Mr. Clarkson came into
the maiter as trustees. Tt appears from
the articles that their estates have heen
cleared aut of Wroth's estate. The matter
is so complex and intricate that it would
he impossible for anv layman to make it
clear to members. The opinion goes on—

The hank was a debtor to Wroth in the sum
of £700——

This refers to the National Bank-—

——which represented cash, and was also liable
to account for considerable real estate in its
possession, Hubbard and Clarkson were dehtors
to Wroth for the balance of hia real and per-
sonal estate, £3,565 in cash, 1,159 sheep, their
wool and inerease, andd a persenal debt of
£10,000.

Tt will be seen that a sum of £14,200 was
owing to Wroth, and vel after 133 or 34
vears he is still an undischarged lLankrupt.
The original debt that aecounted for his
bankruptey was something like £€1,500. M.,
Taynes savs—

The only debt due by Wroth as against all
these assets that T can see was £400, which
represented hig liability to the bank for costs.
The two deeds referred to disposed of the whole
of Wroth’s estate, including his after-acquired
property. There passed uonder these two
deeds as part of such estate £4,265 in actual
cash,

Hon. memhers will abserve that there has
heen a eansiderable amount of eash already
paid by Wroth. Yet he remains an undis-
charged | ankrant.

The bank realised Wroth’s property in its
possession (retaining £700 cash) uoder Clause
10 of his agreement with the trustees or guar-
antors, by a private sale to Clarkson for £1,500.
Clarkson resold the property for £1,500, and
the purcharer paid the £1,500 on Mark<on’s
behalf to the bank, and received the property
from the hank, the hank reducing its valne-
less and irrecoverable debt against Hubbard by
that sum, but retaining its claim thereof against
Hubbard,
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The bank paid Wroth’s money to clear off
the rlaim against Hubhard, and yet Hub-
hard ie still hald responsible; so that Wroth
rrets nothing out of it except that his money
is paid on Ilubbard’s behalf,

In the deed called Clarkson’s deed, Clark-
son disposed of the balance of Wroth’s real
estate, ineluding his after-acquired estate and
£1,560 cash. The consideration whiech Clark-
son received for the sale of this estate was the
retention by him of £2,000 cash, the 1,159
sheep, their wool and inerease, and a release
from hiz personal liability of £10,000,

That is what Clarkson got out of it, and
why he got it Wroth wants to know, of
counrse.

The purchaser received the whole of Wroth's
real estate and £1,565 in return for £1,500
which he paid on Clarkson’s béhalf to the
bank as before stated.

A man huys a large estate for £1,500, and
he gets the whole of the estate and also
£1,565 in cash. This is not Wroth's state-
ment, nor is it Mr. O Keefe's statement:
it is the legal opinion given by Mr. Haynes,
after going through all the doecuments.
There seems to be some inconsisteney, Mr,
Haynes proceeds—

It was because of Wroth’s refusal to turn
the bank’s worthless debt against Hubbard inte
a recoverable one that the bank made him
bankrupt, with the result that Maess became
the trustee, and it then became possible to dis-
pose of Wroth's estate practically without
consulting him,

This refers to Mr. Moss, the Official Re-
ceiver. The mix-up bhegins here. The
property got into someone else’s hands, and
enfirely away from Wroth, The opinion
continues—

There can be no doubt that Wroth was made
bankrupt simply for the ‘purpose of terning a
valueless debt of the bank against Hubbard into
a recoverable one, and thereby rectifying the
position which the bank was in in not being
able to carry out Clause 10 of the bank’s agree-
ment with the trustees or guarantors.

Clause 10 refers to one of the conditions

which T mentioned earlier.
Mr. Mann. Which bank was it?

Mr. RICHARDSON : The National Bank.
1 ask members to note particularly what
Mr. Ifaynes says next—

Wroth was, in my opinion, illegally made
bankrupt, and continued as a bankrupt ille-
gally and fraudulently, and his ercditors were
thus deprived of the settlement of their claima
in order to allow Clarksou, incidentally, to he-
eome released of his personal liability to Wroth,
and in order to give effect to this the whale
of Wroth’s valuable estatc was hargained
away practieally for nothing, the net effect
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being that Wroth’s creditors were defrauded
of the payment of their debts, and Wrotn was
defrauded of the large surplus of his ecstate
left over after payment of all his just liahili-
ties, ’

That is rather a serions comment for a
lawyer to make.

The second bankruptcy, in my opinion, should
be set aside, and the two deeds made there-
under set aside also. It appears to me to be
a funetion of the court to make those respen-
sible for the frand foot the bill. It is extra-
ordinary to me that the bankruptey courts have
been availed of to perpetrate such a seandal-
ous and fraudulent transaction. I have given
considerable time to the unravelment of the
many eomplications and complexities associated
with this case, but I find that I have not been
able to give the adequate time required to
bring the matter to finality.

The matter is so intricate that it wounld
take an ordinary man many wecks to o
throngh the documents and discover the
rights and wrongs of the case. Mr. Haynes
goes on—

I know that some pecple consider that this
watter has become an obsession with Wroth,
If a man who has been defrauded of his estate,
and who has speut many years in endeavour-
ing to reeover his property, is said to be ob-
sessed, then it may be truly eaid that Wroik
comes within that description. T have person-
ally always found him a most patient man, who
has always been able to explain matters most
lucidly, and clear up the complexities associ-
ated with the case. There is no doubt i my
mind that he has a genunine grievsuce and a
geruine elaim.

Mr. Stukhs: One conld not get anything
hotter than that.

Mr. RICHARDSON: That opinien has
heen published, and has never been com-
mented upon. If the opinion were not
correet, one would have expected a reply
from those to whom it refers. I do not say
that Mr. Haynes is right in his opinion. I
have not gone into the ease with sufficient
fullness. However, if there is anything
wanting to back up the case for an inde-
pendent inquiry, it is this legal opinion.
The theory of obsession is set on one side
by the medical opinions of Dr. MeWhae and
Dr. Quinlan. 1 do not wish to labour the
case, but T do feel that Mr. Moss should be
afforded an opportunity of coming before
an independent tribunal and there explain-
ing the case.

The Premier: Evidently Mr. JMoss is not
much concerned to have the matter cleared

up.
Mr. RICHARDSON: That is not the
question. Mr. Mess being a public official,



[8 Serremser, 1926.]

il is the Government's duty to see that the
cace is cleared up.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: Mr. Moss may never
have seen that publication.

The Premier: it has been brought under
his notice.

Mr. RICHARDSOX : If Mr. Moss has not
seen it, he is the only man concerned who
has not scen it.

The Premier: That paper is the “Smith’s
Weekly” of Western Australia.

Mr. RICHARDSOXN : 1t is useless for the
Premier to eviticise the paper on the secore
of its size.

The Premier: I am not doing that. Mr.
Moss, I say, saw that issue on the second
day after ils appearing.

Mr, RICHARDSON T think the Premier
is merely joking, hut 1 do e 7 0w e
right to eriticise the paper on account of
its being a small paper.

The Premier: We all joke now and
again.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Although the paper
is small, its ciremlation is large. It is placed
in about 3,500 homes each week, and on an
average two people at least would read each
copy. Therefore the paper has 7,000 or
8,000 readers weekly. TFor the past 12
months hardly an issue has passed without
some allegation being made against the
Bankruptey Court and against Mr. Moss.
The public have to he considered, and an
inquiry should be held, whether Mr. Moss
desires it or not. Estates are placed entirely
in the hands of the Official Receiver in Bank-
ruptey, and therefore these charges are of
importance. I regret that oceasion has arisen
for the levelling of any charge against Mr.
Moss, whom I have always held to be 2 most
honourable man. Still, the charges have been
made. and it is for us to give Mr. Mass an
opportunity of showing, hefore an inde-
pendent tribunal, that he has been vilified
by this weekly paper; or, on the other hand,
let Wroth come forward and prove his case
right up to the hilt. The paper says Wroth
is prepared to justify every word of what
has been published. TIf he can do that, it is
the more reasen why an inquiry of some
kind should be granted. T hope members on
both sides will see the justice of the claim
I put ferward, that either Wroth is wrong
or Moss is wrong. Whichever is wrong, the
other shonld have the opportunity of prov-
ing himself right. If Wroth has been the
victim of injustice for all these years, there
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should be means of affording him some com-
pensation,

The Minister for Railways: Has noi the
case been before the courts?

Mr. RICHARDSON: Yes.

The Minister for Railways: And what did
the courts say about it?

Mr, RICHARDSON: I am giving the
matter as it is presented here in this paper.

The Minister for Railways: Are we to
constitute ourselves a court of appeal?

Mr. RICHARDSON: Either Mr, Moss
should have an opportunity of clearing his
character of these vilifying charges, or Mr.
Wroth should have an opportunity of secur-
ing justice. Therefore T ask members to
support me in my request for the appoint-
ment of a select committee, so that the mat-
ter may be investigated in detail and justice
rendered where justice iz due.

On motion by the Minister for Railwavs.
debate adjourned.

BILL—RESERVES.

Introduced by the Minister for Lands an
read a first time.

BILL—WYALCATCHEM RATES
VALIDATIQN.
Read a third time and transmitted to the
Couneil.

BILL—COAL MINES REGULATION
ACT AMENDMENT.

Third Reading.

THE MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon.
W. C. Angwin—North-East Fremantle)
{58.17]: T move—

That the Bill be now read a third time.

HON. G TAYLOR (Mt. Margaret)
{5.18]: At this stage, before the Bill passes
the third reading, I desire to again question
the wisdom of placing on the statute-book,
and legalising, the provision for a seven-hour
day. More snbstantial reasons should be
given before the Houze should agree to the
principle.

Mr. Sleeman: Yon are not opposed to the
seven hours.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: No, but I am opposed
to placing it on the statute-book. T want
stronger arguments advanced, much stronger
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than those voiced by the member for Collie
(Mr. Wilson), who suggested that more work
could be done in seven hours than in eight
hours. I need something more substantizl
before T can be convinced that his contention
represented the faets. It is not wise to legis-
late in this direction while we have arbitra-
tion tribmnals appointed to decide snch mat-
ters. Hon. members may have noticed the
answer furmished to Mr. Maxwell in the
Queensland Legislative Assembly on Thurs-
day last by the Minister for Railways. Mr.
Maxwell had asked what inereased cost had
heen involved in the provision of the 44-hour
week in eonnection with the Queensland rail-
way system. The Minister said that approxi-
mately 500 extra men had had to be em-
ployed at a cost of about £250,000. In view
of that statement, based upon the actual ex-
perience of the Queensland railways, the
argument that shortened bours do not de-
crease ontpot but tend to increase produe-
tion, falls to the gronnd. In view of this
conerete case, more should he required from
the Goverpment hefore the House agrees to
include this principle in our legislation. In
view of these facts how e¢an the member for
Collie continue to adhere to his line of argu-
ment? It is not reasonable to place sach
a provision on the statute-hook. and T op-
pose the third reading of the Bill.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time, and transmitted to
the Couneil.

BILL — CO-OPERATIVE AND PROVI-
DENT SOCQIETIES ACT AMEND-
MENT.

Received from the Council and read a frst
time.

BILL—AGRICULTURAL BANK ACT
AMENDMENT.
Returned from the Council without amend-
ment.

BILL—GUARDIANSHIP OF INFANTS.
Second Reading.

MR. MANN (Perth) [A.20] in moving
the second reading said: The objeet of the
Bill is to remove an anomaly that exists un-
der the 1920 Aect. Provision was made in
that measure for the father of a child to ap-
point a goardian to aet with the mother in
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the event of his death. Under the Aect the
mother is not permitted to appoint a guard-
ian for her children to assist the father un-
less she is in the position to establish before
a court that the father is not a proper per-
son 1u have full control of his children. Hon.
members will appreciate that it would be
rather difficult for the mother to prove such
a charge and besides, it would be objection-
able to many mothers to have to take that
step. Nevertheless it might be necessary that
more control and a more effective guiding
hand should be available in the event of the
mother’s death, to assist the father in the
better upbringing of his children. Justices
of the Peace and others connecied with the
Children’s Court state that of the juveniles
brought before that tribunal, the greater pro-
portion are those who have lost a parent or
hoth parents and who are without the neces-
sary pavental control. If it is considered
necessary that in the interests of the child
there should he a guardian to act with the
mother, surely it is equally necessary that
there should be a guardian to act in con-
junction with the father! Tt must be re-
membered that the actual upbringing of a
child, particularly during its earlier yeats,
is left to the mother rather than to the
father. Of necessity the father must be
away from the home for the greater part
of the day and also, in all probability, dur-
ing some portion of the evening. Thus the
children are left without that necessary care
that is essential and conseguently they do
not receive the training that the child does
who is direetly under the control of the
mother or of someone taking the mother's
place. Let me picture an instance of this
kind. The father may have been a good
parent in that he has earned the necessary
money to keep the home together. It has
been left to the mother to control, train and
bring up the children. When the young
people reach an age when it is necessary
that great care shall Le taken of them,
the mother passes away. It is difficult
for the father, who may be termed eareless
regarding the welfare of his children, to
adapt himself to the altered ecircumstances
and become wholly and solely responsible
for controlling and guiding his offspring,
a dnty that had formerly belonged to the
mother.  in such circumstances the comse-
quences wonld be that the ¢hildren wonld not
receive the necessary care and attention ecal-
culated to make of them good men or good
women. This question has received much
consideration, not only in Western Australia
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audl Austrylia, but in the Old Country. A
Koyzl Commissivn sat in England during
124 and that body went closely into this
problem. In 1925 a Guardianship Aet was
pussed giving the mother the power that I
am uagking the House to agree to in the
Biil I am submitting to hon. members. The
Act passed in England was dated the 3lst
July, 1925, and one of Lhe newspapers in an
article relating to it, had the following to
say:—

It gives identical rights of application to
the courts in cases of disputes. It provides
for such cases being heard before police courts,
and that the welfare of the child shall he the
sole principle on which they shall be deter-
mined. It gives precisely the samc rights to
bath parents with regard to the appointment
of guardians after Jeath, and it gives » mother
the right to obtain an order For the custody
and maintenance of the ehild without leaving
her husband.

To-day the mother cannot get control of her
caild, or an order to control it together with
a maintenance order, unless she leaves her
hushand. That right 1s sought in the Bill.
Should the mother suceceed in getting that
arder from the court, it will then he open
for her to leave her hushand and to make
a4 home for herself. The Bill also provides
that both parents may appoint guardians
and that if they both die before the child
reaches an age when it ean look after itself,
the wnardians appeointed by the father and
the mother respeetively shall be charged with
the responsibility of properly upbringing
the cuild. Tt will appeal to hon. members
(bat it is much hetter that persons known
Iv parents, persons in whom the parents
had everv confidence, should control the child
rafher than that the young one should be
handed over to a stranger who would have
no rateres! in the ehild apart from the mone-
tavy eonsideration for undertaking that duty.
Nothing extravazant iz sought in the pro-
visions of the Bill. T have outlined the prin-
cipa' powers soaght. The Bill merely asks
that ths same privilege shall be accorded
the mother that is aranted the father. Tt
alro asks for another power. A child may
have heen placed in the care of a home
or keen handed over to somebodv to look
after it. After {he necessar¥ care has been
hestowed upon it in bringing it up properly
and the child reaches an interesting age, a
parent may come along and demand that the
child he handed over to him. The Bill pro-
vides that the eourt shall have the right to
consider the interests of the child and may
refuse to hand it over to the parent, recog-
nising that the parent has lost his rights
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because of his past neglect. The Bill is
simple and there 1s no ¢ccasion for me to
speak at greater length, Its provisions will
appeal! to bon. members. I move—

That the Bill be now read a second time.

On motion by the Premier, debate ad-
journed.

BILL—-MARRIED WOMEN’S PROTEC.
TION ACT AMENDMENT..

Secord Reading.

MR. BIANN (Perth) [530] in moving
the second read said: This is a short amend-
ment to overcome what may be termed a flaw
discovered in the Act of 1922, In that Act
provision was made for the payment of
money under orders made by the conrf. On
the first appeal, however, it was found im-
possible to distrain for money in excess of
one week’s order. If the court made an-
order for £2 a week and the husband had
defaulted for 12 weeks, distraint could he
obtained in respect of only one week. The
select commitiee, which last year inquired
into the Divorce Act Amendment Bill, ex-
amined Mr. Millward, a police court official,
who gave evidence as follows:—

By Mr. Hughes: Do you think the type of
man, who leaves his children to the State to
maintain, treats the marriage tie rather reck-
lessly?—T do not think he i3 at all responsible.
He is a callous individual. We have a ease of
a man who will pay sometimes if a warrant is
issued, and at other times will willingly go
to gauol. He pays exactly as he pleases. He
does not default hecause he is hard up. He
has been fined in the court for betting in the
streets and paid the fine . . ., The Married
Women’s TProtection Act of 1922 is a busi-
ness-like measure, but according to a judg-
ment delivered in the Supreme Court, a woman
can issue a warrant for only one week’s
arrears.  Becanse of that ruling the Act is
practically inoperative. A warrant semctimes
takes tl:rec or four wecks to execute. The man
is then given another threc or four weeks, and
the woman finds herself on the losing side all
the time
Tn the ease of Litster an order was made in
the police court of New South Wales but the
husband abseonded and came te Western
Australin, When he was arrested he was in
arrears to the extent of £60, and an orderg
was made for £1 10s. a week. An appesl
was carried to the Full Court where Chief
TJustice MacMillan, in giving judgment,
said—

It is ordersd and adjudged that the de-
fendant do pay weekly and every week, now
next ensming, inte the hands of the officer in
c¢harge of police, No. 10 Police Station, Pad-



844

dington, in the metropolitan district in the
State of New South Wales, for the use of the
8aid defendant’s wife, an allowanee of one
pound ten shillings, the first bf such weekly
payments to be made on the 1Bth day of
June, 1917. The warrant sets out that the
order has been made and ‘‘it was thereby
directed that if default should be made in

payment of the sai@ sum of £1 10s. weekly"

(or whenever and as often as default should
be made in any of the periodical payments
aforesaid) the said several sums should be re-
coverable by execution against the goods and
chattels of the said Peter David Litster, and
that in default of sufficient goods and chattels
he should be imprisoned (with hard labour)
in His Majesty’s prison (or the poliee gaol)
for six months.”’ The latter part of it is not
clear in the order, but is taken from the Aect
I have just read. It scems fo me that the order
which was brought over under Section 14 shows
there is to be a2 payment of £1 10s. per weck,
and that is an order which ig enforceahle here,
In my opinion arrears cannot be allowed to
accumulate and proceedings then taken for
imprisonment for the amount of arrears The
result of that proeedure would be to inerense
the imprisonment to which he was liable under
Beetion 167. Under that section for each de-
fault of £1 10s. he would be liable to imprison-
ment for three days, but if the warrant was for
two defaults, amounting to £3, the term would
be ning days,

The court held that the plaintiff could dis-
train for only £1 10s, If the defendant
paid that amount, the warrant was satisfied
and ke was set at large, Proceedings then
had to he taken over again to distrain for
another week’s arrears. The court cited
the case of a man who abseonded from
Perth and went to Broome. Membkers will
realise the cost entailed to hring a man
from Broome. Yet when that man was
brought back, it was possible to dis-
train for enly one week out of the 11 weeks’
arrears. Refore a fresh order ecould be
issued, the man had again absconded and
consequently the woman was left without
redress. The procedure nnder the Married
Women's Proteetion Act is taken under the
Justices Aet. Sinee this amending Bill was
prepared, T have learned that the Minister
for Justice intends to bring down an
amendment of ihe Justices Aet, which may
cover this defect.

The Minister for Justice: That is so.

Mr. MANN: Tt shows the need for my
ssmendment.

The Minister for Justice: The Govern-
ment recogmise it as bheing part of the
programme Tor the session.

Mr. MAXN: I was not aware of Il
It was not until I was makine some search
in the (rown Law Departinent that T heard
that an amendment of the Justices Aet wa-
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lieing prepared. Although that measure
uay be carried later in the session, J sev
uo reason why this Bill should not be
passed. The amendinent to the Justices
Act would apply fo all procedure and not
merely to that nnder the Married Women's
Proteetion Aet. Further, it would make
no diflerence to the Justices Act if this Bil
were passed. My amendment would do
some good and eould do no harm. I move—
That the Bill he now read a sceond time.

On notion by the Minister for Justice,
dehate adjovrrned.

MOTION — POLICE BENEFIT FUND
AND SUPERANNUATION SCHEME.

To Inquire by Select Commiliee.

Debate resvmed from the 1st September
on the foliowing motion by Mr. Hughes:—

That a select committee of the House be
appointed to inquire int: the incidence and
administration of the Police Benefit Fund and
the practicability of the conversion of the
fund into a superannuation scheme,

MR. MANN (Perth) [5.36]: In support-
ing the motion moved by the member for
Fast Perth (Myr. Hughes) I wish to con-
gratulate him on the very clear and coneise
way in whieh he presented his case. He
kad a full grasp of the position, and with
his knowledge of acconntancy—-

Mr. Hughes: T have heard it said, “Be-
ware of the Greeks when they bring gifts.”

Mr. MANN : The hon. member might
ailow me to finish. With his knowledge of
accountancy, I was about to say, he was
able to place his figures before us so lucidly
that it was not difficult for anyone to follow
his line of argument. It is unnecessary for
me fo fraverse the same ground, but ¥ wish
te give some other facts that may influence
members to sapport the motion. The mem-
her for East Perth referred to the Workers’
Compensation Act and pointed out that if
an employee, who had just gone on to a
job, was injured, the injury was apparent
at onee and his elaim under the Workers’
Compensation Act would be satisfied. A
police officer, however, is frequently injured
and no notice is taken of the injury at the
time, save that his assailant might be
brought hefore the court and fined 10s. In
after years, however, the officer probably
begins to svffer from the effeets of the
injury, epd wnless there is a record of the
injury on his file, he is not able fo make a
claim for special consideration under the
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l'olice Benelit Fund. 1 have a case in mind.
In 1904 or 1905 a policeman, in at-
tempting to arrest a burglar, was
shot. That man continmed to serve in the
foree until 1918 or 1919, wher his =ight

failed. The department had him placed
before a board and {be board decided
that, in (he interests olf the service,

he should be 1etired. THe was retired and
was granied tne ordinavy retiring allow-
ance. Casting his mind back, he recollected
that his sight had become affected soon after
he was sho{ by the burglar. Fortunately for
him there was a record of thie incident on
his file and the was able to convince the
board that he was entitled 1o special econ-
sideration.

The Minister for Justice: He wonld have
had a hard job to convinre an insurance
company.

Mr. MANN: 1 am not so sure of that.
It is just as diillienlt to convinee a polies
board unless a record is made on the man’s
file at the time. I am advised that an officer
of the force died recently while on leave in
one of the other States. The cause of death
was lung trouble contracted in the eourss
of his duty, hul there was no record of his
having mef with any special injury. He
was a healthy man when he joined the fores
and eontinued in good health for years after-
wards, but he was always engaged on difli-
cult and strenuous duties and he eontracted
tuberculosis. His widow will et nothing
more than the bare amount from the henefit
fund. Frequently a policeman, when ar-
resting a man, reeeives a had kicking hut
that is considered part of the day’s work.

Mr. Wilson: And the man may also get a
kiek.

Mr. MANN: If he does, perhaps he de-
serves it. This sort of thing oceurs fre-
quently to the police and no record is made
of such incidents. If an officer is assaulted
in the exceution of his duty it 15 rezarded
as an everv-day occurrence. One such
occurrence, however, may result in injurv
from which the officer -ubsequently dies.
On the other band. if a workman falls off
a scaffold and izjures himself, his injury is
apparent at once and he makes his claim
for eompensation.

Mr. Panton: A man falling from a seaf-
fold micht he hurl internally and might not
notice it for weeks afterwards.

Mre. MANN: If he was unahle to follow
his work For a day or two or a week or two,
he would make a claim for compensation,

845

Mr. Panion: Bul he night continue at
work and not feel the effects immediately.
In saying that, I am not ebjecting to your
argument.

dir. MAXN: Alter a man has served in
the Lorce for 12 or 14 years or more, he is
practically unfitted for any other calling.

Mr., Chesson: 1 would hardly make that
adnission.

Mr. MANX: IE the department put him
before a board and he is certified to he not
fit, he is vetired.

The Minister for Lands: That applies to
all other men.

Mr. MIANN: But that does not make the
position any betler. There is provision to
pay a retiring allowanee to policemen, and
I am trying to show that n pension wounld
serve an officer much betler than would a
small retiring allowanee. A retiring allow-
ance of £200 or £300 soon melts away. The
men ilemselves would be more satisfied.
They would know when they had to go out,
cither beeanse of ill-health or injury, that
they were ngt going to be thrown on the
labour market in the waning days of their
jife.  If any good can come from the hon.
wember’s motion n the way of providing a
pension, ! sueeest that the House shoull
agree to it.  If sach a course were followed
it wonld be a henefit to the men in the ser-
vice, and if ihe men benefited the Siate
would benefit.

THE MINISTER TOR POLICE (Hon.
J. C. Willeock—Geraldton) [5.17]: I do
not intend to oppose the motion but per-
haps it will be as well to give some informa-
tion to the House on the subject of the fund.
T have delved into ancient history te find the
genesis of this fund and to get some infoe-
mation of the alterations that have heen
made since it has been in existence, The
fund was established almost simultaneously
with the Police Force, and it was then prae-
tically as it exists at the present time. Con-
tinning in existenee, it was maintaired prac-
tieallv by the Govermnent, and the first re-
cord of legislalive or administrative enact-
ment dates back to 1866. At that period,
by ordinanee, the fund was placed vnder the
control of a board. Originally, 50 per cent.
nf the fines that were recovered were paid
into the fund, but that system was cventu-
ally done awav with and the Government of
the day sobsidised to the extent of pound
for pound, all the contributions made to the
fund. That is the system. nracticallv sneak-
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ing, that has remained in operation ever
sinee. The motion deals more with super-
annuoation, but the hon, member in his
speech referred at some length to the dis-
abilities under which the police suffer in
comparison with what would be the positien
were they brought under the Workers’ Com-
pensation Aet. He said that if an officer
met with an accident he would get no com-
pensation, merely a gratuity eguivalent to
twelve months pay. The fund is practically
a compulsory insurance scheme and such
compulsion does not alone apply to the Po-
lice Foree. ltis also in opetalion in the public
service, where all who have been appointed
since 1905 are compelled to insure their lives.
There is the difference, however, that in the
Publie Service the employees pay the whale
cost of insurance, whereas the police eontri-
bute only 50 per cent. and the Government
pay the balance.

Mr, Mann:

police take.
- The MINISTER FOR POLICE: Yes. In
the Police Benefit *und the term is mostly
shortdated, geverally 12 to 15 years, with
the result that the outgeings are very heavy.
There have been years in which the amount
paid out of the fund has almost equalled the
contributions, and had it not been for the
Government subsidy the fund would not have
been equal to the drain wade upen it. The
remuneration received by the police jwas
considered 12 months ago and if the beard
awarded much more it would have meant the
Qovernment paying to the fund not only
pound for pound, but contributing almost
wholly to it.

Mr. Davy: TIf you put it that way, the
Government are paying the whole lot now.
The Government pay all the wages, and out
ol the wages come 1he contribulions.

" The MINISTER FOR POLICE: The
Government accept no responsibility after
baving paid the wages. The member for
East Perth said that the hoard considered
the amount that was paid into the fund. If
they did consider that, it means that the Gov-
ernment paid the whole lot. The fact re-
mains that if the Government had not con-
tributed on the pound for pound basis, the
fund would have beecome estinet. The Gov-
ernment payments have allowed the fund to
accumulate, The hon. member also referred
to actuaries and what they do. I agree that
actuaries are very conservative in their esti-
mates, One of the oblizations in conneclion
with the fund is that the Government Actu-

You recognise the risks the
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ary shall make an actuarial examination of
the fund and report on its eondition to the
Government. This is done every four years.
Or the last occasion the Government Actu-
ary stated that the fund was absolutely and
entirely insolvent. Previous Governments,
not being anxions to make a eapital pay-
ment of £20,000, £30,000 or £40,000 to make
the fund selvent, did not do anything in re-
gard to the matler. Notwithstanding the es-
timate that has been made, the fund at the
disposal of the board las confinued to in-
crease, but not lo a great exient.

Mr. Mann: It has ineveased rapidly in re-
cent years.

The MINISTER FOR POLICE: Yes. One
of the reasons why there is an inerease is
that more satisfactory, arrangements have
been entered inlo in regard to the invest-
ment of the money. The position at the pre-
sent time is that the amount to the credit of
the fund is £42,000.

Mr. Mughes: But it is insolveni actuari-
ally.

The MINISTER FOR POLICE: Yes, it
is actuarially insolvent. But it will be a
considerable time before the assets are ex-
tingnished, before any Government will take
the responsibility of making a big capnat
payment into the fund. The present income
of the fund is about £9,000 a year. There
are some payments made outside of the con-
tributions by the police and the Government.
The Government are paying approximalely
£4,500 per annuom. On top of that there is
an amonnt of £300 paid into the fund annu-
ally to cover compensation {or injuries or re-
tirements on account of ill health eontracted
as a result of duty. This Compensation has
amounted to only a very small proportion of
the sums paid out of tie fund. The police
had asked to be brought under the Workers
Compensation Aet, but the then Govern-
ment decided to contribute the £300 to pay
for ihe claims to which I have referred. This
contribution may be regarded as an insur-
anee premium paid by the Government. In-
stead of paying it to the Government Work-
ers’ Tnsurance Scheme it was paid to the
Police Bencfit Fund. TUnder the Workers’
Compensation Aet the compensation for
total disability is £750. A constable who is
declared unfit to follow his occupation is not
precluded from earning a living by other
means, and it does not follow that he would
receive the full £750. The extent of his in-
juries would be assessed, and be would be
paid accordingly. The Fund generally is in
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a better position just now; principally be-
_cause the average rate of interest paid on
the money invested is better, averaging ap-
proximately 5 per cent. Dwring the two
years that I have been eontrolling the Police
Department I have never been approached
with the suggestion that the liberal pro-
visions the police were enjoying vader the
fund should be altered in favour of the pay-
ments set out under the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Scheme. That seemed to indicate that
the police knew they were better off under
the incidence of the existing fund than they
would be under any otlier arrangewment.

Mr. Thomson: The poliece have n¢ pension
rights.

The MINISTER FOR POLICE: No;
no one Jjoining the Public Bervice at
the present tune hLas a right to a pen-
gion. Only those who were in the
Serviee prior to 1904 enjoy that privilege.
So well satistied are the police with their
present conditions that no request has been
made to me during the past two or thre=
vears that thev should be brought under
the Workers' Compensation Aet, instead
of under this fund. Theyr enjoy special
privileges. For instance, if a man falls ill,
Le is paid full time over a period up to si
months, in addition to whieli he gets medi-
eal attention free. Of course, as far a
po==:k:le that attention comes from Govern-
ment medical officers. I the police were
under the Workers' Compensation Aect, they
while sick would receive only the seale ot
pay =et ovt in that Aet which, in respect
of any ordinary injury, would be 30 per
cent. of their wages. So lhey are consider-
ably beiter off under their own fund than
they would be vnder the Workers’ Com-
pensation Aet, except that, in the event of
tolal permanent incapacity, a policeman
world not receive the £730 provided for in
the Workers' Compensation Act. However,
T have never known of a policeman beinyr
totally and permanently incapacitated.

Mr, Thomson: If a man were injured,
how jong would he receive full pay?

The MINISTER FOR POLICE: TFor
¢ix months. and he would then be entitied
to o bhefore a board, who wonld decide
whether he was likely fo be again employed
in the department. If that board reeci
mended his retirement, he would be retired
and so, of covmise, woirld get hie retirine
allowance from the fand. The hoard ad-
ministering the furd have given svery con-
sidi ration. not only to the cases hrought
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before them, but alse to suggestions fur

improvement.
Mr, Mann:

lations.

The MINISTER FOR POLICE: Baut
they have a copsiderable degree of disere-
tion, and in almost every case the full
amount provided for under the regulatious
has been made available by the hoard. Tie
hon, member who moved the motian con
plained that the regulations differentiated
between those men who joined the foree
prior to 1917 and those who have since
Joined. Of course, experience showed that
the fund could not be continned on the
hagis that obtained prior to 1917. Nothing
was taken from anybody by the changa of
basis, It was agreed that the conditions
had to be altered, and all those men who
have joined the force since 1917 have joiner,
it under the new eonditions. It may seem
an anomaly that thera =hounld he varying
conditions for two separate sections of the
force; but the same thing oceurs in the
pubiie service, where thos: who joined be-
fore 1904 receive o pension. which is denied
to those who juined at a later date. The
pavinent of this annnal subsidy, amounting
to £4,500, is clearly an act of grace on the
part of the Government, and could be v ith-
drawn it any Government zo desired. The
giving of that subsidy is oue of the reasons
why successive Governments have insisted
on the fund being invested in Government
securitics. At any rate the great griev-
anee atout the investment of that mouey
has now heen met. The amount to the
credit of the fund is £42,000: so interest
at J j.er cent. inereases that fund at the
rate of {2,000 per annum. OFf eourse thers
are serious linhilities on (he fund, and
during the pext $wo vears the retirement of
senior officers will deplete the fund by
something like £10,000. Whilst that seems
a biz sum, it must be remembered that the
fund is huilding up al the vate of £9,00m
per arnum. The ubject of the motion is o
convert the fund into a superannuation
fund. T do not know that a sclect com-
mittee rouldl get ws much further in that
direciion. Notody would aceept on such 9
proposition any aunthority but that of an
aeinary, and it has heen eslimated by the
Coverntrent Aetrary that Ln econvert the
fund into a srperannunation scheme would
mean increasing the contribvtions by 4 per
cont. which, tn turn, would involve an in-
¢rease in the Govermment™s eontributions,
Mereover, the Government would have fo

They are bound by the regu-
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find £25,000 in ecash to make the scheine
satisfactory. Not content with the Gov-
ernment Actuary’s estimate, the police
union c¢onsulted the actuary of the Austra-
han Mutual Provident Society, whost re-
port, I understand, was closely similar io
that of the Government Actuary. Subse-
quently the vnion got into touch with aa
actuary in Melbourne, but it seems he
wanted a fee that they were not prepared
io pay. In New South Wales the Govern-
ment contribute £75,000 per annum to the
police fund, and in Vietoria the Govern-
ment contribnfe £50,000, In Western Ans-
tralia the Government have done a fair
thing by the police, and have adopted the
recommendations of a speeial board that
the remuneration of the police should be
increased by about £25,000 per annum. 1
have no objection to the motion, for T think
it might c¢lear the air a little if a select
committee went into the question. How-
ever, I do not know that anything could be
done without an actuary’s report, and the
lion. member who moved the motion holds
that actnaries are ftoo conservative to be
of mueh use to the proposed cormmittee.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: The select eommittee
eould say how hest to convert the fund into
a pension scheme,

The MINISTER FOR POLICE: Even
that information is already available.

Bitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

MER. E. B. JOHNSTON (Williams-Narro-
gin) [7.30]: The member for East Perth
{(Mr. Hughes) made ot a good case for the
passing of the motion. This was recognised
by the Minister for Police, who came tfo
a proper decision in aceepting it. If any
branch of the public service deserves the
right to pensions, it is the police foree.
Their duties are exeeptionally arduous and
risky. Woe recently had evidence of the risks
to which the police are nxposed on special
serviee hoth in vegard fo the unforinnate
tragedies at Kalgoorlie, where two hrave
and experienced officers lost their lives, and
altsa at Narrogin where we had the splendid
examinle of the bravery of Sergt. Johnston
and Constable Gannaway, who arrested two
armed and desperate eriminals a few werks
ago. Tt was due not only to exceptional
braverv displayed by those two officers, but
also to their good fortnne that another tra-
zedy did not occur at Narrogin on that oe-
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casion. 1 am glad to suy that with the ap-
proval of the department the bravery dis-
played by these officers was sunitably reeog-
nised by the community in which they lived.
The latter part of the motion, which says
that the select committee shall inguire into
the practieability of the eonversion of the
fund into a superannuation seheme, will no
doubt provide most of the commitiee’s work,
I take it, it would be its duby to draw up
a proper scheme for police pensions. - It
will then be for this House and the Gov-
erntent to decide whether the probably large
swin of extra money required for the por-
pose can he found and voted by the House.
Any such proposal should receive sympa-
thetic consideration from all parties 1 the
House. The motion does not instruet the
select committee fo bring up such a scheme,
but in view of the fact that the member for
East Perth will be its chairman, it ecan
safely be trusted to take into comsideration
that aspeet of the question. I hope that as
a result of the deliberations and inquiries
of the select committee it will be possible
to find means of providing in this way for
the police force of this State. If the money
that will be required iz available for pen-
sions for the police, I am sure it is ope of
the purposes to which the taxpayers. will
chee:fully agree that money shounld be de-
voted.

MR. TEESDALE {Rochourne) [7.34]: [
support the motion with the idea that any
deep-seated feelings that may be experienced
by those responsible for this question being
brought forward may be inguired into by a
seleet commitire wo that if may he ascer-
tained whether there are any grounds for
them or not. We are so dopendent upon the
poliece that we eannot afford to refuse to in-
quire into any grivvances that mayv  he
hronght ferward concerning them.  There
will not he mueh trouble o expense involved,
but the selert cvminittee will be the means
of showing whether there are any grounds
for complaint in this malter or not.

Question pul and passed.

Ballot taken ane a secleet committee ap-
pointed eonsisting of Messrs. Chesson, Heron,
. B. Johnston. North and the mover, with
power to call for persons and papers, to
sit on days over which the House stands ad-
journed, and to report on the 29th Septem-
her.
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MOTION—RAILWAY GAUGE
UNIFICATION.

Debate resumed from lst September on
tbe foilowing motion by Mr. North:—

That in the opinion of this House the time
1a8 arrived when the Federal policy of extend-

ng the standard railway gauge should be con-
summated in Western Australia,

THE MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS
{Hon. J. . Wiileock—-Geraldton} [7.44]:
Members wiwo are interested in this motion
will have had an opportunity of reading the
report of the Roval Commission that in-
quired inio this matter some four or five
vears ago. the report of the various confer-
ences that have heen held sinee, and a ten-
tative agreement that was arrived at as a
result of those conferences. No one can
oppose the mofior as it stands.
who takes the long view of this question,
from its national standpeini, must agree
that the consummation of the unification of
the railway systemr of Australia is very de-
sirable. Tt would be easy to point to what
has happened in other countries, and the
advantages that wounld acerue to the people
of Australia generally if this desirable re-
form were earried out. We all know why
we are in our present position of having a
number of different railway gauges. The
diffienlty commenced 70 or S0 vears agn
when the first railway lines were built in
Auvstralia, and it bas been going on ever
since. We find that it would cost about 57
millions =sterling for the ralways of Aus.
tralia to be converted to the recogmised Aus-
tralian standard gauge, 4£f. 8l5in. One
eannot disagree with the terms of the mo-
tion, but there are questions as to the
carrving out of this great national work—
who shall earrv il out, and where is the
money to come from, and over what period
of vears shall the work be spread, and what
are the advaniages to he geined from it
when it i3 eompleted. There are 56 pages
in the report of the Royal Commission. and
there are 23 pages of another report. Read-
ing the Lwo reports together and endeavour-
ine to condense them. I do not find that
much can he eut out of them. Tt is not my
intention to maxe a speech of the leogth of
the reports. but there ara one or two aspects
of the snbieet which conecern ws as Western
Aunsfrafians and on whieh T desire to touch,
Tt mav be argned that in our present state
of develonment we cannot afford to embark
on unification of gange. On the other hand,
there are people who say that we cannot

Anyone’
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afford not to do if. While from an Aus-
tralian standpoint unification of gange is
cminently desirable and necessary, yet
ieoking at the matter d:spassicnately, from
a purely Western. Australian standpoint, we
may say that we are getting on fairly well
with our 3ft. 6in. gauge, and that this gauge
is likely to last for a considerable time
owing io the lower cost of construction in-
volved. We may argue that we can develop
our country more guickly at the lower cost
of the 3ft. Gin. gauge than at the higher
capital expenditure involved in the 4ft.
8lsin. gange.

Mr. Neorth: That would apply also teo
roads.

The MINTSTER FOR RAILWAYS: Ne,
becanse a road ean be built anywhere irre-
spective of standord, and can be used by
any vebicle. On the other hand, railway
vehicles, being built to run on a certain
gauge, cannot run on any other gauge with-
out a third rail or some contrivance of that
description.  The whole proposition of
unifteation of gauge has been estimated to
cost 57 millions for Australia.

Mr. George: What would it cost Western
Australia?

The JMINISTER FQOR RAILWAYS :
That is all set out in the Royal Commis-
sion’s report, Then there is the less am-
bitions proposal 1o conslernct a unmiform
standard gauge line between all the Awns-
tralian eapitals, from Brisbane to Perth or
Fremantle. The ceost of such a railway
wouid be £21,000,060, and our share of the
line, namely from Kalgoorlie to Fremantle,
would ecost about £35,000,000. The tenta-
tive agreement reacked by a conference on
this subjeet was that suck a railway should
he regarded as a national work and that the
cost should he distributed on a popnlation
basts. The Western Australian people at
that time represenling one-sizteenth of the
population of the Commonwealth. this Stote
would be responsible for one-sixteenth of
the cost of the whole line hetween Brisbane
and Fremantile.

Mr. George: That would be jusi over one
million.

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS:
Other proposals miade since have increased
the amount.

Mr. George: You have to reckon our loss
of rolling stock.

The MINISTEE FOR RAJLWAYS: 1
do not know that we shounld have to scrap
much of our rolling stock. Our necessities
are go great, and our development has been
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so rapid, that all the existing rolling stoek
could be used on the 3ff. 6in. gauge until
worn out, especially as our railways, unlike
thoze of New South Wales and Victoria, do
not all converge on one point. Our out-
lying districts are to a great extent con-
nected with the ncearest port. The trade of
Fremantle could he dealt with over the
4ft. 8%in. gange, while the trade to other
ports, such as Albany, Bunbury and Ger-
aldton, could be dealt with on the 3ft. Gin.
gauge. Onpe serious disadvantage of con-
structing a broad gauge line from Kalgoorlie
to Fremantle would be thal the traffic from
the numerous branch lines converging on the
Kalgoorlie-Fremantle railway would have to
resort to transhipment of goods.

Mr. Thomson: Ts it impossible to instal
a third rail?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS: -

There is a tentative proposal for the Jaying
of a third rail in South Australia for the
line from Port Augusta to Red Hill, with
a view to junctioning at some point on the
line running northward from Adelaide.
Evidently, though there is difference of
opinion about the third rail, that device is
considered sufficiently praecticable.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: Could a broad gange
railway from Kalgoorlie to Fremantle be
laid on a new reute opening up new country
all the way?

The MINISTER TFOR RAILWAYS:
That has been proposed, hut the disadvan-
tage 1= that the only new country to he
developed by sueh a railway would be the
country immediately adjoining it. We could
not have the 3ff. 6in. eauge coming on to
the -Hft, 8l%in. gauge without transhipment.
There would be that serions disability from
a Western Australian standpoint, though !
admit that from the military aspeet, and
also from the aspect of econvenience of
travel, a uniform broad gauge railway ex-
tending from Brisbane to Perth or Fre-
mantle would be most desirable. The dis-
advantage of transhipment would exist un-
less a railway was specially constructed for
trans-Anstralian traffie. The trade of this
State with the other States is not likely to
be done by rail to any large extent, as sea
transport is eonsiderably cheaper. No doubt
the great bulk of the trade hetween Western
Australia and the East would continne to be
done by sea. T suppose the Leader of the
Opposition hopes that that trade will not
continne, but that we shall sopply our own
needs, at all events in the form of foodstuffs.
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Mr. North: How do Geraldion tomatoe:
go to the East?

The MINISTER FOLR RAILWAYS:
By sea. They eould mnot go by raid
because the South Awustralian quarantine
regulations forbade the transport of fruil
across that State. Quarantine regulations
could still be put in force if the Common-
wealth built the proposed railway. This
guestion, like many others, boils itself dowr
to a question of finance. 1t is very doubt{ul
whether in our present state of development
we could not spend the money better thax
on the proposed railway, From a praetical
standpoint that railway is not absolutels
neeessary. It will not materially inereas
the wealth of Western Australia.

Mr. Thomson: Would it cost us a million .

The MINISTER TFOR RAILIWAYS:
According to the Commissioner’s repori
£1,078,000. That is on the basis of the 1921
proposal. As regards the railway from Kal
eoorlie to Fremantle, if we camwe into the
general scheme this State would be respon.
sible on a per capita basis for one-sixteentl
of the proposed line from Kyogle to Bris
bane, and of that from Red Hill to P.-
Angust, and siwilarly regarding ell other
proposals connected with the building of o
4ft. 8%%in. gange linc between Brisbane and
Fremantle.

Hon. Sir Tames Mitchell: The benefit of
the eapital to capital railway would bhe
greater to Western Anstralia than to any
other State.

The MINTSTER TFOR RATLWAYS:
Tt is a question whether the seriousness -
the disability from which we suffer wonld
Justify the expenditure.

The Minister for Lands: We had belter
spend the money in opening up more land.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: The scheme
would make Fremantle a eity.

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS:
While admittedly there are pgreat advan-
tages to be derived from the scheme, this
State at present suffers no special disad-
vantages from the non-existence of a broad
gauge railway between Fremantle and Kal-
goorlie, Certainlv there are not such dis-
advantages as would warrant us in expend-
ing £1,250,000 at the present time. While
that view may be purely parochial, and one
to which most of us as Australians would not
subscribe, still it ig one which we mnst seri-
onsly consider, having rezard to the finances.
One of the points of the tentative agree-
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meni was that if we came into the general
schente and if a broad gauge railway were
built from Fremantle to Kalgoorlie, West-
ern Australia would become responsible for
its share of the cost of every other railway
built in every other Australian State with a
view to the consummation of a uniform
gange between Fremantle and Brishane.
Thus while our one-sisteenth of the
£5,000,000 involved in the construction of
the line from Kalgoorlie to Fremautle would
be merely oue-third of £1,000,000, the com-
mitments we would incur in fhe other States
at the same time—I refer to New South
Wales, Queensland, and South Australia—
would be such that we would be involved in
an expenditure of well over £1,250,000,
That estimate was arrived at before any
proposition was made regarding the pro-

posal to construect a line from Port Augusta

through Red Hill, to which I have already
referred.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : Now the Minis-
ter should let himself go about it and tell
ns the advantages!

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS:
1 do not desire to let myself go and deal
with the whole guestion. If I were to tra-
verse all the information available I would
have to go through 63 pages of the reports,
for I could not do justice fo the subject
unless 1 did so. Even if I tried to condense
the contents of those reports, I am afraid
very little could be c¢ut ont because of the
importanee of the question. The only point
to be considered is whether the compara-
fivelv small advantage we would achieve
from & purely State standpoint—I wish fo
emphasise that point—wounld counteract the
dizsadvantages through not developing other
parts of the State at the same time. The
motion is worded in such a way that it
means the Federal Gevernment wonld he re-
51 on-ible for the cost of the work. Tt gives
an indication that if a suitable scheme could
he arrived at as the result of negotiations
hetween the Federal Government and the
State Governmnnt, we should o on with -it.
I do not know that we counld get anv fur-
ther than the reports take us, hecause this
juestion has heen the subject of so many
nterstate conferences that it would be un-
likelv the Federal Government would de-
sart from what was decided by the
States at past eonferenees. I have no ob-
jeetion to the motion. If there is any
possibility of a conference with the Fed-
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eral Government geiting us anywhere, the
Government will be only t{oo pleased
to disecuss the matter. The outstanding
disability from a parochial point of view
would be that we would spend a lot of money
in order to secure something that would not
be of very great advantage from a State
standpoint, whereas the expenditure of such
a huge sum of money would hinder the de-
velopment of the State in other directions
regarding which money could be better spent
for the time being.

MR. ANGELO ((iascoyne) [84]: | do
pot think a single member of the House
would vote against the motion if it could he
shown to be within the realm of practical
politics. In view of the financial position of
the State, it would be impossible to provide
the 4ft. 834in. gauge throughout the West-
ern Australian railway system. At the same
time some effort should be made to construct
the 4ft. 3%%in. gauge throuch from Kalgoor-
lie to Fremantle.

Mr. North: The motion covers that.

Mr. ANGELO: It does not quite say so
The Ninister for Railways indicated that it
would eost us about £1,000,000 to underiake
that work,

The Minister for Railways: The total cost
of construeting the line would be £5,000,000,
but our share of that expenditure would he
a little over £1,000,000.

Mr. ANGELO: The Federal Government
would take a keen interest in this work and,
in my opinion, it would pay them to provide
the necessary money at a low rate of interesi,
hecause they would gain considerably from
the extension of the Commonwealth line
through to Fremantle. I have travelled io
‘he Bastern States by rail on several oeeca
stuns during the past few years, and I found
that the trains are carrying about G0 per
cent. only of what they are capable of con-
veying. I bave heard dozens of passenger-
say tha! it was the last time they would
travel by the trans-Australian railway be
cauge of the concluding stage of the journey
trom Kalgoorlie to Perth. After travelling
on the Commonwealth line one realises how
inconvenient and inadequate is the Kalgoor-
lie-Perth section. Having enjoyed the com-
fort of a beantiful train like that running
over the frans-Australian line. the change
into the lit!le eabins for four first class pas-
sengers and for six second class passengers
—T think the latter provision. is absolutely
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wrong—is merely a deterrent to people mnak-
ing use of the trans-Australian railway.

Mr. Sleeman: What about the secetion he-
tween Port Augusta and Terowie?

Mr. ANGELO: But that section is trav-
ersed in the daytime, and people are nat
nerded together as they are during the night.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: And that inconveni-
#nee will be done away with shortly.

Mr. Clydesdale: At any rate 10 hownrs
should be cut off from the time taken in
travelling from Sydoey to Perth.

Mr, ANGELOQ: Yes. I was talking to My
Bell the other day, and he said that with
the new engines available in South Australia
the run there could be curtailed to the extent
of three hours. Recently the trans-Austra-
lian train was five hours late, but it arrived
at Kalgoorlie on time; so that at least five
hours ean be cut off the run from Porf Aug-
usta to Kalgoorlic. I consider that another
three hours conld easily be cut off the imn
from Kalgoorlie to Perth, Tf we calenlate
what 40 per cent. additional passengers
would mean to the trans-Australian railway,
hon, members will realise what a great.bene-
fit to the Commonwealth the econstruction of
the broad gauge line through to Fremantle
would represent. 1 helieve the additional
passenger traffic would almoest par interest
on the cost of the work. The same train erew
would have: to be emploved, so that the work
should be so much more advantageous to the
Commonwealth. If the Government cannot
do anything else, T hope an effort will be
made to induce the Commonwealth to help
us to eonstruct the Kalgoorlie-Perth section.
The Federal Government might render us
assistance by providing cheap money and
accepting responsibility for half the inter-
" est costs over a period. The extra numher
of passengers wha would he earried wonld
help to compensate them for the assistance
rendered. There is another point to be con-
sidered. Two years ago Parliament ap-
proved of the construction of a railway from
Yarramony to Merredin, a distance of about
100 miles, or one quarter of the distance to
he covered by the proposed broad gauge line

from Kalgoorlia to the melropolitan area.-

If the broad gauge line were econstructed.
the railway, instead of following the present
roufe to Kalroorlie, wounld follow the other
route that has been snrveyed. That point
should be eonsidered hy the Government
when approaching the Commonwealth Gov
erment. I support the motion. and regret
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that it will not be possible to provide the
broad gange railway throughout Wester:
Australia for many years to come, On the
otber hand, it would Le in the interests of
all eoneerned if the Kalgoorlie-Fremantle
scction could be constructed. Tt is regrer
table that our trans-Australian train, whiel
¢ONvVeys so many overseas passengers from
Perth to the Eastern States, travemes om
wheat areas during the night time, Thus the
very parts of the State we wonld like over
sen visitors to view, are passed in the hours
of darkness! I would like to know whether
it would be possible, if the extension were
agreed to, to start the trans-Australian traic
from Perth at about 8 a.m., and alse to save
the 10 hours mentioned by the member for
Canning (Mr. Clydesdale).

On motion by Hon. Sir James Mitchell
debate adjounrned.

MOTION-—REDISTRIBUTION OF
BEATS.

Debate resumed from 25th August on the
motion by IMon. Sir James Mitehell—

It is resolved by the Legisiative Assembly
that a proclamation should be issued for the
redivision of the State into electoral distriets

under the provisions of the Electoral Districts
Act, 1923,

THE PREMIER (Hon. P. (ollier—
Boulder) [8117: The Leader of the Opposi-
tion in submitting the motion expressed the
hope that it would he dealt with in a non-
party spirit.  For myself I can give an as
surance that T have nol disenssed the matiior
with any member sitting in Opposition, or on
the Government side of the House. Fvery
member sitting on our side of the Chamher
is entirely free to act aceording to his judg-
ment.  No eaucus meeting has been held tc
discuss the motion and no binding deeisior
of any deseription has been arvived at.

Mr. Latham: Now then, what 2bout it?

The PREMIER: For my own part it will
take very little time for me to indieate my
attitude towards the motion. When the
Fleetoral Distriets Bill was before the Houss
in 1922 T gave it my strongest oppnsition
and nothing has {ranspired since fo indnee
me to alter the views T then held. The Elec-
toral Distriets Aect is teeming with inequali-
ties and if there is to he a redistribution of
clectoral boundaries it ought to be done on
something more equitable than iz possible
under the provisions of that Aet.  The
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Leader of the Opposition made passing re-
{erences to the Aet of 1911, which was the
last time there was a rearrangement of the
electoral boundaries in this State. I think
he said that Act was a perfeetly Just and
good one,

Hon. 8ir James Mitehell :
questioned it for I35 years.

The PREMIER: No one?

Hon. 8ir James Mitchell: And it is 15
years since that Aet was passed.

Mr. Latham: No attempt other than ours
has been made to alter the Aet,

The PREMIER: The member for York
{AMr, Latham) should read a little compari-
tively recent history. The hon. member is
quite new to this House and does not know
what transpired in 1913. Any boundaries
that would be arranged under the Electoral
Districts Act would be unjust from hegin-
ning to end. 1t would give twice the
representation to the agricultural area that
was given to the meiropolitan area.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: And to the cen-
tral goldfields,

The PREMIER: I shall ecome o that.
That is another aspect that renders the Act
wholly inequitable. But to begin with it
says that the people living in the area known
as the agricultural aren, which stretches
from the port of Geraldton right down to
Alhany and includes Bunbury and the South-
West, shorld have just double the represen-
tation of the people who live in the metro-
politan area, the area between Midland
Junetion and Fremantle.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: That is very fair.

The PREMIER : From the hon. member’s
point of view, it may be.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: Not enough, really.

The PREMIER: When we have regard
to some of ihe seais deseribed as agricul-
tural, we eannot over look the Swan which
almost encireles the eity.

Hon. Sir James Mitebell: Parts of it are
40 miles from the eity.

The PREMIiER: Tt eomes down and joins
on to the Guildford electorate.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: It extends to
Wooroloo.

The PREMIER: Tt comes right to the
suburbs of Perth. It joins the Guildford
electorate at Midland Junction and the Can-
ning at Kenwick.

Mr. Latham: It consists of small settle-
menls.

The PREMTER: That does not matter.
1s there any partienlar advantage in livine

No one has
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in a big settlement as against a smail settle-
ment )

Mr. E. B. Jolnston: The people in the
Swan distriet are largely producers.

The PREMIER: Why should one elector
living just over the boundary from Canning
or from Guildiorl be the equal of two elec-
tors on this side of the boundary? There
can be no reason whatever for it.

Mr. E. B. Jobhnston: Still, to-day there
are five times ns many.

The PREMIER: I know. The hon. mem-
ber will please understand that I am not
attempting o justify the preseni bound-
aries, That is not what the motion asks us
to do. I awm dealing with the motion which
asks the House to make a redistribotion un-
der the provisions of the Klectoral Distriets
Act. [t is admitted on all sides, and has
been admitted for many years, that there
are very glaring inequalitics in the preseat
electoral districts, but that is not the ques-
tion before us at present. If Parliament
should set about making a rearrangement of
the boundaries, it is not a sufficient justifi-
cation to proeeed to do that heeause the
present houndaries can be shown to be un-
Just.  We should do it on something like
fair and equitable grounds. That cannot be
done under the Act passed by the AMitehell
(iovernment, which the hon. member would
have us put into operation now.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: What do you
call “fair’? 1t is all a matier of the quota
for each area,

The Premier: Of course it is. But why
is the State divided into five areas, for in-
stanee? Why did the hon. memher’s Act
leave the whole of the agricultural distriets,
extending over several hundred miles, in one
area?

Mr. Latham: Community of interest.

The PREMIER : Exactly; 1 agree with the
hon. member. But why are the goldfields
divided into two areas? Is there no com-
munity of interest there?

Mr. E. B. Johnston: To give additional
representation to the outhack mining dis-
triets.

The PREMIER: Not ai all. On the con-
trary it was to take representation from
what is deseribed as the central goldfields,

Hon, Sir James Mitehell; Oh, no.

The PREMIER: There is no question
about it.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Tt was not so.

The PREMIER: I shall chow that it was
so. The agricultural districts were included
in one area, and in order that the representa-
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tion of the goldfields might be reduced,
the mining districts were divided into two
areas, and so we bave whal are deseribed
as the central goldfields area and the mining
area.

Mr. Latham: The cenfral goldfields area
has a voting strength equal to that of the
agricultural area.

The PREMIER: Of course it has, bat it
should have greater representation. Why
does the hon. member say that the agrienl-
tural districis should have a greater voting
strength than has the metropolitan area?
Simply becavse those districts are further
from the capital.

Mr, Latham: Not only that.

The PREMIER: That is one of the prin-
eipal reasons; they are further from the seat
of government, and they are larger in area.

My, Latham. That is so.

The PREMIELR: Following logically the
same argument, seeing that the goldfields are
still further away from the seat of govern-
ment than are the agricuitural distriets, why
should not the goldfields area have a still
lower quota than has the agricultural area?
What is the justitication for singling out
portion of the goldfields and calling it the
goldfields central area, and giving that a
higher quota than the rest of the mining
fields, a quota equal to that of the agrieul-
tural area? Following the same argument,
having regard to the distance from the seat
of government—an important factor that
has always heen admitted because of the in-
fluence electors might exercise upon the Par-
liament or upon the Government of the day
—why has the so-called goldfields central
area, 400 miles from the seat of government,
been given tie same quota as the Swan elec-
torate, which is only half an hour’s run from
the seat of government and which almost
surrounds the city? There is oo justification
for it except the desire to reduce the repre-
sentation of the goldfields. This policy of
dividing the goldfields into two areas, called
the goldfieids central area and the mining
area, is in the iniguitons Aet of 1911, and
for no other reason than that those goldfields
returned practically unanimously members
who supported the Labour Party. There was
no other reason for introducing it in the
1911 Act. @ven at that time scats were cre-
ated in what was called the goldfields central
area with an enrolment of 4,800 electors,
seats 400 miles from the capital as against
some of those in the agricultural area and

[ASSEMBLY.|

even right adjacent to the capital with an
enrolment of 1,600 and 1,700 electors. That
was the Act of 1911. The Electoral Dis-
tricts Act perpetuates to a lesser extent that
evil. Under that Act if a redistribution takes
plaece pursuant to this motion, the whole of
the goldfields central and mining areas would
have seven seats, but if the mining districts
were dealt with as one area, as they ought
to be, just as the agricultural distriets ace
included in one area, the goldfields would
have not seven but ten seats.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: With an agri-
enltural quota? :

The PREMIER.: No, certainly not; but if
the hon. member is going to argue that the
further away from the capital—and that was
the basis of his argument

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is not the

. only reason.

The PREMIER : The hon. member argued
that the further away from the capital, the
smaller the quota should be. That is one of
the reasons, and it is observed everywhere
except on some of the goldfields. It is reeog-
nised in regard to the four seats in the
North-West.

Hon. Sir James Aitchell: But they have
no train service from the metropolis.

The PREMIER: The hon. member says it
is just to give one elector in the agricultural
area, say in Swan, Northam, or Morray-Wel-
lington, a voting power equal to that of two
electors in Perth. I have heard him urge
that every member of Parliament, no matter
what part of the State he might represent,
is a member for the city. He is here at the
seat of government, in touch with the Gov-
ernment and with Parliament, and therefore
the agricultural area should have a smaller
quota because it has not that advantage. To
be consistent the mining area still further
back and distant up to 400 miles should be
required to have a still smaller quota than
that of the agricultural area. The further
we go from the seat of government, the
smaller the quota shonld be.

Han. 8Bir James Mitchell: So it is.

Mr. Latham: As soon as you get through
No. 1 rabbit-proof fence, yon are in the
mining areca.

The PREMIER : Does not the hon. mem-
ber know there has heen created what is
called the goldfields central area, which is
still further distant than No. 1 rabbit-proof
fenee. Tt is hundreds of miles beyond the
rabbit-proof fence.
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My, Latham: But electors just through the
fence are entitled to more power.

The PREMIER: I know; that is the in-
justice of the Act. If they are entitled to
greater power, being just through the rabbit-
proof fence and just beyond the agricultural
area, why are not the distriets further out
entitled to additional power? The hon. mem-
ber says that persons living in INalgoorlic
and Boulder, by reason of their distanee
from the seat of government, should be given
no advantage over the electors of Swan.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They are pretty
<oncentrated areas.

The PREMIER: It does not matter
whether they arc coneentrated or not. Con-
centration does not affect the principle. [t
is the difficulty of reaching the capital and
the distanee from the seat of government
that count, not concentration.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Not altogether.

The PREMIER: Of course it is.

Mr. Thomson: It is a massed population.

The PREMIER: But what has that to
do with it? When people are living in a
small area over 400 miles away {rom the
capital, they experience all the difficulfies of
approaching Parliament and keeping in
tourh with their members. That is one of
the important factors. A member can keep
in fairly close touch with his electors if his
distriet is within a reasonable distance of
the citv. If people should live in a com-
paratively small area, does that reduce their
difficulties when they arc 400 or 500 miles
from the ¢ity? How does that affect the
position? If two persons live in Boulder,
why are they at a disadvantage as compared
with two persons living in Swan? Of the
two living in Swan. one might live at Mun-
daring and one at Kalamunda.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Suppose you
take Greenough district, which is nearly 360
miles from Perth?

The PREMIER: The extraordinary fea-
ture of the Act is that the whole of the agri-
enltnral districts are kept in one area.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Of course they
are. We could not do anything else.

The PREMIER: But the hon. member
could bave done something else when dealing
with the goldfields. There is no reason
whatever why the mining districts should be
divided inte two areas, unless the ohject
was 1-+ maintain the policy introdueed in
the 1911 Acf, the 'sole purpose of which
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was fo deprive Labour of seats in the
Parliament of this State.

My. Thomson: You could mot say that
abont the Mlectoral Distriets Aet.

The PREMIER: 1 am speaking now of
the Aet of 1911. Siill, the Electoral Distriets
Act follows the lines of the 1911 Act in
dividing the goldfields distriets into two
areas.

My, Mann: Could you not have Kalgoorlie
as the capital of the goldfields, just as Perth
is the capital of the metropolitan area?

The PREMIER: Will that bring the
people of Kalgooriie any nearer to the seat
of government?

Alr. Mann: They are all concentraled,

The PREMIER: 1 kaow, Bat what bas
that got to do with it? Are the difficnlties
and the otstacles that confront them with
regard to legislation and government, re-
duced by reason of the fact that the peopie
are concenfrated? It is much easier for
the member for Swan to go through his
electorate, large as it is, than for me to
visit mine. He ecould run through his
electorate in an afternoon, whereas it would
take me three days to get te Boulder and
back,

Mr. George: Two nights and a day.

The PREMIER: One cannot visit Boulder
and return in less than three days, whilst in
one afternoon the member for Swan eonld
visit every centre in his electorate.

Mr. Latham: You would not like to try
it.

Mr. Panton: He gets over the difficulty by
inviting all the ladies of his eleetorate here
to afternoon tea.

The PREMIER: Of course he does. I
have often motored round the Swan elee-
torate in an afternoon. The argument is that
becanuse people are concentrated. even
thongh they are some distance from the seat
of government, they should have the same
representation as the people who, though
more scattered, are living at the back door
of the capital. If the whole of the gold-
fields were in one area, as they ought to be
under the redistribution, they would have
ten seats and not seven, The very fact of
dividing the mining area into two, deprives
them of three seats, and the objeet of divid-
ing them was to deprive them of seats.

Mr. Thomson: Not at all.

The PREMIER: When the Bill wag first
introduced, that was the position and the
proposal of the Leader of the Opposition
was along the same lines.
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Mr. Thomson: Don't forget that Swan
was held by Labour for some time.

The PREMIER: That is nothing. The
goldfields are absolute certainties for Lab-
our, but Swan is not, and hecause the gold-
fields were known to be certainties, it was
propoesed to reduce their representation.

Mr, George: Was that in the jerryman-
dering Bill?

The PREMIER: That is what it was
called.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: Why is it still
the law?

The PREMIER: Beeause you were eight
years in office and did not alter it. Now you
want me to make a change in two years. I
am e-pected to accomplish in two years what
the Leader of the Opposition failed to do
in eight years.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: But you were
in for seven years.

The PREMIER : And we would have done
something but for the friends of the Leader
of the Opposition in another place.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Yon have no
right to say that.

The PREMIER: Perhaps I should have
said the friends of members opposite.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: A lot of them
are your friends.

The PREMIER : I am talking of the hon.
member’s friends. We had five there out
of 30, and there is no more than that num-
ber to-day. I have no doubtf they aeted in
all good faith and in accordance with their
consciences. Nevertheless in 1913 they pre-
vented the Government from doing some-
thing.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: One reflects on
them; the other relies on them.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
“relier”!

The PREMIER: I wish to emphasise the
point of view that by no basis of logic or
argument or consisteney ean you justify the
division of the mining ares into two, except
it be to reduee the representation of the
goldfields. For the reasons I have already
stated we should have had ten seats instead
of seven.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : Not under your
Act of 1913; vou would have had two.

Mr. Latham: You wounld have been in a
worse position—one man one vote.

The PREMTER: The hon. member has
not read it; he has only just discovered a
few minntes ago that the Aet was introdueed
at &ll. He did not know that there was such

You're a
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an Act in cxistence and in five minutes he
prononnces judgment on it.

Mr. Lathaw: © will read it to you if you
like; one vote one value and one man one
vote.

The PREMIER: That Act provided for
four country seats being equivalent to six
metropolitan seats.  That is not one vote
one value. Tt aliowed for one-fifth above or
one-fifth below, and that worked out at four
covntry votes to six metropolitan votes.
There is no shadow of justification for tak-
ing one little area, one mining town on the
goldfields, putling a ecirele around it and
saying, “You are an area in vourself,” and
then giving that area a higher quota than
you would give the surrounding distriets.
The only ohject was plainly to reduce the
representation of the goldfields. There is
no question aboul that.

Hon. Siv Jamcs Mitehell: Yon are not
justified in saying that.

The PREMIER: That was the object
when the Bill was first introduced, The hon,
meraber has overlooked that and he failed
to remedy that injustice in the Bill of 1923,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We gave speeial
consideration to the goldfields.

The PREMIER: Very special considera-
tion! I want to knaw why the goldfields
should be divided into two areas. If you
talk about area I could argue why the agri-
cultural area should he divided into twa,
giving the outlying districts the larger area.
Northam is not a hig electorate. The hon.
member has been to Northam and back to-
day. See how easy it is to reach the seat
of government from Northam., He went
there this morning on business, or to attend
some function, and he is back in his place
in the House this evening. I could not pos-
sibly do that. It would take me-three days
to go to Boulder and back, and vet he pro-
vides the same number of electors for
Northam.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: T could go to
Ialgoorlie and back in 26 hours and spend
a day there.

Mr. George: Twn nights and a day to go
there and back. )

The PREMTER: That is a long way dif-
ferent from going t¢ Northam and back and
spending the day there and oceupying alto-
gether 12 hours.  What is there special
about the people of Northam that they
should have that advantaze over the people
of Boulder or Kalgoorlie, or districts such
as Toodyay or Greenongh? Both Toodyay
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and Greenough are five v six times greater
in area than Norithan—--

Mr. Lindsay: Twenty times greater.

The PREMIER--besides being much tar-
ther away from the seat of government. The
two points which are supposed to govern ihe
principle of a measure snch as this are area
of an clectorate and distance from the seai
of zovernment. Yet those two points are
nof considered. Why was not the agricul-
tural area divided into two and those nearer
to the capital made smaller in size?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: T did not fix
the area of Northam.

The PREMIER: No, bnt the hon. member
has in his proposal the principle which fixes
the area of Northam. He has laid down in
his proposal eertain definite provisions which
fix the area of Northam and other distriets
as well. Albany is 300 miles away and it
would take two or three days to get there
and back.

Mr. A. Wansbrough: And it has 3,000
electors.

The PREMIER: It covers a large area
of eountry, larger than Northam, but it is
placed on an equality with the electors of
districts that are smaller in area.

Hon. Sir James Mitelell: YWhy refer to
distance as the only eonsideration? Hang it
all, what is 300 miles by rail.

The PREMIER : Of course it is nothing.
The hon. member can go to Northam in the
morning, attend to the veguirements of his
constituents and come back here soon after
tea. Could the reprezentatives of Greenongh
or Albany do that? Of course not. It has
always been recognised that distance from
the seat of government is one of the govern-
ing factors with regard to the voting power
of electors. In the case of the goldfields, in
comparison with the aaricultoral areas, it
has been deliberalely ignored.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: Tt would have
heen o thauzand times weorse under vour
proposal. Yon would kave had ahout three
sonts nn the goldfields,

The PREMTER : The hon. member is
cuite wronz. T bave worked that ouf.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: T am speaking
with the book in niv hands.

The PREMTER: The book does nof ex-

plain it: T have worked out the fizures. The
hon. memher under-states it by 100 per
cent. when he says three seat:. Bat, ro
matter what the representation of the gzold-
fields mayx be, there should not be too greal
a discrepancy beiween the voting power of

the electors in une part of the State as eom-
pated with those in acotter. Whilst it is
admitted there are grounds fur differen-
tiating. stilt that omst not be allowed o
go too far, or we shall zet entirely awav
irom the demoeratie basis of governmdin,
get away from the yne-adult gne-vutu
poliey. if we pive tou ureat a wvoting
strenglh to people because they are far
away as compared wilh thuse celose at hand.
There wust he a degree of reason amd}
Jusiice that this Aet does not provide. [In
the mnietropolitan area there are 103,000
electors to-day. A redistribution under
this Aet wounld give 15 seats to those eles-
tors.

Mzr. Thomson: They have only 12 to-day,
50 lhat would be inereasing their number
by three.

The PREMIER: The guestion is whether
it would give them sufficient.

Mr. Thomson : You are geiting away
from your other argument now.

The PREMIER: Not at all, I am net
justifying the present houndaries, nor am I
declaring what the quota should be for the
ontbaek distriets. But if is my business to
show that a redistribution under this Act
would be unjust, and ought not to he car-
ried out. For 103,000 electors in the metro-
politan aren there would be 15 seats, while
for 81,000 electors in the agricultural area
there would be 24 seats. So the metro-
politan area, although having 22,000 eler-
tors more than there are in the agricultural
districts, wonld have nine seats fewer than
those distriets.

Mr. Tatham:
representation.

The PREMIER: Why?

Mr. TLatham: Becanse we are here six
months in the year.

The PREMIER: The hon. member is now
taking the goldfields point of view. How-
over, with 22,00¢ more eleetors, the metro-
politan area would have nine seats fewer
than the agricultural areas. Does the hon.
member consider that is anything like a
fair distribation ¢

Mr. Thomson: Yes,

And would still have more

I do not think the

electors of 1le metropolitan area wonld ex-

pect more than 15 seats.

The PREMIER: Tf they are to get only
ihree extra seats, I do not think they care
much whether there is to be any alteration
or not. If we are to make an alteration
that will give half the electors of the State
only three extra seats, I am afraid those
electors do not care munch whether any
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ehange at all be wmade. The member for
Katannivg considers that 22,000 fewer
electors in the agricullirzl areas should
have nine seats more than are given to the
electors in the metrorolitan area.

Mr. Thomson: Do you believe in egual
representction on a population basis?

The PREMIER: T am not saying that [
do. But there is too great a difference
between the agrienltural areas and the
metropolitan area. The gap is too wide
and the difference too great to justify a re-
distribution on those lines.

Mr. Davy: The discrepancy is not as
great as that atforded by the present posi-
tion.

The PREMIER: No, but if we are going
to remedy something unfair, let us do some-
thing that will result in comnplete justice or
fairness, rot werely improve it a little bit,

Mr. Davy: You would say, leave it very
unfair ratker than have it half fair.

The PREMIER: That is not the point.
Is Parliament justified in setting about the
doing of something in the knowledge that
it is going 10 be only half fair? I say Par-
lament ought to do the fair thing, not 1o
say, as the hon. member’s interjection
wounld imply, this is not a fair thing, but
it is better than the existing position, so
let us have it.

Mr. Davy: Well, that would be better
than the present sitnation.

Mr. Thomson: It is a matter of opinion
as to whal is fair. Probably that is where
we do not agree.

Hon, Sir James Mitehell: What won's
vou suggest as a proper quota for each of
ihese electorates?

The PREMIER: I am nat called upon to
show what in my opinion is a proper quotn.
T am justified in saying that Parliament 3-
not entitled to impose a redistribution npon
the State under this Act, which does not
eive anyvthing like reasonable equality o=
sustice to the electors,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Did T under-
stand the Premier to say that the goldfields
nnght o have 10 seats¥-

The PREMIER: No. I said that if this
hasis were to obtain as laid down in the
Act, the goldfields ought to be in one aren
and then they would have 10 seats. But T
am not saving that that is the right basis.
Tle goldfields were divided originally for
the prrpoze of reducing theic representa-
tion, and that is the effect of it now. T awm
not saying iliat the goldfields ought to have
10 zeats, but T say that on the basis on
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which the :\et is drawn in respect of the
metropolifan area and the agrieultural
area, the goldilelds ought to be in one area
and ought o have 10 seats.

Mr. Stubbs: You do not agree with the
Royal Commissioners’ report?

The PREMIER: The Royal Commission-
ers had nothing to do with this phase of
the question. The Aect laid down certain
definite lines upon which the Commission
should proceed. 1t was not a maiter of the
judgment of the Comnissioners at all. The

* Leader of the Opposition said this was n

perfecily fair and just Act.

Hon. 8ir James Mitehell: So it is.

The PREMIER: Very well.

Mr Latham: There is no jerrymandertng
ahout it. :

The PREMIER: I am not allegiiig that
there is. The Leader of the Opposition says
it is a perfeetly fair and just Act. The Com-
mission appointed was a thoroughly capable
and impartizl one. That, also, is admiited.
What was the resalt under this perfectly fair
and just Act operated by a thoroughly cap-
able and impartial Commission? The Leader
of the Opposition, when Premier, was not
able to get a vedislribution! Now he asks
the House 1o do something, to proceed again,
probably *o repeat the experience. What
justification has he for assuming that the
resuit will lie aoy more fortunate now than
it was three years ago? How was it that
under a just Act, on lines deawn by a fair
and impartial Commission, the hon. member
was nol able to gef a redistribution ?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Because you did
not help me.

Myr. Latham: There has been an election
since then, and a good many changes in this
House.

The PREMIER: T do not know that the
hon. member is justified in assuming that
cither the intellizence or the impartiality of
this House is greater than -it was during
the last Parliament. However, there is the
fact: Under a perfect Act which, according
{o the Leader of the Opposition, it would
be diffienlt to improve upon, and with a
Commission consisting of the Chief Justice
as chairman, with the Soarvevor General and
the Chief Electoral Officer as the other two
members, the Leader of the Qpposition was
unable to secure a redistribution.

Mr. Davy: Shall we never try again?

The PREMIER: Does the hon. member
mean never try again under this Act? Never
for my part.
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Mr. Davy:
Aet?

The PREMIER: What right has the hon.
wember to assume that?

Mr. Davy: Apparently you are going fo
the country without a new Aect.

The PREMIER: The hon. member is not
Jjustified in asswming Lbat we shall never
bave another Act. We will have another
Aect.

Mr. Davy: When?

Mr. Marshall: All too soon for the hen.
member. Nobody representing West Perth
is ever very secure.

The PREMIER: Thie reason why the late
Government were not able to give effect to
the report of the Commission appointed un-
der this perfect Act was because the hands
of the Commission were tied down to a basis
that did not produce equitable boundaries
Consequently the House rejected the Com-
mission’s report.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Let us put up
a Bill that will suit everybody here; let
everybody mark his own boundaries.

The PREMIER - I am not asking for per-
fection, but we want to get as far away as
we can from imperfections.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: It would be im-
possible to amend the existing boundaries
without improving them.

The PREMIER- Possibly we could im-
prove on them a little The Commission’s
report that came down three years ago was
improving the then existing boundaries, but
just the saraz il di¢ not get throngh.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: Beeause it did
nat suit hoa. members.

Shall we never have another

The PREMIER: It did not swit this
House.

Mr. Stubbs: That is why we are here on
this side.

The PREMIER: I do not know that.

Mr. Stubbs: I am sure of it, and so are
you, You know I am speaking the truth.

The PREMIER: I do not, but I know
that the lLeader of the Opposition, when
Premier, was unable to give effect to the
report of the Commissioners. Now he says.
let us have another try. The last Parliament
did not adopt the report of the Commis-
sioners hecause under the provisions of this
Act the Commissioners were unable to draw
equitahle boundaries. As a wmalter of faet,
under this Ac¢t a Commission is not required.
All that has io be done is to ascertain the
number of electors in a given area, divide
them up, and draw a line =0 that there is as
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nearly as may be the same number of elec-
tors in eaeh electoral distriet.

Hou. Sir James Mitchell: But your idea
Of 20 per cent. either way was adepted.

The PREMIER: No, it was not.

Hon. Sir James Mitcheli: In respect of
voters, it was.

The PREMIER: Only after having man-
ipulated it and saying that whal we take
away from one district we add to another.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: You do not say
the goldfields and the metropolitan area
should have the same quota?

The PREMIER: No.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Then you mnst
say =omething.

Mr. Lambert: You should have said some-
thing to your supporters three vears ago.

The PREMILER: The Seaddan Govern-
ment’s Act provided for the guota being
ascertained and then for the appointment
of commissioners. The commissioners might
2o one-fifth above or one-fifth below aceord-
ing to the lines set down—means of com-
inunication, distance from the seat of gov-
ernment. That was the Bill of 1913, That
Bill was lost because another place amended
it to provide that the metropolitan area and
the goldfields central area should have 333
per cent, more than the quota and that the
outlying mining flelds and the agricultural
area should have 20 per cent. less than the
qnota. The Conneil, which was not supposed
to be conecerned in the matter, did interest
itself on that occasion and emascunlated the
Bill in such a manner that its amendments
eounld not be aceepted by the Government.
The Leader of the Opposition said that
l.ahour had been eight years in office—

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Let me correet
yvou; I said seven years.

The PREMIER: And had made practi-
cally no attempt to alter the boundaries.
The zeven vears to whieh the hon. member
refers was made up of nearly five years of
the Svaddon Government and 235 years of
the present Government, and bis statement
that no attempt had been made to alter the
houndaries is disproved by the faet that the
Seaddan Government made just as strongy
an cffort to get a redistribution as did the
hon. member three years ago.

Hoo. Sir James Mitehell: You mean in
1M3¢

The PREMIER: Yes; that is part of the
term that the hon. member included in the
period of seven vears. He said Labour had
lieen seven years in office and made no
serious attempt fo alter the boundaries.
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Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That was 13
years ago. ]

The PREMIER: But it was part of the
seven years referred to by the hon. mem-
ber. His statement is disproved by the faet
that in 1913 we passed a Bill for redistribu-
tion and it was lost in another place. We
made just as strong an effori to effect an
alteration as did the hon. mewber, and while
he failed in this House, we failed in another
place. That was the only difference.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: I wonld like you
to have another try.

The PREMIER: All in good time.

Mr. Davy: Not until after next March?

Mr. George: This session?

The PREMIER : We will have a try, and
we will give a better hasis than does the pres-
ent Act.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: For God’s sake
make a proposal and let us see what it is.

The PREMIER: I will make a proposal
at the proper time and in the right place.

Mr. Davy: About next August?

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: It is seandalous
that the Aet of 1911 should still operate.

The PREMIER: Why did not the hon.
member alter it? He was in power for four
years and his party was in office for eight
years. He is indignant now that the forth-
coming election should be beld under the Aect
of 1911. He wants an alteration of houn-
daries. Bat the party of which he was a
member for eight years bad a majority and
did not alter the boundaries. YWhy didn’i
his party make an alteration?®

Hon. 8ir James Mitehell: T tried to make
an alteration.

The PREMIER: Where are the hon.
member's grounds for being so indignant
beeause we are not altering the boundaries?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : You opposed me
when I tried to alter them. )

Mr. Davy: 11» tried and you will not even
try.

The PREMIER: The hon. member does
not know whether I will try or not. In mak-
ing that interjection he is sssuming too
much. Tt is not for the party, who had an
opportunity for eight years and failed to
do anything, to bhe demanding why we have
not done something in two years. Probably
bv the time T have been in office as long
25 was the hon. member, T shall have made
an alteration. T will pledge myself definitely
to make an alteration in less time than that
during which the hon. memher held office and
failed to make an alteration.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. Sir James Mitehell- You have been
in office seven years.

The PREMIER: No; 2% years, We
made an effort in 1913 and were unsuccess-
ful. We have been in ofiice 215 years on
this oceasion and the hon. member wants to
know why we have not done more in 2%
years than his party did in cight years.

Mr. Panton: The trouble 15 yon have done
mare.

The PREMIER : If tuere is any legitimale
grievance in the mind of the hon. member
about the electoral boundaries, his party
must take a full share of the responsibility.
Having bad eight years of opportunity they
did nothing. TVt is not for him te say to the
country, “The Laboar Government have (o
fake all the blame for not making a change
in two years.”

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Let us under-
sland the position. You have been in office
for seven years, and 1 was in office for six
years out of the last 15 years.

The PREMIER: T am speaking of the
hon. member’s party. There seems to be m
the minds of memhers opposite a very keen
desive to remove the ineqnalities of the
present boundaries, bhecause the clectors in
some districts have many times the voting
strength of those in other distriets.

Hon. Siv James Mitchell : Fifty times,

The PREMIER: No; not fifty times.

Mr. Davy: Forty-two times anyhow.

The PREMIER: I will say many times.
Still, whatever the boundaries are, the elec-
tors of this Staie return 50 members to this
House. They all have a vote. It does not
lie with the Leader of the Opposition to com-
plain of the inequalities of the existing
boundaries and of the greater voting
strength in one district as compared with
angther after having stond up in this House
last evening and slrennously supported a
policy that denies to two-thirds of the
people of this conntry a vote for the Legis-
lative Council. Why this anxiety about the
injnstice being done to electors for this
Honse when members opposite are prepared
to sav that two-thirds of the men and women
of this country shall have no actual voice
in the final determination of legislation?
Two-thirds of the electors for this Honse
are not entitled to a vote for the Couneijl.
Ts there no inequity in that? Tg there no
injustice in that? Tet memhers opposite
show a little eopsistency. The ininstice of
some men having many times the voting
strength of others for the Assembly eoncerns
memhers opposite, bat it does not appeal
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10 them as being in the slightest degree un-
Just or imiqmitious that two-thirds of the
iten and women of this Siate should bave no
vote tor the Council. The Leader of the
Upsposition only a lew nights ago lalked of
the injustices of the present electoral boun-
daries, and last evening he saw no injustice
whatever in two-tlirds ol the people of this
country being deprived of the full rights
ol ecitizenshiy.

Mr. Davy: Can you see any injustice in
the present state of affairs as affeeting ihe
Legislative Aszembly?

The PREMILR: Of ecourse I can, but not
=g 1ouch injustice as I see in the present
state of aflairs as affecting the Council, in
respect of which the hon. member sees no
injustice.

JMr. Davy: Not s0 mueh as in one man
baving 50 times as much voice as another
man.

The PREMIER.: One-third of the electors
are wetting all the voice in the Couneill and
two-thirds of them are getting monme at all.
Why does the hon. member talk abont in-
justice? I suppose there is no injustice i:.
that. 1 call it rank inconsistency for mem-
bers to talk about the inequalties regarding
this House when they are quite prepared to
say that two-thirds of the people on the
sume rolis, reople about whom they profess
to be deeply concerned, shall not have a vote
for the Council. Thew: want equality bhe-
tween all =lectors for this House, hut they
are prepared to say that two-thirds of the
electors shall have no vote for the Couneil.
What have they to say to that?

Mr. Panton: Dead silence!

The PREMIER: They talk about the in-
jugtice of the electoral boundaries. It will
be time to talk abount that when they are
prepared to give to all those voters 1 have
indicated the full rights of citizenship, when
they are prepared to give them a voice in
the making of another place as well as in
the making of this House.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: You did not
propose that.

The PREMIER : No, but the hon. memher
would not be prepared to go one-tenth of
the distance in that direction. I did not ask
him to give the two-thirdzs of the electors
a vote for another place; I merely sought
to mive the vote fo only a comparatively
small proportion of them, and his attitude
~was "No, you must not do it.”
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Hon. W. D. Johnson: He dic! favour mar-
ried men having & vole.

ar. Lindsay: We have not yet voted on
that Bill.

The PREMIER: [ bave no doubt what
the decision will be.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: This House is
far more important than another place.

The PREMIER: Another place has the
linal say regarding everything we do; it has
the final determination of what shall or what
shall not be law; it has the final say in
everyihing that affects the well-being of the
electors so far ay the right of government
can affect them.

Mr, Davy: Except the loaves and fishes
of office.

The PREMIER: There are not s¢ many
loaves over there.

Mr, Davy: This House determines the
loaves and fishes in both places,

The PREMIER: What does that matter?
Another place has greater power than has
this House; it ean throw aside everything
that this House does.

Mr. Davy: This House put vou in your
position.

The PREMIER: We control administra-
fion, and that is all. Legislation is the
thing that eounts. In this House we say
that two-thirds of the people who have no
vote for another place can be tased. Laws
can bhe made to which thev have to conform.
They ean be prosecnted, and have to stand
the rigour of the law in our civil or eriminal
eourts. They have to submit to all the laws
of the land as administered by our courts,
but they have no final say in the making
of the laws.

Mr. Davy: They have.

The PREMIER : Tn this House thew have
only half a say.

Mr. Davy: In the other House all they
can do is to stop them.

The PREMIER: Of course. The other
House can stop them, and can amend legis-
lation.

Mr. Panton: That is all a buollock can do,
hut it is pretty effective.

The PREMIER: By being able to amend
it and stop it, has it not the final say¥ This
House has to aceept its amendments or de-
cisions, or abandon the Bill.

Mr. Stubbs: Or compromise.

The PREMIER: T hope that members
who talk about the rights of all these elec-
tors will not conflne their attention to their
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rights so far as representation in the Cham-
ber is concerned, but will go the full measure
and talk about their rights in another place,
which is half the Parliament of the eountry.
That is what they ought to do. I do not
know that it would be diffienlt to convinge
a number of electors that they are not get-
ting a fair deal with regard to their repre-
gentation in this Chamber, and at the same
time say, “Yon are not entitled to any say
at all in the Couneil.”” That is the position
we have arrived at to-day. I have not
altered my view of the Act since 1922. It
enntains provisions under which the boun-
daries of the State ought not to be read-
justed. For that reason T shall vote against
the motion.

MR. LATHAM (York) [9.17]: It is only
to he expected that the Premier would op-
pose this on the same ground that he op-
posed the Bill that was previously before
the House.

The Minister for Lands: Seeing that he

wasg not here,’ I do not know how he could
have voted for it.

Mr. LATHAM : He was here.

The Minister for Lands: He was away
sick. )

Mr. LATHAM: I am surprised at the
great interest the Premier has taken in what
he calls the central goldfields area. Under
this proposal, and that which was submitted
previously, the central goldfields will still
retain the four seats. The eleetors there
cannot be disfranchized.

The Premier: The Leader of the Opposi-
tion gave the number as three. You can de-
cide it amongst yourselves.

Mr. LATHAM: Under the report of the
Royal Commission, Bounlder, Brownhill-Tvan-
hoe, and Kalgoorlie would still be retained.

The Premicr: Not under the present fig-
ures. These are the Rpures of threc years
Rgo.

Mr. LATHAM: They are the present fig-
nres. There is still the margin to be allowed
for. The Premier also stated that the Rill
introduced by Mr. Scaddan was fair and
equitable. The wording of that Bill is the
game as the wording of the Federal Act.
Will the Premier say that it is fair in thie
State to have a bir area like Kalgoorlie re-
presented by ome man, whereas Perth, »
small area, is represenfed by two?

The Minister for Lands: The Federal Aet
provides for equal boundaries.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Mr. LATHAM: 1 will read an extract
from the Bill that was introduced by Mr.
Scaddan—

The quota of electors shall, exeept as here-
inafter provided, be the basis for the division
of the State into electoral districts, and the
Commissioners may adopt a margin of allow-
ance, but in no case shall such quota be de-
parted from to a greafer cxtent than one-fifth
more or one-fifth less.

The Minister for Lands: Thal is not in
the Federal Aect.

Mr, LATHAM: This provides that the
quota shell not apply to other districts. The
Federal Act says, in making any proposed
distribution of the State into divisions, that
the distribution commissioner shall give due
consideration to ecertain things, eommmunity
of interest, etc,, and goes on to say—

Subject thereto the quota of electors shall
be the basig for the distribution, and the dis-
tribution commissioners may adopt a margin
of allowance, to be used wherever neeessary,
but in no case shall the quota be departed
from to a greater extent than one-fifth more
or one-fifth less.

In this case .we are entitled to five seats.
That is the same wording as appears in the
Bill introduced by Mr. Secaddan.

The Premier: Does that condemn the Bill?

Mr. LATHAM: We say it is more unfair
than the present proposals that are on the
statute-book.

The Premier: That is a matter nf opinion.

The Minister for Railways: That is so.

Mr. LATHAM: Does the Minister for
Railways think it is fair that a man should
represent I{algoorlie, and that fwo shonld
represent the metropolitan area? The com-
munity of interest is identieal in the latter
case, .

The Minister for Railways: That is the
fault of the prineiple, not the distribution.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: You will get a dif-
ferent result when vou divide by 50 than
when you divide hy five.

Mr. TATHAM: Yes. Still, we would
place the outback people in a more unfair
position than the city people. I would quote
the words of Mr. Gladstone, “If there were
no representation in the eity of Tondon,
they would still have more representation
than in any part of Scotland.” That remark
could well he applied in this place.

Mr. Panton: And vet vou want to give
them three mote seats,

Mr. LATHAM: We are prepared to give
some, but not to go as far as the Premier
wants to go. I am merely gnoting what a
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statesman once said. Let us examine the
present position from the point of view of
Boulder. That electorate has six times fewer
eleclors than has the Canning distriet.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Why not examine
the Act?

Mr. LATHAM: I am showing why the
motion should be earried.

The Premier: Not necessarily. We ean
agree that they are unequal to-day. That
is not to say that this ig the way the seats
ought to be distributed.

Mr. LATHAM: I bave not heard of any
better system. Taking Boulder as an ex-
ample, we find that Canning has six times
a5 many electors as Boulder; Leederville
and Subiaco five times as many; Claremont,
Guildford, East Perth, and North Perth
four times as many; North Fremantle and
East Fremantle three times as many; and
Swan, Nelson, South Fremantle, and West
Perth twice as many. One vote in Cue is
equal to 27 votes in Canning.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: What would the
1923 Act do in a case like that?®

Mr. LATHAM: It would place things in
a better position than is the ease to-day.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: In what way?

Mr. LATHAM: One vote in Menzies is
equal to 49 in Canning. Tt is time these de-
feets were remedied, and we are proposing
the best means available for doing so.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: How would vou
remedy the 1923 Act?®

Mr. LATHAM: If the hon. member had
heen here he would have know what we
proposed. We split the State up into vari-
ous areas. The Premier told us what they
were, There was the metropolitan area, the
agrienltural area, the outer goldfields area
and the central goldfields area. Bach was to
be taken as a separate quota, and divided
aceording to the basis set out. One vote in
the city of Perth was to represent two in
the agricultural area, four in the onter gold-
fields, and iwo in the central goldfields ares.

Hon. W. D. Jobnson: What would be the
eomparison hetween the Swan electorate and
the adjoining electorate of the Canning?

Mr. LATHAM: Tt would amount to 50
per cent. more.

The Premier: Just double.

Mr. LATHAM: It would mean two votes
to one. TInstead of being as it is now 49
times pgreater than Menzies, the position
would be that four votes would equal ome
in Canning.
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Hon. W. D. Johnson: And you say that is
equitable

Mr, LATHAM: Yes. 1 was surprised to
hear the Premier say that because the Swan
electorate adjoins the metropolitan area,
this was not right. Let me take the
goldfields area where it adjoins the agricul-
tural area. Just over the rabbit-proof fence
four votes are equal to one in the city, but
on this side of it two voles are equal to one
in the city. There must be some line of
demareation. The member for Canning
cannot but vote for this motion. .

Mr. Clydesdale: You 'ook after yourself.
That is my fcnoeral.

Mr. LATHAM: T takes 49 of his voters
to equal oue in Menzies.

The Premier: And you say to thousands
of people in Canning that they shall not
have a vote for the Couneil.

Mr. LATHAM: That iz guite possible.

The Premier: You show wonderful
solicitude for the Canning so far as this
House is concerned.

Mr. LATHAM: We are not dealing with
the quotas for another place.

The Premier: That is right.
out of the Couneil altogether.

Mr. LATHAM: That subject will be dis-
cussed under another heading. Something
must be done to remedy the present state of
affairs.

The Premier:
equifable,

Mr. LATHAM: The Canning electorate
potsesses 15,116 electors, and Menzies 307.
Surely that is an unfair position,

Mr. Panton: T Ao not represent Menzies,
but the State. 1 see outside the Menzies
electorate.

Mr. LATHAR: T hope ihe hon. member
wiil not see too much of my electorate dur-
ing the next six months. There are eight
memhers sitting in the THouse representing
less than 5,050 vefes, less than the number
of clectors that are represented by the
membeir forr Guildford.

The Premier: You show a wonderful
solicitude for the electors so far as this
House gzoes, bnt two-thirds of them bave
not a vote for the Upper House.

Keep them

Of course it is most in-

Mr. LATHAM: The Premier does not
know how T am going to vote. I may sup-
port him,

The Premier: Yon have never hinted it.

Mr. LATFHAM: The PPremier is anticipat-
ing altogether too much. Some of the won-
derful speeches made by the hon. gentleman



864

inight easily have persuaded me to aecept
Lis view.

Atr. Sleeman: What quota has York?

Mr. LATHAM: Ti has over its quota.

Mr. Sleeman: Which part are you anxious
to lose?

AMr. LATHAM: T am not anxious to lose
any part.

Mr. Panton: Do you think the Commis-
sion would now bring down a different re-
commendation from that of 19231

Mr. LATITAM: Redisiribution is a seri-
ous question.

Mr. Panton: What about Mt. Margaret?

Mr. LATHAM: T have said nothing about
Mt. Margaret.

Mr. Hevon: Neither is Mi. Margaret say-
ing anything.

Mr. LATHAM: The faivest system of re-
presentation in this Chanber was that put
up by the present Leader of the Opposition.

The Minister for Aericulture: Why did
vou net alter the distribution of seats a few
vears ago, when you had the chance?

Mr. LATHAM: Becanse the Premier of
that day was not able to convinee everyone
that he was right.

The Premier: That is the worst of it;
other members will not zea the position as
we see it.

Mr. LATIHIAM: 1 am pleased that this is
not a party question on the other side of the
House. No doubt members opposite will
give an infellizent vote, which will be in
favour of the motion. MMembers on this side
are quite free.

Mr. Lambert: They were pretty free last”
night.
Mr. LATHAM: Absolutely.

Mr. Tamberl: They were loyal o their
leader until then.

Mr. LATHAM: Redistribution has never
been a party question on my side simee T
have been a member. Admittedly there is
need for redisiribution of seats. Then the
question arises, what is the right basis? I
maintain. for the want of something better,
the basis now on the statnte-book is the
tight one.

The Minister for Lands: Do you say that
that cuestion was not a party question?

Mr. LATHAM: 7 do say so.

The Minister for Lands: That is an in-
correct statement.

AMr. LATHAM: 1 am better capable of
judging as to that than the Minister for
Lands.

[ASSEMBLY.]

The Minister for Lanus: On this subjeet
I have the word of members who are as
honourable as you are.

Mr. LATHAM: T deiinitely say that it
was never a party question.

The Minister for Lands: T say it was.

Mr, LATHAM: T can only reply that the
Minister for Lands must have attended some
party meelings at which T was not present.

The Minister for Lanls: Some members
then on the Government side of the House
told me so, and they were honourable men.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Mre. LATHAM: Tt was not a party ques-
tion at all.

The Premicr: Oh!

Mr., LATHAM: 1 vefer to the measure
of 1923, when the present Leader of the
Opposition was Premier.

The Prewier: That is not the measnre ]
was referring fo.

Mr. LATHAM : Neither of those measures
represented a parly quesiion. T hope mem-
hers opposite will support the motion, or
else let us put up a pruposal more acecept-
ahkle to the people. We are not here to eon-
sider ourselves, but the people of the whole
State. Members opposite should eonsider
the motion in a non-party spirit. No doubt
the member for Canningz (Mr. Clydesdale)
and the member for Guildford (Hon. W. D.
Johnson) ard other members representing
thickly populated constitnencies will sup-
port the motion.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: What about the
two-thirds of the people who are disfran-
chised for the Legislative Council¥

Mr. LATITAM: T do not propose to be
side-tracked by the member for Guildford
That question is already on the Notice
Paper. T shall have an opportunity of satis-
fving the hon. memher with regard to it at
an early date. I shall then express my
opinions as freely as I am expressing them
now.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: You will be equally
considerate then abont represertation.

Mr. LATHAM: We regard this as a fair
proposal for redistribution. and I have no
donbt the memher for Guildford will be on
our side when the division is taken.

HON. SIR JAMES MITCHELL {Nor-
tham—in reply} [9.36]: The Premier’s ob-
Jeelion to the motion is entirely based upon
the Act of 1923 and what he calls lt5 un-
fairness to the goldfields.

The Premier: Not necessarily to the gold-
fields alone.
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“Hon, 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: The Pre-
mi_r dwelt on that point.

-The Premier: 1 mentioned Northam too.

Hun, 8Bir JAMES MITCHELL: The Pre-
miier said that of course the goldtields quota
should be much less than the quota for the
aericultural distriets, hecause the goldfields
are further away. He really argued that
the quota for the goldtelds should be fixed
for the whole of the goldlicids, and not as
provided by the Act of 1923, one quota for
the thickly populated districis on the gold-
ficlds ard another for the scattered outer
lields. 1§ tock it from the Premier's re-
mariss that if the same quota had been
applied to the whole of the goldfelds elec-
torates, he might have been induced to sup-
port our proposal.

The Premier: It wounld have heen very
mueh better. _

tlon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL : And i
would not bave made mueh difference,

The Premier: A difference of three seats
—the difference between seven and ten.

Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: I do nol
think so. At any rate, let me compare th
Act of 1923 with the propesal made by Mur.
Seaddan’s Government in 1913. TUnder the
1413 Bill there were to he four seats for
the North-West, and the total number of
votes, less the number of votes in the North-
West, was to be divided by 46 to give the
quota.

The Premier: There were three seats for
the North-West under the 1913 Bill.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The num-
her was altered from {hree to four. Taking
ihe votes at 206,000, less the North-Western
votes of something over 3,000, 202,000 votes
wete to be divided by 46, giving a quota
of 4,400. The 1913 measure provided that
the Commissioners micht vary the quota by
one-ifth: that is to say, for the metropoli-
tan area there might have heen a quota of
at moet 3280, whieh wonld be made up of
4,400 plus one-fifth, and for the rest of the
Rfate, other than the North-West, namely
for the goldfields and the agriculltural
areas, the qunia might have been 4400 less
£80, or 3,520. That was the best that counld
have happened to the goldfields. the lowest
aoldfields quotn under that measure. Under
my measure of 1923, which is the law to-
dax, there are seven seats for the goldfields,
or two more than under the proposal of
the Labour Government with which the
Premier was assoeciated.

The Premier: But the hon. member knows
that 1 did not arrue on those lines, T was
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talking about the whole eonsfruection of the
Act.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL : I am
coming to that. The Premier would have
us helieve that if he could have the 1913
proposals passed into law and my Aet
passed out, he wonld be content.

The Premier: T did not say anything
ahout that.

Ilon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: But the
Premier would have us believe that. 1.
said it was fair

The Premier: Much fairer thao this, 1
said.

flon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The gold-
fields, as I have shown, would have fewer
seats under the Scaddan proposal than
under my proposal. Turning to the agri-
cultural districts, we find that the quota
which under the 1913 measure would have
bheen 3,520, was under my Act 3,371—not
very much difference, only abont 150 votes.
Under the Scaddan proposal the agricul-
tural districts wonld have had 23 seats.

The Premier: No,

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes.

The Premier: What is the quota? Yonu
said 4,000 odd.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No; 3,520.
I wish the Premier and the House to realise
that I am following the Premier’s argm-
ment, T pive to the metropelitan area all
that the murgin provided in the Seaddan
measure would have altowed, 8o I arrive
at a maximum of 5,280 for the metropolitan
area, and for the other parts of the Staic
I arrive at a minimum of 3,520.

The Premier: That is where the quota i~
wrarg. For the metropolitan area the
quota would he one-fifth over, for the agri-
cultnral area it wonld he the actnal quota,
and for the outer areas it would be one-
fifth less.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL : They
would have had one-fifth less on a quota of
4,000 odd.

The Premier: The Bill did not say so.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I know,
hut that is the only logical eonclusion.

The Premier: But the Bill did not indi-
eate that.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: That is
what it meant. On that basis there would
be 23 seats for the aericultural area a<
against the 24 under my proposal.

The Premier: The hon. member iz guite
wrong.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The num-
her of elertors in the agrienltnral and
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meircpolitan aress has inereased, lLut in
the goldfields distriets the namber has de-
creased. That is unfortunete and we re-
gret it, but we have no control over it.
Representution must be on something like
# fair basis and we should all desire to be
fair in dealing with sueh an important
matter,

The Premier: Hear, hear!

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Then, if
the Premier takes the lowest possible quota
under the Seaddan Bill, he would have five
seats Tor the goldfields districts, wherens
upder the 1923 Aet the goldfields would
have had seven seats.

The Premier: The hon. member is not
basing his remarks on my argument at all.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL : The
Premier saiq that the goldfields would not
be fairly freated under my proposal.

The Premier: 1 referred to the whole con-
struction of the Act, but you are dealing
with the goldfields under one Act, and th-
agricultural area under a Bill that did not
become law,

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELLI: As a mar-
ter of fael, the goldlields, if we adopted the
1913 Bill would not have as many representa-
tives as under the 1923 Act.

The Premier: That is so.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL : The
agrievltwai distriets would have verv few
less.

The Premier: No, several less. The hon.
member is basing his agricultural ealeula-
tions on cne-fifth less than the quota.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes, I
have taken off the greatest possible num-
her. We would nol have fewer than we
have to-day. The metropolitan area would
have gained by the Premier’s proposal and
under the 1913 Bill, there would have been
19 seats with a quota of 5,280 electors, as
against 15 seats under the later proposal.
Al will agree that 15 members would pro-
vide fair representation for the City of
Perth, and therefore no one ean argne that
the 12 representatives of to-day is a fairen
number than if there were 15 representa-
tives.

The Premier: You must have regard to
adult franchise. If we are to give seven
times the representation of one district to
another district, it merely represents one
way of giving plaral voting.

Hon., Sir JAMES MITCHELIL: There
would have becn very few more representas
tives for the agrieultural distriets under the
1923 Act than under the Bill of 1913. On the
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other hand, there would have been a greaten
number of representatives for the goldfields
distriets under the 1923 Act than under the
1913 Bill. Therefore the Premier’s argument
goes by the board. There should be hardly
any member who will not agree with me that
the 1923 Aect, having regard to the figures,
was a better and fairer ineasure than the Bill
of 1913. The interests of the people in, the
metropolitan area are more or less identical,
but it is not altogether a question of dis-
tance from the centre of government that
has to be taken into consideration, for the
interests of all the people are, from one!
standpoint, more or less identical. It ean-
not be argued with the same forec that the
interests of the people throughout the agri-
cultural districts are the same. Certainly
they are not the same as are the interests of
the people throughout the metropolitan area.
It is generally agreed ihat in any clectornl
system there must he regard for community
of interests. We must have regar? for the
good government of the eountry, and for the
great responsibilities resting on the people.

Mr. Thomson: We would not be prepared
to give Lalf the representation to the metro-
politan area.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELT.: No. The
existing law sets ont low the various in-
tevests shall be taken into econsideration.
How are we to deal wilh this motion? Every
goldfields members muost agree that the Aet
of 1923 was far hetter and more fair than
the Lahour Party’s proposal of 1913, Tt can-
not be denied that the goldfields representa-
tion would have been greater. What do the
goldfields members propose to do about it?
Under the 1913 Bill the quota for those
seats wonld have been 3,520, whereas under
the 1923 Aet the quola would hLave been
1,685.

The Premier: What Lave yonr colleagues
done during the past eight years to aver-
come that defect? ]

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Are the
goldficlds members going to sland by the
Premier with his larger quota, or support
Ihe motion which provides for a quota of
1,685 electors?

The Premier:
put to them.

Hon. 8ir TAMES MITCHELL: But they
must give that point econsideratior.

Mr. A, Waasbreugh: Do you propose bo
inerease the number of metropolitan seats?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELIL: Yes, by
{hree,

That ¢ not the alternative
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Mr. A. Wansbrough:
gel my support,

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The hon.
member wants an excuse to support his
Leader.

Mr. E. B, Jobuston:
than three extra to-day.
The Premier: No.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Under
the 1913 proposal that the Premier believes
in, the metropolitan area would get an in-
crease of not three seafts but seven seats.

Mr. A, Wansbrough: The present Act
would reduce the goldlields representation

Hon. Sir JAMES MIICHELL: Yes, but
the present Act gives the goldfields better
ireatment than was proposed by the Labour
(GGovernment in 1913.

Mr. A. Wansbrough:
tain it?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: That is
why 1 ask members fo retain the 1923
Act because that is fairer to the agri-
cultural districts and to the goldfields. Noth-
ing could be worse or more unfair than the
presenf electoral boundaries?

The Premier: Unless it be that no vores
are allowed at all for some puarts.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I am
referring o the representation in  this
House, where Governments are made and
unmade.

The Premier:
not made.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: We make
the laws that govern ibe question at issue.
How unfair are the present provisions?
Where is the member for Canning (Mr.
Clydesdale)? Why is he nol looking after
the interests of his 15,000 clectors?
One goldfields member represents 307
clectors. While the member for Men-
zies (Mr. Panton) is charged with
that responsibility, the member for Can-
ning represents 15,116 electors. Are we
to perpetnate such an anomaly? If the re
presentation in this Honse were to be on the
same basis as that of the Menzies electorate,
we would have 672 members in this Cham-

Then you will noi

It would mean more

Then why not re-

But where the laws are

ber. It is eur duty to improve the present
situation. Noihing eould be worse. When

we run up the scale trom 300 electors to
15,000 eclectors and find the quola for the
metropolitan area is a Httle over 6,000——

The Premier: That is not as bad as run-
ning up and down the s-ate and finding that
two-thivds of the people have not got a
vote.
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Mr. Richardson:
posilion.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: These
unomalies ought to be rectified, even if we
do nothing clse. Why should the member
for Frewantle represent 4,575 electors, and
the member for South Fremantle 5,505 elec-
tors, while the member for Canning repre-
sents 15116 and the member for Leeder-
ville 11,923 electors? Why allow that to
continne?

The Minister for Agrviculture: Why did
you not correct it when yuu had aL oppor-
tunity ?

Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL:
anonalies shonld be done away with.

The Premier: You had five years withun
which to do it, why did you not aller it9

Mr. Davy: He did try but you will not
try.

The TPremier:
we will or not.

Mr. Davy: ‘e know you won’t,

The Premier: We have years to go yet
before we reach the stage at which you tried
to alter it.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL:
ahout the Canning seat?

The Premier: Why did you not alter the
position?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL:
thinz should be done now.

The Premier: This indignation after eight
years!

Mr, Davy: Nevertheless, we tried and you
will not do so.

The Premier: You were there for seven
vears before you tried.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: There is
a tremendous diference between the number
of electors in the Nelson elcetorale compared
with thoese in the Pingelly eleetorate, more

Thay is a different pro-

These

You don’t know whether

What

Sowe-

‘than twice the number.

The Minister for Agrieulture: Why did
vou not alter it?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The Pre-
mier represents 2,719 eleetors and his Hen-
orary 1linister, 'he member for Hannans,
893 electors, althongh that is just over the
fence from the Premier's constituenecy.

The Premier: The position is not muech
different from what it was when you were
at the head of the Government.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Are these
anomalies not to he corrected?

The T'remier: Tell ns why vou did not
correct them.
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Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: Of course
they should be corrected, for mothing could
be worse than the present boundaries. The
Premier eannof suggest anything worse,

Hon. W. D. Johnson: There is something
worse,

The Premier: Hight years!

Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: The pres-
ent Government are content with the boun-
daries of to-day. Freguently they rush in
where angels fear to tread; why, then, should
they be afraid to do something to correct
this position?

The Premier: We have heen cleaning up
other things during the last two years.

The Minister for Agriculture: Why did
you run away from your gwn Bill?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: What is
it that futile creature says whe sits on the
Treasury bench?

The Minister for Agricuitnre: What was
it you called m¢? I will come and poll your
nose!

Hon. G. Taylor: What sort of conduet
is that? Tt is disgraceful in a Minister of
the Crown!

Mre, SPEAKER: Order!
hon, member say?

The Minister for Agriculture: I ask that
“Hansard” be asked to reproduce the state-
ment made by the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. SPEAKER: What was it the hon.
member said?

The Minister for Agriculture: He said I
was a vile ereature.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Nothing
of the sort, The Minister asked why did I
run away from my own Bill. He knows,
of course, that I did nething of the sort.
T then refered to him as a futile ereature.

Mr. SPEAKER: Since there is a differ-
cnce of opinion as to the word used, I will
ask “Ilansard” to reprodace what was said
by the Leader of the Opposition. . . . Al
reported by “Hansard,” the dialogue was as
follows:—

The Minister for Agriculture: Why did you
Tun away from your own Bill?

Hon, Sir James Mitehell: What is it that
futile ecreature says who sits on the Treasury
bench?

What does the

T rule that those words are personally offen-
sive, and T a<k the T.eader of the Opposition
to withdraw them unreservedly.

Hon. Sir TAMES MITCHELL: T do so
unreservedly. Bnt what ahout the Minister’s
words?

AMr. Teesdale: Let them be withdrawn also.
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Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member should
have taken an objection and utilised the
Chair for correction at the time. “Why did
you run away from your own Bill” is not
striclly un-parliamentary, although if may
be offensive. 1f offensive to the hon. mem-
ber, he should have taken objection to the
words through me af the fime. His own
words were taken objection to, and therefore
1 called upon him to withdraw unreservedly,
and he has done so. This matter can pro-
ceed no further.

Hon. Siv JAMES MUTCHELIL: When the
interruptions from the other side were such
as to make it almost impossible for me 1o
hear myself speaking, we were discussing
the (airness of the represeniation proposed
in 1923 as compared with the proposals
of 1913, in which my friends opposite
believed. I think I have shown that the
proposals of the provisions contained in
the Aect of 1923 were fairer to all parties.
The member for Albany (Mr. A. Wians-
brough) said he could not vote for my
motion heeause it meant increased represen-
tation in the mefrvopolitan area. I am afraid
we Dhave not faced this question fairly.
Something ought to be done to bring about
a hetter arrangement of boundaries. The
Premier has admitted that. He said I was in
office for eight vears after 1911. T do not
know that I was. Certainly I sat on the
Government side for eight vears.

The Premier: T meant the party.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I was in
office for six vears, for five of them as Pre-
mier, and I wmade an attempt to amend the
houndaries, but did not suceeed, because I
conld not get 26 members to vote for me.
Since the amendment is a constitutional
amendment, it must he supported by 26 mem-
bers. I could not get them, hut the Premier,
if he were to bring down proposals nnder
this Aet of 1923, would have the support of
members sitling on this side, and so he could
not fail. When T made my proposals the
#hen Oppasition, to a man, objected to them;
it would he totally different if they were
brought down now by the Premier. Even
since 1923 the numbers of electors in the
various divisions have changed considerably
As T pointed out the other day, there are
now 19,000 more electors in the metro-
politan area than there were in 1923, while
the incerease in the aorieultnral distriets
represents 14,836 electors. T say it with
regret, hut in the goldfields areas there arn
only 17.000 electors altogether. There was
no fixing of boundaries in 1923. huat in 192G
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we ought to determine upon a revision of
existing boundaries. In common fairness to
the people of the State that ought te be
done.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Did yon say on the
1923 Aet?

Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes. The
Act put in by the hon. member, when a
Minister, was not near'v so fair to the
goldfields as is the present Aet.

Hon, W. ). Johnsen: I have had no en-
Joyment vet to-night.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I do not
suppose the hon. member has. No doubt
he feels very uncomfortable at having to

vote againsi the motion, and T can quite.

understand his not enjoying himself. 1
cannot iragine any member enjoying him-
self if i1e is going to oppose the motion.

Hon. W. I. Johnson: It is another place
T am concerned about, the two-thirds of the
electors who have not a vote for the
Couneil,

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The hon.
member had belier concern himself about
this place, becarse that is what we are con-
sidering at present. If the Act of 1923 does
not suit members on the Government side,
why have not they proposed some amend-
ment.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Yon are basing
rour remarks on the 1923 Aect.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I am, and
T have shown that it is a fair Aet to the
goldfields and would give them more repre-
gentation than the measure of 1913 would
have done.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: We want a beiter
one still.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELIL: I vould
have no chance of amending the 1923 Aecr,
even if T desired to do so. I consider it
perfeetly fair and just, bui if the Govern-
ment are not satisfied with it, why have
not they proposed some amendment in the
last two years and three months?

Mr. Lambert: The session has not closed
yet.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I hope
the Government will do something.

The Premier: Tt took your party seven
vears to think about it, so do not rush me,

Hor. Sir JAMES MITCHELL : YWhy
does the Premier compel me to remind him
that he has been in office for seven vears of
the period sinee 1911, and that when he
goes out of office in March next he will
have been in office for eight vears?

BGY

The Premier: Your party were in offiv-
eight years continuously and I have a long
way to go hefore T reach your stage of
neglect.

Mr. Davy: Well, he did try, anyhow.

The Premier: Not for seven years.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: After T
had been in the office of Premier for three
yvears, I introduced the measure, and it was
rejected.

The Premier: Four years,

Mr. Lambert : Rejected by your own
followers.

Mr. T.atham: And it received no support
from the Labour side.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Is it anv
wonder that I feel annoyed when a member
tells me I ran away from my Bill. T did the
best that was in me to get the Bill passed.
By the consent of every member sitting
behind me at the time, it was not made a
party measure.

Hon. G. Taylor: That is the reason why
it was not passed.

The Premier: But the other measure that
determined the basis of redistribution was
a party measure,

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: It gave a
good deal more flexibility than the Bill of
1913, in which the Premier believed.

The Premier: But the Bill that laid down
the basis of redistribution was made a
party measnre.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: It was.

The Premier : And that was the ali-
important Bill, not the boundaries.

Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: Nothing
of the kind. Members are paid by the
people to serve them faithfully and well. T
realise that we ought to have a redistribu-
tion and that nmew boundaries ought fo be
fixed. When the Premier says I made no
effort to bring about an alteration, I resent
his statement. FEverybody knows that [
did try.

The Premier: Your party had a mueh
longer peried than T have had in office be-
fore you made an attempt.

Mr. Davy : The need then was not so
great.

The Premier: I admit they had not the
benefit of the hon. member’s advice at the
time,

Hon., Sir JAMES MITCHELL : The
Premier has been in office for two years and
three manths, and hag not brought down a
Bill. He has had time to bring down 2
measure on two or three oeccasions at least,
plenty of time. Members must take the re-
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spousibility and answer to the people for
the votes they cast here fo-night. 1 know
they will argue that because the measure
of 1911, which was objeected to and eriti-
cised at the time, suits them still, they have
a perfeet right to say it should continue to
be the law of the land, but they wiil have
great difficulty in persnading the electors
that that 1s so.

The Premier: Are vou speaking for the
electors now?

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Not for the two-
thirds who have not a vote for the Council.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I am
speaking for the electors who vote for mem-
bers sitting here. Members will have great
trouble to persuade the electors that they
have done justice to the country.

The Premier: 1 shall endeavour Lo en-
lighten them.

Ron. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: If mem-
bers approve of this motion they will be
doing justice to the electors. Try as mem-
bers may to sidetrack the question, they wili
not suceeed. Try as they may to delude the
electors, they will find it difficalt. Members
sitting on the Government side, who repre-
sent so many more eleetors than they shounld
will find it diffienlt to satisfy their con-
stitnents that their representation is all-
sufficient. They will not he able to do 1if.
Tt is fotile to disenss the matter further.

Hon. G. Faylor: The word “futile” hag
been declared to be most objectionable.

Mr. Teesdale: You will have to withdraw
it if yon do not mind.

The Premier interjected.

‘"Mr. Teesdale: A 'member wag called a liar
the other night.

The Premier: Why didn’t vou take ex-
ception to it¥

Mr. Teesdale: We have a bit more gener-
nsity than you display.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: T reg-
that so much heat has been introduced i~
the debate. I am sorry T lost my temper.
even for a moment.

Hon. . Taylor: You do not lose it very
often.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: 1T
lost it only wunder great provoca-
%ion, T de not know why we in

this Chamber cannot consider this question.
which iz of vital inferest to the peonle. It
is of vital interest hecanse we shounld have
fair representation Sinee it is left fo us
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to see that a fair thing is doue, it is extra.
ordinary thal we cannot face the question
calmly and without feeling. We should dis.
regard our own interests—individual and
party interests.

The Premier: The hon. member was the
first to Jose his temper. ;

Mr. Davy: Was the insult hurled at him
in cold bleod?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: T regret
that for once in the whole evening I lost
my temper, bui T consider T was subjected
to greal provocstion. Members must take
responsibility for their votes, and if they
cast n vote that meauns the present boun-
daries are to be retained, they will do so
knowing full well they are doing an injns-
tice to the people.

Mr. Lamberi: That i= what Mr. Bruce
said the ather day.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I advise
memhers to vole with my side of the House
on this oeeasion. No member will be jus-
tified in voting against the motion.

My, Clydesdale: Tt is a good electioneer-
ing speerh,

Ton. Sir TJAMES MITCHELL: I do not
make electioneering speerhes. The electors
are already well informed. I merely moved
this motion because 1 hoped the Premier
would agreec that we ~ughlt to have the
houndaries re-arranged.

Question put and a
the following result:—

division taken with

Aves 19
Noer 23
Majority against 4
AYES.

Mr. Angelo Sir .James Mitchell

Mr. Baroatd Mr. North

Mr. Brown . Mr. J. H. Smith

Mr. Davy Mr, Stubbs

Mr. Deaton Mr. Tayior

Mr. George i Mr, Teesdale

Mr. E. B. Johnston Mr. Thomson

Mr, Latham ! Mr. C. P. Wansbrongh

Mr. Lindsay ' Mr. Richsrdson

Mr. Mann ' (Teller,)

NOES.

Mr. Angwin Mr. Lamond

Mr. Chesson Mr, Lutey

Mr. Clydesdale Mr. Marshall

Mr. Collier Mr. Millington

Mr. Corboy Mr. Panton

Mr. Coverley Mr. Sleeman

Mr. Cunningham Mr, Troy

Mr. Heron Mr. A, Whansbrough

Miss Holman Mr. Willcock

Mr. W. D. Johnson Mr. Withers

Mr. Kennedy Mr. Wilson

Mr, Lambert (Teller.)
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PaIgs,
AYES.

Mr. Maley
Mr. J. M. Smith

NoEs.
Mr. McCallum
Mr. Munsie

Question thus neeatived.

House adjourned at 10.25 p.m.

Legislative Counctl,

Thursday, 9th September, 1926,
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
P and read pravers,

QUESTION-—RABBIT-PROOF FENCE.

Hon. W. T. CLLASHEEN asked the Chief
Secretarv: 1, What is the annual cost of
upkeep of the No. 2 Rabbit-pronf Fence, in-
clrding interest on capital cost? 2, Are
the Pepartment of Agriculture aware that
the gates un the fence can frequently he
fourd standing wide open? 3, How manv
sconvictions have been recorded during the
last Ihree vears against persons leaving the
gates epen? 4, What is the average amount
of the fines imposed?

The CHIFF SECRETARY replied : 1.
£7447. 2, Officers of the Department and
al=o members of Vermin Boards have fonnil
gates open, and in each instanee have en-
deavoured to cateh the offenders. but with-
oul result. 3. Nil. 4, Answered by No. 3.

871

BILLS (3)—THIRD READING.
1, Trust Funds Investment Aect Amend-
ment.
Pasced.
2, Shipping Ordinance Amendment.

3, Legitimation Aet Amendment.
Transmitted te the Azssembly,

BILL—NAVIGATION ACT AMEND-
MENT.

Second Reading.

THE HONORARY MINISTER (Hon.
J. W. Hickey—Central) [4.39] in moving
the second reading said: Although this Bill
contains a number of clauses, there is not
mueh of a contentious nature in it, The
printed memorardum attached to the Biil
sets out the necessity for this legislation.
Section 30 of Part 1V. of the Navigation
Act, 1904, ic obseure, and in faet does not
stipulate the survey of local or intra-State
vessels. The proposed new section in the
Rill defines the classes of vessel that this
section shall apply to and sets out the
vessels exeepted from survey under the
statute, including those holding a seagoing
vertificate issued by the hoard of irade
under the Merehant Shipping Aet or by the
Commonwezlth (lovernment under the Com-
monwealth Navigation Act. Provision is
also made to survey vessels once A year
instead of every six months, which brinws
our legislation inte line with other Acts.
including that of the Cominonwealth Gov-
ernment, The Navigation Act, 1904, under
which we are now working only gives
power to survey steamships, whereas the
Rill provides for the survey of all ¢lasses
of vessels inelnding maotor or auxiliary
motor schooners, ete., in addition to steam
driven vessels, thus ensuring the better con-
trol of and the power to survey the small
coasting eraft whieh trade hetween poris
on this coast and are not at present subject
to survey or manning conditions. The Ri'!
also give greater protection to the erews
of such vessels and the owners of cargo.
More particularly is this the case with craft
lightering woo! hetween ports and to
vessels. Provision is also made for the
survev of harbour and river craft, more
particularly in regard to their engines and
hoilers. Provision for this control was in-
clrded in the old Inspection of Machinery
Aet of 1904, but omitted from the amend-



