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schedules of assets, showing costs,
lives and residual values. In 1951-52
the estimated life of the .jnain sections
of the plant was increased by the
Management from the original 20 years
to 25 years. and the depreciation
charged for the year was assessed on
the extended term. No adjustment
was made to the depreciation assessed
in previous years and charged in the
accounts. The assessed lives for Staff
Buildings, Town Assets and the Mill
were also similarly extended for con-
siderable periods.

It was again noticed during the
audit examination that the total cost
of replacing defective, worn out or
corroded equipment in the Refinery
had been charged to Plant and Build-
ings Asset Account and no allowance
had been made for the remaining book
value of the items replaced. The asset
figures are thus overstated.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: The member for
Fremantle will have something to say
about this.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: It is nearly as bad
as the other.

Mr. PERKINS: To continue with the
report on page 47-

Refinery products on hand at the
works at 30th June, 1953, were valued
at approximately 25 per cent below
selling prices and those on consign-
ment at slightly lower than selling
prices. Iron was valued at the cost
price delivered and timber at slightly
above the cost price delivered .
Materials and process were valued at
the average cost for the year as ex-
tracted from the costs ledger.

That is all right. But it continues-
The values shown in the accounts

for unsold finished products on hand
at Wundowie increased from
£106,344 10s. 8d. at 30th June, 1952, to
£192.337 10s. 3d. at 30th June. 1953.
the major increases being in pig Iron,
£65,948 2s. 6d. and sawn timber,
P15,381 i~s. lid. Of a total revenue
credited in the manufacturing and
trading account for the year for pig
iron, viz., £234,655, unsold stocks repre-
sented £120,066.

Mr. k3ohnson: There is nothing ab-
normal about that.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: A good asset.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: Is it a good asset?

The Minister for Lands: You have un-
sold stocks of wheat.

Mr. PERKINS: I asked some questions
about the present figures of unsold stocks.
According to replies given to me by the
Minister for Industrial Development, the
latest figures for pig iron are 6,641 tons,

an increase of 3.634 tons for the year. Ac-
cordingly it is perfectly clear that there
is a considerable stock of unsold-

The Minister for Lands: Wheat!

Mr. PERKINS: -manufacturing goods
building up at the refinery, and it is quite
evident from some of the replies given to
the member for Stirling, also by the Minis-
ter for Industrial Development, that the
works will find considerable difficulty in
selling their products which they have on
band at the figures at which they are in-
cluded in their books.

Mr. Andrews: It is very little.

Mr. PERKINS: If it is so little, I would
ask why there has been such a considerable
increase over last year.

Mr. Johnson: Is not the wheat industry
in the same trouble?

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber's time has expired.

On motion by Mr. Andrew. debate ad-
journed.

House adjourned at 9.26 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
p.m. and read prayers.

QUESTIONS.

CRIPPLED CHILDREN'S SOCIETY.
As to Allocation of Land.

Hon. E. M. DAVIES asked the Chief
Secretary:

(1) Has any progress been made in re-
aloaing land to the r.ippled Children's
Society?
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(2) If the answer to (1) is in the affir-
mative-

(a)
(b)
(c)

Where is the land situated?
What is the ame?
On what conditions is the land
being granted?

the
the

The CHIEEP SECRETARY replied:
(1) The State is negotiating with

Commonwealth for an area out of
reserve at Point Peron.

(2) (a) Answered by (1).
(b) Approximately 3 acres.
(c) Not yet determined.

INCREASED PARLIAMENTARY
ALLOWANCES.

As to Claims byt Members.

Hon. L. CRAIG asked the Chief Secre-
tary:

How many members of the Legislative
Assembly and how many members of the
Legislative Council have not claimed the
increase of allowances to members of
Parliament approved by Parliament last
year?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:
Legislative Assembly, 4.
Legislative Council. 9.

GOVERNMENT PROSPECTING
SCHEME.

As to Totals of Claims and Claimants.

Hon. W. R. HALL asked the Chief Sec-
retary:

(1) How many men are engaged in pros-
pecting and are receiving assistance from
the Government Prospecting scheme?

(2) What was the total amount paid by
the Government, for the period ended the
30th June. 1954, to those prospectors re-
ceiving assistance under the scheme.

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:
(1) 86.
(2) £13,769 is. 5d.

AGRICULTURE.
AS to Release of Land for Onion Growing.

Hon. C..W. D. BARKER asked the Mini-
ster for the North-West:

In view of the present severe shortage of
onions, and the fact that this shortage oc-
curs annually, thus necessitating the im-
portation of onions at high prices, will the
Government consider releasing, for the
growing of onions, blocks of land in the
Fitzroy Crossing area, where top-grade
onions have been grown successfully for
many years, and bearing in mind that
onions can be harvested from that area
when metropolitan sources cannot supply?

The MINISTER replied:
Consideration will be given to the estab-

lishmnent of an experimental plot if a con-
crete proposal is submitted.

MINING.
(a) As to Applications for

Geiger Counters.
Hon. W. R. HALL asked the Chief Secre-

tary:
(1) How many Geiger counters are there

in the possession of the Mines Department?
(2) How many applications for Geiger

counters have been made by prospectors
and/or other persons interested in gold-
mining, or mining for other auriferous
metals?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:
(1) Eight.
(2) Spasmodic requests are made from

time to time. The department does not
lend its instruments, but has located a
number of them in central towns in the
goldfields mainly concerned, and en-
courages prospectors to test samples there.
Samples can also be sent to the department
in Perth for testing.

(b,) As to Mobile Boring Plants.
Hon. W. R. HALL asked the Chief Secre-

tary:
(1) How many mobile boring plants are

in the possession of the Government?
(2) In what districts are these mobile

boring plants being operated?
(3) Is it the intention of the Govern-

ment to purchase additional mobile baring
plants?

(4) If so, how many is it intended to pur-
chase; in what localities and mining dis-
tricts will they be operating; and how long
will it be before they are in operation?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:
(1) Eight.
(2) Kalgoorlie (2), Leonora, Laverton,

Southern Cross, Cue, Marble Bar, Coo]-
gardie.

(3) No further purchases are intended
at present.

(4) The department has now also pur-
chased larger drilling plants which it is
operating itself in the Yllgarn field and at
Collie. It is intended to pursue a drilling
programme in likely auriferous areas In
various fields.

BILL-RENTS AND TENANCIES EMER-
GENCY PROVISIONS ACT

AMENDMENT.
Second Reading-Reasoned Amendment-

Dissent from President's Ruling.
Debate resumed from the previous day

on motion by the Chief Secretary that
the House dissent from the President's



(14 July. 1954.1

ruling that the following amendment
moved by Hon. H. K. Watson to the motion
for the second reading, was in order:-

That all the words after the word
"that" be struck out and the follow-
ing words inserted in lieu:-

"inasmuch as this House is of
opinion that, in order to ensure
fair rents and full justice, and
equity for both landlords and
tenants, the Principles, policy and
Provisions as embodied in the
Principal Act by Act No. 45
of 1953 ought to continue in
operation (with such precise ad-
ditional precautionary and tent-
porary safeguards in sections 13
and 20B of the Principal Act as
may be deemed necessary or de-
sirable to curb those landlords,
if any, who may be minded arbi-
trarily to terminate existing ten-
ancies for no other purpose than
to thwart tenants applications to
the Court for a determination of
rent, or to otherwise unconscion-
ably exploit tenants) and inas-
much as this Bill seeks to repeal or
cancel most of the principles,
Policy and Provisions embodied as
aforesaid in the Principal Act by
No. 45 of 1953; and inasmuch
as this Bill also seeks wrongfully
and unjustly to invalidate and
nullify transactions, agreements,
Payments, notices, proceedings and
judgments lawfully made or taken
in good faith under the Princi-
Pal Act; and inasmuch as this
Bill, both In its form and sub-
stance, is calculated to create
chaos and seriously to confuse
and confound landlords and ten-
ants and their legal advisers and
the Courts, this House declines
to give this Bill a Second
Reading."

Hon. C. H. Simpson: I intend to sup-
port the ruling of the President and to
reiterate in part, for the benefit of mem-
bers Present, in case they did not pick
up all the Points mentioned, the various
reasons which led to the ruling given by
the President. I refer to Standing Order
No. 182 which sets out-

On the Order of the Day being read
for the Second Reading of the Bill,
the Question shall be proposed, "That
this Bill be now read a second time."

Standing Order No. 133 reads_
Amendment may be moved to such

Question by leaving out the word
"now" and by adding the words "this
day six months"; or the Previous
Question may be moved. In either
case a vote in the affirmative shall
finally dispose of the Bill.

Standing Order No. 184 Provides that--
No other amendment may be moved

to such Question except in the form
of. a resolution strictly rclcvaint to
the Bill.

I take it that the amendment which
was moved by Mr. Watson and queried
by the Chief Secretary is in accordance
with Standing Order No. 184. Standing
Order No. 183 sets out the various ways
by which the motion for the second read-
ing may be negatived, namely, by moving
"this day six months" or the . previous
question, both of which would finally dis-
pose of the Bill. Further, a Bill May run
its course and be rejected by a vote of the
House at the conclusion of the second
reading stage.

The method chosen by Mr. Watson
seems to me to be an alternative course.
It would not necessarily finally dispose
of the Bill. The amendment sets out in
detail the mover's reasons, which I take
it he believes are acceptable to quite a
number of members in this House, and
gives the Government of the day time to
consider those reactions. The hon. mem-
ber's speech indicated that he was de-
sirous, as we all are, of trying to arrive
at some just, fair and agreeable decision
on the points at issue. At the moment, it
is not competent for me to speak to the
Bill; I am merely dealing with the validity
or otherwise of the President's ruling on
this matter.

Despite what the Chief Secretary said
regarding the undesirability of consulting
"May" on constitutional procedure, it is
an accepted practice to do so in Britain
and throughout the Dominions whenever
the Standing Orders are not explicit or
sufficient to cover the Point at issue. In
the 14th edition of "May", at Page 468,
a definition of "reasoned amendment" is
given as follows:-

The second method by which a Bill
may be opposed on second reading
is by means of' a reasoned amendment
notice of which is always given. The
main question being "That this Bill
be now read a second time." the usual
form of the amendment Is to leave
out all the words after "That" for the
Purpose of inserting words to the effect
that the House declines to proceed with
the Bill for certain specified reasons or
until further information upon the
subject matter of the Bill from speci-
fied sources has been made available.

With that explanation of the points
raised during the debatie, I can only add
that I support your ruling. Mr. Presi-
dent, and shall vote in that direction.

The Chief Secretary: I thought there
would have been further debate on this
motion.

Hon. E. M. Heenan: Are You closing
the debate?

The Chief Secretary: Yes. I nearly
lost the opportunity to reply through wait-
Ing to give other members a chance to
speak. if you will forget, Mr. President,
that I had risen to reply, we might over-
come the difficulty snd allow Mr, fleenn
to speak.



424 [COUNCIL.]

The President: Very well.
Hon. E. M. Heenan: I crave your in-

dulgence, Mr. President, as I thought there
would be other speakers to the motion. I
believe that there is considerable doubt as
to the correctness of your ruling. First of
all. I shall quote Standing Order 125,
which states-

Every amendment shall be relevant
to the question to which it is proposed
to be made.

Standing Order 184 reads-
No other amendment may be moved

to such question except in the form
of a resolution strictly relevant to the
Bill.

I direct attention to the fact that in the
former Standing Order the word "rele-
vant" is used, but in Standing Order 184,
it is emphasised by the adverb "strictly."
Mr. Watson's amendment, therefore, must
be strictly relevant to the Bill. Let us now
turn to "May." I agree with Mr. Simpson
that where our Standing Orders do not
fully meet the position, we have to look to
an authority such as this. In the 15th
edition at page 508, "May" states -

The amendment must "strictly re-
late to the Bill which the House, by
its order, has resolved upon consider-
ing," and must not include in its
scope other Bills then standing for
consideration by the House.

The amendment must not be con-
cerned in detail with the provisions of
the Bill upon which it is moved.

An amendment, which amounts to
no more than a direct negation of the
principle of the Bill, is open to ob-
jection.

Each one of those statements leads me
to contend that the amendment proposed
by Mr. Watson is not in order. I believe it
would need a big stretch of imagination to
agree that the amendment is strictly rele-
vant to the Bill. I point out that the
preamble to the amendment consists of
230 words and ends up with 10 words-
-"this House declines to give this Bill a
second reading." In passing, I think it
fair to comment that Mr. Watson criticised
the drafting of the Bill, and I consider that
his amendment is open to far greater
criticism-230 words in the Preamble and
10 in the vital portion of the amendment.
The amendment has been read, but it is
worth re-reading. It continues-

Inasmuch as this House is of the
opinion that in order to ensure fair
rents and full justice and equity for
both landlords and tenants, the prin-
ciples, policy and provisions as em-
bodied in the principal Act by Act No.
45 of 1953-

Here it is departing from the. Bill now
before us.

-ought to continue in operation (with
such precise additional Precautionary
and temporary safeguards in Sections

13 and 2GB of the principal Act as
may be deemed necessary or desirable
to curb those landlords, if any, who
may be minded arbitrarily to termin-
ate existing tenancies for no other
purpose than to thwart tenants' appli-
cations to the court for a determina-
tion of rent, or to otherwise uncon-
scionably exploit tenants)-

Is that all strictly relevant? May says,
further-

The amendment must not be con-
cerned in detail with the provisions of
the Bill upon which it is moved.

The amendment continues-
-and inasmuch as this Bill seeks to

repeal or cancel most of the prin-
ciples, policy and provisions embodied
as aforesaid in the principal Act by
Act No. 45 of 1953; and inasmuch as
this Bill also seeks wrongfully and un-
justly to invalidate and nullify trans-
actions, agreements, payments, notices,
proceedings and judgments lawfully
made or taken in good faith under the
principal Act;-

All opinions which, I submit are extrane-
ous to the Bill which is before us--

-and inasmuch as this Bill, both in
its form and substance, is calculated to
create chaos and seriously to confuse
and confound landlords and tenants
and their legal advisers and the courts,
this House declines to give this Bill a
second reading.

I do not know what the amendment
would do to landlords, and tenants, and
their legal advisers, and the courts; but I
am sure it has caused confusion and chaos
in the minds of members here who have to
try to analyse it. Finally, an amendment is
moved which amounts to no more than a
direct negation of the principles of the
Bill and is open to objection. What is it?
It is a long rigmarole of legal phraseology,
much more complicated and harder to un-
derstand than anything in the Hill, and it
contains many expressions of opinion.
Finally, to the unbiassed mind, it amounts
to nothing more than a direct negation of
the principles of the Hill, in my opinion. I
think that is all I need to say.

I know that you. Mr. President, have
given the matter your most careful con-
sideration, but there is always doubt in
such matters and I think the last pro-
vision I quoted from "May" upholds my
contention,' and that already advanced by
my Leader in this House, that the amend-
ment is nothing more nor less than a com-
plete negation of the Bill. For those
reasons I submit that the amendment is
not in compliance with our Standing
Orders or with the principles of parlia-
mentary procedure as laid down by this
eminent authority. Finally, the words
"strictly relevant to the Bill" need very
careful attention. The Standing Order in
another place states that the amendment
must be relevant, and that gives some
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scope; but the words "strictly relevant"
are such that I think they should be in-
terpreted as they themselves imply, very
strictly.

Hon. H. K. Watson: If I may say so with
great respect, Mr. President, I think the
ruling which you have given is the only
one that could be given by anyone who
has made any study at all of parliamentary
practice. Mr. Simpson has quoted-as you
yourself did yesterday-from "May,"
which explains the position. Briefly, the
position is this, so far as second readings
of Bills are concerned-it is this quite re-
gardless of the proposition relating to
ordinary resolutions of another kind-
that there cannot be an amendment con-
sisting of a direct negation of the prin-
cipal motion.

'May" makes it quite clear that almost
from time immemorial in the British Par-
-liament, and In all Parliaments of the
British Commonwealth, there are three
recognised methods of defeating a Bill on
the second reading. The first method is
simply to vote against the motion "That
this Bill be now read a second time.2' The
second method is to delete the word "now"
and insert in lieu the words "six months
hence.2' The third method is by what is
known, in parliamentary usage, as a rea-
soned amendment, where one puts the
question into reverse and gives one's rea-
sons for voting against the second reading
of the Bill. "May" makes it very clear,
and at page 4'74 we find the following
method of opposition to the second reading
of a Bill:-

The second method by which a Bill
may be opposed on second reading is
by means of a reasoned amendment,
notice of which is always given. The
main question being "that this Bill
be now read a second time," the usual
form of the amendment is to leave out
all words after "that" for the purpose
of inserting words to the effect that
the House declines to proceed with
the Bill for certain specified reasons,
or until- further information upon
the subject matter of the Bill from
specific sources has been made avail-
able.

That is obviously a direct negation of
the principal question, but "May" makes
It clear that it is in order on the second
reading. The question is further discussed
at page 507 of "May" where in regard
to the reasoned amendment, the writer
says-

It is also competent for a. member
who desires to place on record any
special reasons for not agreeing to
the second reading of a Bill to move
what is known as a reasoned amend-
ment. This amendment is to leave
out. all the words in the main ques-
tion after the word "'that" and to
add other wo-rds a-nd the qut-onr pro-
posed upon amendment is that the

[271

words proposed to be left out stand
part of the question. It may be decla-
ratory of some principle adverse to or
differing from the principles, Policy or
provisions of the Bill.

I would invite members to look at the
wording of the amendment and bear in
mind what I have just read, that the rea-
soned amendment may be declaratory of
some principle adverse to or dIffering from
the principles, Policy or provisions of the
Bill. The writer continues-and again I
Invite members to have a look at the
amendment and bear this in mind-

Secondly, it may express opinions
as to any circumstances connected
with the introduction or prosecution
of the Bill or otherwise opposed to
its progress.

I submit that the amendment i have
moved is quite in order, with due respect
to the points made by Mr. Heenan, who,
I am very pleased to say, unlike the Chief
Secretary, has conceded that "May" is
an accepted authority throughout the Par-
liaments in the British Empire in elucidat-'
Ing and amplifying the Standing Orders
of this House and those of no lesser assemn-
blies than the House of Commons and the
House of Lords.

Dealing with the question, raised by Mr.
Heenan, as to whether my amendment is
strictly relevant to the Bill as required by
our Standing Orders, I suggest that there
is nothing which could be more strictly
relevant. It sets out that the Bill pro-
poses to repeal, from the principal Act,
all the provisions that were put in it in
December last by Act No. 45, and, because
of that, I am opposed to the Bill being
proceeded with.

The amendment sets out further that
the Bill seeks wrongfully and unjustly to
invalidate and nullify the agreements and
pa yments lawfully made under the provi-
sions of the principal Act. I submit that
that is strictly relevant. Then, in accord-
ance with the powers conferred as to ex-
pression of opinion, I expressed. the view
that the Bill in its formal substance is so
drafted as to confuse landlords and ten-
ants and their advisers. So it will be seen
that the amendment comes very strictly
within the qualifications as set out by
"May." 'That is to say-

It may be declaratory of some prin-
ciple adverse to or differing from the
principles, policy or provisions of the
Bill.

Or it may be expressing opinions on any
circumstances connected with the Intro-
duction or prosecution of the Bill or other-
wise opposed to its progres. This is the
one method whereby the House is afforded
the opportunity to reject the second read-
ing of the Bill, and has also the added
advantage of being able to express its
reasons for doing so. I submit, therefore,
that your ruling Is the only one that could
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be given by anyone who has a proper ap-
preciation of the practices and the Stand-
ig Orders of our parliamentary system
throughout the British Commonwealth.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I endorse Mr.
Watson's remarks. I was rather surprised
that Mr. Heenan should indicate to the
Chamber that there was no relevancy in
the amendment.

Ron, E. M. Heenan: I did not say "no
relevancy," I said, "not strictly relevant."

H-on. Sir Charles Latham: if there is
relevancy, it does not have to be "strictly"
or otherwise.

Hon. E. M. 'Heenan: There is a differ-
ence between "relevant" and "strictly rele-
vant."

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: it is either
relevant or not relevant. The word
"strictly" might indicate that there is some
alternative subterfuge, but there is no sub-
terfuge about this. The language in the
Bill is clear English. It sets out exactly
what is provided and is quite clear. This
is not an unusual procedure; it often arises
in the House of Lords or the 'House of
Commons.

Hon. H. K. Watson: It is quite common
over there.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Because, at
page 395 of the fourteenth edition of
"May," which is not the same edition re-
ferred to by members who have already
spoken, the following appears:-

Amendments to be relevant:-The
fundamental rule that debate must be
relevant to -a question necessarily in-
volves the rule that every amendment
must be relevant to the question on
which the amendment is proposed.

Stated generally, no matter ought
to be raised in debate on a question
which would be irrelevant, if moved
as an amendment, and an amendment
cannot be used for importing argu-
ments which would be irrelevant to
the main question. Thus, the Speaker
has ruled that on the third reading
of a bill (a stage on which debate is
limited to the contents of the bill) a
reasoned amendment should not urge
the rejection of the bill on the ground
of what it omits. The effect of mov-
ing an amendment, is. rather to re-
strict the field of debate which would
otherwise be open on a questidn.

That is because, in the third reading, one
can only deal with it as one finds it com-
plete. In this reasoned amendment sub-
mitted by Mr. Watson, he has set out, as
is the usual custom in the House of Lords
and the House of Commons, the reasons
why he is disagreeing to the second read-
ing. He has shown that, in his opinion,
there are certain matters in the Bill with
which he heartily disagrees, and he sets
out certain conditions which he believes
would be in the best interests of the people
themselves and the people operating under
it.

Hon. E. M. Heenan: He goes beyond that.
Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I do not think

he does. He deals with rents and tenan-
cies, and the processes to be used, which
are all relevant to the courts. I cannot
understand a man who is particularly well
trained in the law, and who has appeared
before the courts on many occasions, dar-
ing to suggest that such matters are irrele-
vant to the subject matter which is being
argued before the judges or the magis-
trates, as the case may be.

Hon. E. M. Heenan: I think he deals
with conscienceless landlords. Where are
they men tioned in the Bill?

Eon. Sir Charles Latham: It may be
implied. Those words are not used, but
they may be implied. They are used to
describe those people who have little con-
science in respect of their deliberations.
From the remarks made by the Minister
when introducing the Bill I would say
that in his mind there is quite a number
of them.

The Chief Secretary: There are some.
Hon. Sir Charles Latham: There you

are; he has admitted it! So it must be
relevant to the Bill. I am glad the Chief
Secretary connects his remark with the
very argument I am submitting, especially
for the benefit of Mr. Heenan.

The Chief Secretary: I always like to
oblige you.

Ron. Sir Charles Latham: Thank you!
I wish you would oblige me when you could,
but do not. I rose to my feet because I
did not want Mr. Watson to think that
we did not endorse his opinion before the
vote was taken on this question.

The Chief Secretary: I amn highly
amused by the various methods wsed by
members and the extent to which they
have gone to justify your ruling, Sir. At
no stage, however, has full play been
made of the points I submitted last
night-namely, that the keynote is the
latter portion of the amendment, which is
a direct negative to the motion before the
House.

Hon. H. K, Watson: I thought I made
that very clear a few minutes ago.

The Chief Secretary: It is nearly as
clear as all the explanations given by
"May." I think members know my opinion
of "May."

Hon. H. Hearn: You told us.
The Chief Secretary: Might I say that

members are quoting from "May," but he
changes his opinion every year. A new and
different volume of May's "Parliamentary
Practice" is published annually. What May
says in one year differs from what he says
the next year. and so on. Members are
forgetting that we are governed not by
the Constitution of the House of Lords or
the House of Commons, but by the Con-
stitution and Standing Orders of the Leg-
islative Council of Western Australia. I1
believe that "May" has never ever seen-
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the latter. Nevertheless, members quote
some authority as interpreting what can be
done under our Standing Orders: an
authority who has never seen our Standing
Orders.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Not "some author-
ity"; "the" authority on parliamentary
practice.

The Chief Secretary: The authority on
the parliamentary practice of the House of
Commons in England. I repeat that he has
never seen the Standing Orders under
which we work.

Hon. H. Hearn: You are only assuming
that.

Hon. A. R. Jones: How do you know
that?

The Chief Secretary: I know this: We
altered our Standing Orders only during
the last year or two. The hon. member is
quoting the opinion of a man which is
based on the Standing Orders of the
House of Commons, which may be
entirely different from those under
which we work, and which we can, if
we wish, change every year. We are dealing
with Standing Orders that have been re-
viewed and amended by this House long
since the authority the hon. member quoted
was issued. I think the hon. member
quoted from the 1946 edition of "May." The
Standing Orders of this Chamber were
closely examined by the Standing Orders
Committee and alterations were made to
them.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Not all the Stand'
ing Orders that we are discussing.

The Chief Secretary: We went through
the whole of the Standing Orders.

Hon. H. K. Watson: And you made no
alteration to this one.

The Chief Secretary: We made quite a
number of alterations which were accepted
by the members of this House: and the
Standing Orders were reprinted. In spite of
that, the hon. member has quoted from the
1946 edition of "May," who probably has
never seen our Standing Orders. Apart
from that, I have always objected to taking
as authoritative the opinion of a person
who, like figures. can prove anything.
Anything can be proved from "May." That
authority has been quoted so often in this
Chamber that I said to myself, "Well, as
they accept 'May.' I will have to quote
something from it to convince them that
there is an authority." Members will not
accept me as their authority, so I have to
look to someone else. Not one member In
this Chamber has seen fit to quote from
"May" the one point that I made; that is.
that the latter portion of the amendment
is a direct negative.

Hon. L. A. Logan: That is in the first
part of the amendment.

The Chief Secretary: As a matter of
fact, legal authorities have told me that
"May" is silent on the point. Will the hon.

member show me where I am wrong? He
interjected, but he does not know. That is
the advice I have received: That "May" is
silent on this point.

Hon. L. A. Logan: I was not discussing
"May," but the amendment.

The Chief Secretary: Speaking of relev-
ancy, "May" is silent on that.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: No.
The Chief Secretary: I will quote "May."
Hon. H. Hearn: You do not believe in it.
The Chief Secretary: I do not want any

member to remind me I have no faith in
the authority I am quoting. I have not
any faith in it, but I want to tell members
what "May" says. His reference is to the
procedure in Committee. We have to turn
to the Committee stage to find something
in "May" on this subject-not to the
second reading stage, but the Committee
stage.

Hon. H. K. Watson: You are irrelevant
from the outset.

The Chief Secretary: On page 531 of
"May" appears the following:-

An amendment which is equivalent
to a negative of the Bill, or which
would reverse the Principle of the Bill
as agreed to on the second reading is
not admissible.

Hon. H. K. Watson: As agreed to on the
second reading.

The Chief Secretary: Yes. I have said
that it is necessary to turn to May's
remarks regarding the Committee stage to
find something on the point at issue.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Turn to page
395. and you will find that he deals with
it during the second reading stage.

The Chief Secretary: "May" says it is
inadmissible. I am giving members the
view of this authority. Do not think that
it is mine!I

Hon. L. C. Diver: That is the next step.
The Chief Secretary: Yes. We have had

to go to remarks concerning the next step.
Elsewhere this great authority is silent on
the point we want to discuss. Much has
been said by members about a "reasoned
amendment." We work under the Standing
Orders of the Legislative Council of West-
ern Australia. I will ask any member in
this Chamber-I will not only ask him.
but will defy him-ta show me where there
is any provision in our Standing Orders
for a "reasoned amendment."

Hon. H. K. Watson: Standing Order 184
would cover it clearly.

The Chief Secretary: I will quote that
shortly. I know of none, and I think I
have at least a smattering of knowledge
of the Standing Orders.

Hon. Sir Charles Lathami: You do not
carry them out sometimes, though.

The Chief Secretary: There is nothing
in our Standing Orders dealing with a
"reasoned amendment." concerning which
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so much has been said. Standing Order
184, to which reference has been made,
Mtates that-

No other amendment may be moved
Uo such Question except in the form of
M. resolution strictly relevant to the
:Bill.

I quoted "May," the hon. member's own
authority, which says that if an amend-
ment is not relevant it is Inadmissible. So
I1 throw back in his lap his own authority
on that point. The only circumstance
with which I am concerned is that this
amendment is a direct negative, and no one
bas answered that contention.

Ron. L. A. Logan: Read the first part
Of it.

The Chief Secretary: I have asked mem-
bers to produce to me any Standing Order
4of ours or of any ordinary Organisation
anywhere in Australia-and that is a pretty
wide range--which provides for the accept-
ance of an amendment which is a direct
-negative of a motion: and no one has taken
-up the challenge. But members are going
to the other side of the world to find
something to bolster up the pretty rotten
case they are submitting.

Hon. L. A. Logan: It is only your opinion
'that the amendment is a direct negative.

The Chief Secretary: The hon. member
has his opinion; I am entitled to mine. I
wil ask the hon. member, with your per-
ii on. Mr. President, whether, if a motion

bas been moved that a Bill be now read a
second time, anyone can move an amend-
7ment to provide that the House shall
decline to give such Bill a second reading.

Hon. L. A. Logan: Head the first part of
the amendment.

The Chief Secretary:, Never mind about
the first part! All that jargon has nothing
to do 'with the matter. The important
-point is contained in the last few words
iof the amendment. I moved a motion that
the Bill be now read a second time. The
amendment proposes that it shall not be
read a second time: and I will defy any
member or anybody else, to prove to me
that that amendment is not a direct nega-
tive. I -will admit that there is nothing
in our Standing Orders or in "May," the
great authority that has been quoted,
which deals with the direct negative.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Is not the
vwrd "No" a direct negative of the word
yes"?

The Chief Secretary: When we reach
this stae, what have we to do? Like
,everybody else, we must consider common
usage. What is common usage in this
Chamber and in any Chamber throughout
the Commonwealth? It is that an amend-
iment involving a direct negative shall not
be accepted. if you, Mr. President were
presiding over the Committee stage of a
Bill, would you accept an amendment to
the effect that a certain clause should be
deleted? Of course you would not! And

members know that that is true. You
would not accept it because it would be
a direct negative, and you would tell mem-
bers that in order to defeat the clause
they must vote against it. That is what
should be done in this instance.

Hon. L. A. Logan: The cases are entirely
different.

The Chief Secretary: Of course they
are if the hon. member wants to make
them so!1 But there is the bald fact: A
direct negative cannot be refused at the
Committee stage and accepted at the
second reading stage. What a shambles
there would be if we carried on like thatl
We must have some sort of law; and the
law operating on this Point is that of
common usage. Common usage in this
Chamber, and in every Chamber through-
out the Commonwealth, is that an amend-
ment embodying a direct negative is not
accepted. That is all I am concerned
about. I am not worrying about the rest
of the amendment that has been moved.

Hon. H. K. Watson: You have to ignore
it to build up your argument.

The Chief Secretary: The last few words
comprised the trenchant part of the amend-
ment; and I ask you. Sir, even at this late
stage, to reconsider your decision. I think
I have said enough to convince you that
you may have been hasty last night when
you gave your decision, and I suggest that
you admit that a mistake was made and
reverse that decision. I appeal to you to
do so.

I want members to refrain from acting
on the principle to which I referred last
night, of might being right. Those op-
posedY to the measure have the numbers
and can carry whatever they like. But I
would warn them that they must forget
party affiliations, and disregard political
aspects, and they must give a decision on
the facts of the case, because the vote
taken here today will be referred to long
after we are gone. That vote will be held
up as the decision of this Parliament. Are
members satisfied to make a wrong deci-
sion that, down through the years, will
guide what is done In this Parliament?
That is the point to be considered. Let
members not think of what temporary, ad-
vantage they may gain if the President's
ruling is upheld.

I want a correct decision to be made
on this point, and I say to members that
it is impossible for them to justify the
contention that this amendment is not a
direct negative of the motion. We had
a similar example of this kind of thing
some years ago. and I took the same atti-
tude then as I am taking now. I moved
to disagree with the President's ruling;
the House upheld it. it was not long be-
fore the chickens came home to roost. In
the following session Of Parliament the
President gave a ruling which, in effect,
was correct. But it was entirely opposite
to the decision made by the House the
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year previously. I reminded members at
that time of that decision. On principle.
I again moved that the President's ruling
be disagreed with, and the Chamber, in
order to be consistent, had to uphold me
in an action that was wrong. Do not let
that occur again!

Hon. Sir Charles Latham* I am Sur-
prised at you doing anything wrong!

The Chief Secretary; Forget all about
what is in the Bill! We can argue that
afterwards. If it is not forgotten, It will
not be argued afterwards. Let us just deal
with the facts of the case. This Is the
point: Is the President right in his rul-
ing? Or is he wrong? Allow no other
matters to come into consideration. if
members do that, I know exactly what
will happen: the President's ruling will
be disagreed with.

The President: I have given much con-
sideration to the decision I gave last night,
and I see no reason to change the opinion
I then held. But if any members feel that
they cannot agree with my ruling, they
are at liberty to vote accordingly.

Motion put and a division taken with the
following result:-

Ayes .... .... ... 12
Noes .... . . . 15

Majority against

Ares.
Non. C. W. D. Barker
Mon, 0. Bennetta
Hon. E. M_ Davies
Hon. 0. Fraser
Hon, J. J. Garrtgan
Hon. W, R. Hall

Noes.
Hon. N. E. Baxter 1
Hon. L. Craig
Hon. L. C. Diver 1
Hon. Sir Frank GibsonI
Hon. H. Hearn
Hon, C. H. Henning
Hon. J. 0. Hisiop
Hon. A. R. Jones

Aye.
Hon, R. J. Boylen

a

gun. E. M, Heenan
Hon. R. F. Hutchison
Mon. R. C. Strickiand
Hon. J1. D, Teahan
Mon. W. F. Willesee
Wfon. P. R. 31. Iavezy

(Teller.)

Ion, Sir Chat. Latham
Ion. L. A. Logan
ion. H. L, Roche
lion. C. H. Simpson
ion. J. McI. Thomson
Rion. H. K. Watson
lion. J. Murray

(Teller.)
Pair.

No.
Hon. A. F. Griffth

Motion thus negatived.
The President: The President's ruling is

upheld.
Debate Resumed.

The PRESIDENT: The question is that
the amendment moved by Mr. Watson be
agreed to.

HON. RL. F. HUTCHISON (Suburban-
on amendment) [5.31]: 1 rise to oppose the
amendment because I think it has no merit
whatsoever. As members have said, it Is
nothing but a camouflage to defeat the
effort being made by the Government to
prevent the misery that is abroad at the
present time. We know this does not mat-
ter much to men of the kidney of the Op-
position in this House.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I object to
that statement about the kidney of the-
members of this House. It is very unpar-
liamentary in my opinion.

The PRESIDENT: Will the bon. member
withdraw that remark?

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: Yes. I recom-
mend to Mr. Watson the philosophy of
Eudaemonism which is the Philosophy of
placing human happiness as the foundation
of virtue. Perhaps Opposition members
have never studied this phase of life. But
even "The West Australian," when the
Bill was defeated last year, said this in a
leading article-

Within twelve months of its taking
office the Government had the morti-
fication of seeing the main proposals
of its economic policy removed . . .
The question remains-and it should
worry every person who believes in
the principles of parliamentary demo-
cracy-whether a second Chamber has
the moral right to reject legislation
which the Government deems essen-
tial.

No member here, I think, would say that
a leading article of "The West Australian"
would be in favour of the policy of the
Government of the day.

Hoqn. A. RL. Jones: That is one man's
opinion.

Hon. RL. F. HUTCHISON: In my pam-
phlet. I called the members of the Liberal
and Country League guilty men, and I
accused them of being guilty of doing
exactly what the Chief Secretary accuses
them of now; namely, of using mighit
against right. That is what MT. Watson
did in moving this amendment, which is
not at all relevant to the Hill. I know I
am a new member here, and I will make
many small mistakes, but I will never make
the mistake of putting monetary matters
before human rights. That is something
that finds a place in the greatest of ali
tribunals in the world, and I stand by it

Since I have been in this Chamber, I
have beard nothing to alter the opinion
I held of the Opposition party when I came
here. Democracy, in my opinion, is to
legislate for the greatest good for the
greatest number of people. That was
written into the laws of, the land long
before we came here. All that Mr. Wat-
son's amendment seeks to do is to legislate
for a privileged few; and he knows quite
well that they are a privileged few. The
amendment now being debated is a direct
negative of the Bill.

Members might like to close their eyes
to the fact that there is misery abroad.
but it is a f act, and I throw out this
challenge to the Liberal and Country
League members of this Chamber: that
they should come with me for one or two
week-ends in my electorate, and I will
convince them of the position.

4n
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Members: No!
Hon. R. -F. HUTCHISON: They would

not be game. At the last election, because
of the inbiaman attitude to society adopted
by members, a decision was made. We
have progressed, and the time has gone
when we could tread on our neighbour and
not care about it.

H-on. H. K. Watson: As you did in 1950
when you evicted a tenant after he had
gone to the rent inspector.

Hon. B. F. HUTCHISON: I want that
remark withdrawn, because it is a down-
right lie.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The hon.
member cannot use that expression in this
Chamber. I ask her to withdraw that re-
mark.

Hon. Rt. F, HUTCHISON: I withdraw
it. It will teach me a point. I wean
whatever other words I can use. The Chief
Secretary gave examples of rent in-
creases and hardship, and he said that
eviction notices and impending eviction
notices since the 1st May had reached the
staggering figure of aver 1,300. Mr. Wat-
son says that is a mere bubble on the
surface, and that It does not matter that
1,300 people have to suffer in this com-
munity when all the Government is asking
for is a. period up to two years until things
settle down. It is not asking for controls
to continue for years ahead, but for con-
trol over the rent position until there are
enough houses to accommodate the people
reasonably. If that is too much to ask
of men with any moral standard, I have
yet to be convinced of it. But, of course,
we know what has happened. Mr. Wat-
son is controlled by his superiors, who are
big business--this oil that has come to
the country.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Have you any
shares?

The PRESIDENT: Order!I
Hon. H. K. Watson: I rise to a point of

order. I ask Mrs. Hutchison to withdraw
the remark that I am controlled by big
business, be it oil or any other industry.
I owe allegiance to no group or any busi-
ness.

The PRESIDENT: I ask the hon. mem-
ber to withdraw that remark.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: I withdraw.
Mr. Watson moves his amendment while
the country is still suffering disabilities
related to war causes. The whole of the
present housing situation is due to the
effects of war. When the war was on we
heard the cries for our men to go and
fight. We all lent a hand, and then victory
was our portion. These people feel very
safe now, but those in the ranks where the
juffering is experienced, are still suffering
from war causes. There are not enough
houses or sufficient shelter for the people
in our community.

Is it too much to ask the Liberal and
Country League members to vote so that
the Housing Commission and people who
are building houses may erect sufficient of
them to accommodate our people without
undue suffering and hardship? I speak
for the mothers of this community. Mr.
Watson can sit here and glibly move
amendments that mean misery and degra-
dation to the members of this community;
but I maintain that reason should come
into our midst, and we should vote to
give the Government time, which is what
it seeks. Members did not want the de-
bate on the Bill continued becamse they
knew what was being sought. The Gay-
ermnent wants two years. The Minister
for Housing has said that the position
will be toned down in two years,

Hon. L.. A. Logan,. In 18 months, I
think,

Ron. R. F. HUTCHISON: In IS months
or two years. If we give him a little more
time because of what has occurred just
now, we can say two years. Thousands of
people from war-ravaged countries have
sought asylum in Australia, which is for-
tunate to get them to h elp build the
nation. We are on the eve of great de-
velopments now. After the war the social
necessity of the family became the first
consideration of the Government, and it
had to find homes. It was not then a
matter of money, but of the social need of
those who wanted a roof over their heads.
These people have suffered ever since the
war, and by slow degrees we have seen them
gain houses.

It is dreadful to think that a few men
can sit in a Chamber of this kind and
deal with the lives of thousands of people
who cannot find shelter, not because they
have not the money, but because there
has not been the material or the workers
to build homes for them. That is a terrible
indictment. It is all very well for Opposi-
tion members who are well housed, well
kept and well fed, to hold the views they
do, but I can take them out to families
that are suffering the disabilities I have
referred to. I can prove that the position
has gone haywire.

It does not even end where members
thought it would. They have let avarice
loose on the community, and there will be
untold suffering. The effect has been such
that the Opposition lost four seats in the
last election. That was due to nothing
but its attitude on the rents Bill. The
time has gone when we could see our
neighbour down and kick him, and get
away with it; but that is what members
have been doing. We know that this House
is the most powerful legislative Chamber
in the British Commonwealth of Nations;
and for a handful of men to know that
and hold that power when they were put
here by less than one-third of the votes
of the people of the State on a restricted
franchise is absolutely undemocratic and
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makes onie wonder how the position. has
been suffered for so long. it has taken
the present situation to wake up the people
in the ranks, who suffer, so that they
know what the position is. They have
been educated more in the last year than
ever before; and that is, perhaps, some-
thing for which to be grateful to Opposi-
tion members.

An amendment was moved by Mr. Wat-
son and apparently members of the Oppo-
sition intend to agree with him. They
are quite blithe in their attitude and are
apparently oblivious of the sufferings of
the people. One of the members from
my province, Mr. Griffith, is so concerned
about the fate of the people that he has
gone on holidays!

Hon. L. A. Logan: Be fair to him!

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: That is an in-
dication of what members of the Opposi-
tion think of the welfare of the people.

Hon. L. A. Logan: Be fair to him! He
made arrangements before he knew that
the session was to be so early.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: When speak-
ing to the Bill last session, Mr. Watson
said that he hoped that in the Committee
stage members would cut Its ugly throat
from ear to ear! They did Just that, and
a stain from the murder has soaked
throughout the State and will have reper-
cussions little dreamed of by the Opposi-
tion. The majority of the Liberal and
Country Parties in this Chamber has been
reduced, and now there are only 16 mnem-
bers from those two parties on the floor
of the House. The victory of Labour this
year is the people's answer to the callous-
ness of Opposition members on their de-
feat of the rent Bill. It should be a fair
warning.

Hon. L. A. Logan- They did not defeat
the rent Bill.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: Yes, they did.
Hon. L. A. Logan: They did not defeat

the Bill.
Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: The temper of

the people has been roused in humanity's
cause. Mr. Watson's amendment, if agreed
to, will throw overboard everything we
have hoped for. If members of the Oppo-
sition support this amendment, they will
be caught in their own net, because there
will be evictions of all kinds, not only
from houses. In two years' time there willi
be evictions from this House.

Hon. A. R. Jones: It is still a house.

Hon. R. F. HUTCISON: I heard mem-
bers discussing evictee huts. Mr. Watson
said nothing about them in his amend-
ment. Members who have mentioned these
huts have asked, "Would the Government
be able to build evictee huts?" I have
Visited many of these huts, and I can give
members an example of what the tenants

of those huts think of members of the
Opposition who threw out the rents and
tenancies legislation last session.

Hon. H. L. Roche: You are under a
misapprehension about the Bill being
thrown out.

.Hon. A. It. Jones: The hon. member has
not read "Hansard"; apparently she has
taken notice of the paper.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: Members here
have said that the evictee huts built by
the McLarty-Watts Government are better
than the houses occupied by our pioneers.
When that remark. was made, I interjected,
"We hope so!' I hope that we have pro-
gressed a little. If we had not raised the
standards of our people beyond those of
a century ago, things would be grim in-
deed. We would be back in the days of
England's laissez faire, when the average
span of life for a factory worker was 27
years. Members of the Opposition do not
worry about the span of a worker's life:
It does not matter to them.

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: That is noat a
fair statement.

Hon. U. F. HUTCHISON: Members want
proof of what evictees think of them and
I will supply that proof. There Is an
evictee camp at Allawah Grove, and at
the last Surburban Province election, 53
votes were cast in the camp itself; 52
people voted Labour, and not one voted
for the Opposition.

Hon. A. R. Jones: What else would you
expect? Those figures cannot give you
a comparison.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: That is the
people's answer.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: I wish to quote

a few cases to show Mr. Watson what his
amendment might mean, and I have taken
these cases fromi a widely dispersed area.
I interviewed these People personally, and
I can take any member of this Chamber
to visit them. The first case is that of
a widow with two children; she has re-
ceived notice to quit. All this talk about
raising rents just does not come into it
now. These people have no option; even
if they want to continue as tenants, they
are not given the option of paying more
rent. All they receive Is a notice to quit,
because landlords of this kidney know
that it is easier to obtain more rent from
a new tenant than from the present occu-
pier. This widow took two weeks off from
work in an effort to find accommodation.
The only place she found, which would
take her two children, offered her a room
for £6 a week. Of course, she could not
pay that much.

Here is another case of a family that
has received an order for a court hearing.
A wife and three children are involved,
the ages of the children being five Years.
two and a half years, and five months.
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These People have been in their present
house for five years and have received a
summons from the court. They have ex-
hausted every avenue and have found it
Impossible to get a place where the people
will take the young family. In all these
cases, it was not a question of an in-
creased rental being asked; only a notice
to quit was given.

The third case is that of a husband,
wife, and two children; and the husband's
aged parents, both pensioners, are living
in the same house. The day the wife re-
turned ill from a maternity hospital, the
family received a notice to quit. The
worry, after a bad confinement, helped to
put the wife back Into hospital, and now
the family has £100 to pay for hospital ex-
penses. In addition, the wife is still sick;
the husband helps at home after he fin-
ishes work, and the aged father has ex-
hausted every avenue in his efforts to try
to get some place in which to live. In each
case, exorbitant rents were asked, or ex-
cuses were made when children were men-
tioned. The place in which the family
now resides was left to the present owner
who, it is understood, is in Sydney.

I am under notice of eviction and I have
eight units of family for whom I must pro-
vide accommodation. My rent was In-
creased from £3 10s. to £8 Is. 3d.. and I
compromised with the landlord for the
sake of the people who were with me. He
permitted me to remain for a month or
two at a rental of £6 a week; be told mie
that he had no intention of interfering.
Because I had some aged pensioners with
me-they were paying 6s. and 7s. a week
rent, and had been with me for 14 years--
I set about trying to get accommodation.
I inquired at the Mt. Henry home on be-
half of the old lady, who is almost blind;
and the authorities there told me that
there bad been such an avalanche of appli-
cations. because of eviction notices, and the
cases were so dreadful, that the sun rooms
had been turned into bedrooms and per-
mission had just been received to turn
one of the dining-rooms into a bedroom.
The matron told me that she had been
flooded with applications.

Is any party here elected to pass legis-
lation which will make the lives of these
people such a hell on earth that they go
to bed with worries enough to drive them
mad? There is nowhere for them to go.
I do not care what Opposition members
think of me, or what lies they tell about
me. My character was assassinated last
session by Mr. Watson.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The hon.
member must not allude to other members
in those terms.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: The distress
among these people is real, and those who
defeated a Bill which would protect such
folk should be ashamed. The people can-
not Protect themselves; and what differ-
ence would two years make? That is what

I want to know. Heaven knows, it would
be a reprieve and would give people time!
It is all right for members of the Opposi-
tion; they do not have to suffer or find
a place in which to house their wives and
children. I wish to Heaven they were in
that position. It would be a just retri-
bution. Members of the Opposition ought
to hear what the people who are suffering
think of them.

Hon. A. R. Jones: You have already told
Vs. I have replied; so do not point the
finger at me.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: If ever there
was a mailed fist in a velvet glove, it be-
longs to Opposition members in the Legis-
lative Council of this State. If one wanted
an example of man's inhumanity to man,
one would only have to look at the actions
of the Liberal and Country Parties of this
State, In regard to the rents and tenancies
Bill to find it. Those members are here
under a camouflage. They know that they
have the strength and the might to do
anything, and yet they sit here wasting
the country's time and money. Everything
that the Labour Party wants to introduce
is negatived, and the action of members
opposite last session was disgraceful.

Hon, N. E. Baxter: That Is not so with
everything.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: With every-
thing that matters. We are the only State
in the Commonwealth of Australia that
has not some protective legislation in re-
gard to rents and tenancies.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: That is not correct;
there is protective legislation.

Hon. A. R. Jones: It was the Govern-
ment's own fault.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: Sixteen Oppo-
sition members have the power to do that.

I-on. L. A. Logan: Sixteen good men and
true.

Hon. F. R. H1. Lavery: That is a matter
of opinion.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: I will let the
remark go.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Can we now
have something about the Bill and the
amendment?

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: I am speaking
about the Bill and the amendment. Mr.
Watson's remarks made headlines this
morning. He glibly spoke about nullifying
the protection that the Government wants
to give the people of 'Western Australia.
I do not care what I say. So long as I
sit in this Chamber, I will not allow repres-
sive legislation to pass without some comn-
ment. one would think that by a magic
flick of the fingers one could conjure up a
house for a family.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Will this Bill con-
jure up houses?

Hion. R. F. HUTCHIlSON: The position
has gone haywire since the Bill was thrown
out last session and protection was taken
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from tenants. Widows in business are
being ruirned. I know of a woman who sold
a house on the Goldfields; she came to
Perth with her son and bought into a busi-
ness in Victoria Park. After the Bill was
defeated last session, she was given 28
days' notice.

Hon. A. R. Jones: What security of ten-
are did she have?

Hon. R, F. HUTCHISON: She lost every-
thing she owned.

Hon. A. R. Jones: It was her own fault.

Ron. R. F. HUTCHISON, The business
of the nation is built on faith; and once
we lose faith, all decency goes overboard.
Our banks, and all businesses, work on
faith, and faith protects us from chaos. I
know of a man, who has 19 employees, and
has received notice to quit. I do not know
what he will do about the men working for
him, because be has nowhere else to go.
I know of people whose businesses have
been ruined, even though they have been
in operation for years. What is the position
of a man who has been carrying on busi-
ness for years. earning money, and who
receives 28 days' notice to get out?

Hon. L. A. Logan: What used to happen?

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: I heard Mr.
Watson talking about a reasoned amend-
ment this afternoon. It is a most unreas-
onable amendment--one of the most un-
reasonable that I have ever heard in my
life, and I have been in business 30 years.
It is the most unreasonable thing I have
ever heard of in my life; and we are told
it is a "reasoned amendment." If it is to
be a case of might versus humanity, it is
possible that might will win for the
moment. but it will mean the finish; and

.if I have to use the last breath I draw, I
will work for that finish. I mean every
word I say. I have heard quite a, few
dramatic utterances made here: I am not
being in the least dramatic, but mean
everything I say, and anybody who knows
me would give me credit for that.

One would imagine that we did not live
in a civilised society. The first principle
of civilised society is to look after the weak
and the helpless. If members do not believe
that the position is as bad as I say it is.
let them come to my province. They will
find families being kept in various houses
until they are able to find something for
themselves. I have been down to the Hous-
ing Commission, but it has nothing to
give.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: How many are on the
street?

Hon. R. F. HUTCHIISON: Many thous-
ands.

Hon. A. R. Jones: What is your Govern-
ment doing about it?

Ron. E. M. Davies: Put that sort of thing
in your pocket.

Hon. R. F. HtTTCHISON:, I have here
a statement made by the Minister for
Rousing which was published in the "Sun-
day Times." I propose to read part of it
in order to show what a Government that
is sincere has done to house needy people
in this State. The Minister for Housing
said that If he were given time he could
reasonably house the people who needed
to be housed. We all know the number of
large buildings that are being constructed
In Perth at the present time; we know that
a number of them are unnecessary build-
ings. Housing is the first essential of the
people. In an article published in the
"Sunday Times," the Minister for Housing
had the following to say:-

The State Housing Commission has
achieved a record goal by completing
no less than 3,550 homes for the year
and it aims to go stiil better this year.

Completion of the first 300 Swinana
houses in nine months, as required
under the agreement, was an accomn-
plishnment of note.

State Housing Commission is now
building numbers of homes especially
for native people.

It has launched a "new deal" hous-
ing programme for the North-West.

Two demonstration "mixed" suburbs
are being developed where previously
It had been decreed there should be
brick areas.

Local Pre-cut houses of good design
are being erected in the metropolitan
area in considerable numbers for the
first time.

At long last inroads are being made
to the vast accumulation of outstand-
ing applications for accommodation.

Work on the Subiaco fiat project is
proceeding rapidly.

It is a, wonder I did not get an interjection
about that. All that would provide some-
thing which the people of the State need
very badly.

I have said all I want to say; and, in
opposing Mr. Watson's amendment, I have
shown that I believe it is inhuman to en-
deavour to take protection away from
people, particularly when they cannot help
themselves; it is inhuman to stand by and
see small businesses ruined. These facts
cannot be denied by the Opposition. Last
night we heard Mr. Watson say that we
must naturally expect a bubble. It sounds
so sof t and nice. I hope, however, that
that bubble rebounds on the heads of those
who deserve it if they defeat this Bill.

I trust that some members of the Op-
position at least will have in their breasts
a heart that beats for humanity, and that
their only consideration is not hard busi-
ness. Two years would not make a great
deal of diff erence to the affairs of the
State, except perhaps to curtail the greed
and avarice that have been let loose as
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the result of the rejection of a. similar Debate Resumed.
Bill to this one. I do not desire to delay
the House longer than Is necessary. But
I would -like to stress the tact that I stand
on humanity's platform, and I do not care
what anybody says about me. I remember
that Mr. Watson endeavoured to smear my
reputation last session. What he said was
untrue, and I invited him to come out in
the open and repeat it. but he would not.

The PRESIDENT: I hope the hon. mem-
bet will connect her remarks with the
amendment.

Hon. R. F. HUJTCHISON: It was through
the action of the Opposition that we have
four more members in this House. That
has to do with the Bill before the House and
I do not think anyone will dispute it. I
hope the Opposition will permit this
measure to go through so that those people
who cannot help themselves may be pro-
tected. Apart from personalities and Party
politics, it is the first principle of humanity.
or it should be, to help the weak and needy.
and those who cannot find places in which
to stay. It is not possible to conjure up
houses in five minutes. If members want
proof let them go to the suburbs and look
at the self-helpers and see what they are
doing. I do not suppose the Opposition
would suggest that old-age pensioners
should build houses for themselves. I say
it is time we woke up to the position; it
is time we tore down the camouflage that
covers this House; and as long as I am here
I shall endeavour to do so every time I
speak.

Point of Order.

Hon. P. Rt. H. Lavery: I rise on a point
of order, and would like your advice.' Mr.
President, as to whether the amendment
is still in order. I wish to quote Standing
Order No. 394, which deals with offensive
words against either House, etc. It reads
as follows-

No member shall use offensive words
against either House of Parliament or
any member of such House, or against
any statute, unless for the purpose of
moving for its repeal, and all imputa-
tions of improper motives and all per-
sonal reflections on members shall be
withdrawn forthwith.

The point I wish to make is that the
amendment contains the following
words:-

"and inasmuch as this Bill also seeks
wrongfully and unjustly to invalidate
and nullify transactions ...

To me these words suggest that the amend-
ment is casting a reflection on a Bill that
has already been passed by another House
of the Parliament of Western Australia.
That is the point I make.

The President: I cannot sustain the hon.
member's objection.

HON. C. W. D). BARKER (North-on
amendment) (6.10]: 1 rise to oppose the
amendment. It is nothing more or less
than a short cut to kill the Bill. A Meas-
ure of this type has been brought before
this House on three occasions. Each time
I have remained silent. But being an
ordinary Christian man, with some ideas
at least of humanity, I find I have got to
rise to voice my objections. The amend-
ment is nothing but a cowardly way out
of the back door. That is all it amounts
to. A short cut to kill the Bill, and I ques-
tion the moral right of this House to dis-
regard the measure.

After all, the Bill has been sent down
by the aovernment that is in power at
the moment, and the public has pointed
out earnestly that it requires such a meas-
ure as this. Have we any right to dis-
regard the Bill before us? Have we any
right even to listen to an amendment such
as this, which is nothing but a short ,cut
to deliberately destroy the Bill? We should
take heed of that fact. This House is re-
sponsible to the people of Western Austra-
lia in the same way as are members in
another place. This is a House of review;
and if legislation is bad, we haxe the
power to return it for further considera-
tion.

Can this legislation be bad when it is
so persistently brought down by the Gov-
ernment, and when a majority of the
people of Western Australia express their
desire for just such a piece of legislation
to be placed on our statute book? Can it
be altogether bad? If it were bad, whose
responsibility would it be? The responsi-
bility would be placed on the shoulders
of the Government of the day. If the
legislation is bad; and if members are
right, and chaos does result because of
such legislation, the responsibility will be
placed on the shoulders of the present
Government.

It is the wish of the Government that
this legislation should be passed. The
Government has said clearly that if It is
not passed the Housing Commission will
be placed in a very embarrassing position
indeed. Accordingly, have we any moral
right to question this measure or to ap-
proach it in such an inhuman fashion?
There is a human angle, and a very deep
one. The chaos lies in a thousand families
being turned out into the streets. It Is
no answer to say that if a thousand
families are given notices to quit another
thousand families will take their place.
Today we have thousands of families liv-
ing in accommodation that is not fit to
be used for that purpose. One of those
families will probably be accommodated
in one of the houses that is vacant as a
result of an eviction. But does that ease
th' position? It still leaves one family
out in the street. I think it is generally
agreed that most landlords in Western
Australia are reasonable and have given
the tenants a fair deal.
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lion. N. E. Baxter: The Bill does not
agree with that.

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: We find that,
during the debate on this Bill, one word
has been used consistently both in this
Rouse and in another place; that word
is "compromise." Does this amendment
provide a compromise?

Hon. J. G. Hislop: Yes.
Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: It points to the

death of this Bill. If the amendment is
passed the Bill is finished with.

Hon. J. MeI. Thomson: Did you com-
promise last session?

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: The Govern-
ment of the day was prepared to com-
promise, but no compromise was forth-
coming. The Government was offered
something that would not have eased the
position.

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: You know that
Is not true.

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: I know it is
true. I have kept silent before, but I can
do so no longer. We must consider the
question of humanity that lies behind this
Bill. Members can laugh if they wish;
but I wonder if they would laugh were
they thrown out on the street!

Hon. H. K. Watson: Who has been
thrown out?

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: A thousand
families. Up to date they have been given
some sort of accommodation but it can-
not last.
Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: Speaking on
the amendment before tea, I asked this
question: What right has this House to
continually reject legislation which Is
part of the Government's policy? If any
blame is to be laid on anyone because
this legislation is bad, it will be on the
Government, and the Government will
Lake full responsibility.

Hon. N E. Baxter: When was the
legislation rejected?

Hon. C. W. 1). BARKER: Twice in this
House.

Hon. Sir Charles Latbam: It was not
rejected.

H-on. C. W. D. BARKER: It was thrown
out of the window. What else can that
be but rejected? The word "compromise"
was then used, and it was used as a
blind and nothing else. I maintain that
the amendment before us is nothing but
a reflection on another place and on the
Government. I would draw the attention
of members to these words appearing In
the amendment-

and inasmuch as this Bill also seeks
wrongfully and unjustly to invalidate
a1nd nullify transactions, agreements.
payments. ..

If this is not a reflection on the Govern-
ment, I would like to know what is. It
is a reflection, and the hon. member ad-
mits it is a reflection, on the Government.
The member who introduced the amend-
ment should be ashamed to say such a
thing.

This House owes a duty to the public
of Western Australia. We are here as
a House of review to assist the Government
on any legislation brought down. it is
up to us to review it, to assist the Gov-
ernment, and not to bar legislation for
selfish reasons. Everyone knows that
there is an urgent need for this legis-
lation. The Government has pleaded and
asked that the legislation be placed on
the statute book, not continuously, but
as a measure of emergency, until the
housing shortage can be overcome. The
Government has indicated that it is al-
ready on the way to wilving this prob-
lem and it asks for a reasonable amount
of time so that more houses can be built
in order to accommodate the people who
are now evicted.

It is no use saying that nobody is be-
ing thrown out on the street, *There are
1,000 people ready to be thrown out on
the street. I admit that at present ac-
commodation of some kind is being found;
but can that last? The evictions are
coming in at the rate of 40 a week. last
week in F'remantle there were 18, and the
week before there were 20. At that rate,
the number would become too great for
the Government to cope with. Members
opposite supported the continuance of the
rents and tenancies legislation when their
own party was in office. Why not now?
Is it just to obstruct the present Gov-
ernment?

Hon. L. A. Logan: Why don't you learn
to read what went on in this House?

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: I know what
happened.

Hon. L. A. Logan: Even back in 1950?
Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: Yes.
H-on. L. A. Logan: That we refused

legislation?
The PRESIDENT: Order[

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: I maintain
that we are not doing our duty. if we
do not give this legislation serious con-
sideration, we will be failing in cur duty
to the public of Western Australia. We
have no right to reject this legislation and
throw it out holus bolus. The word
"compromise" has been used several times
in another place and also in this Chamber.
Then let us compromise. We cannot com-
promise by putting forward an amend-
ment like this on the notice paper. This
will be a short cut to killing the Bill with-
out giving it a chance- Talking about
political stunts, this is the greatest I have
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seen in this House. Talking about poli-
tical footballs, I know this piece of legis-
lation has been made into one, but not by
members on this side of the House. I know
who is going to score the goals!

As I said before, it is generally agreed
in this State that most landlords are de-
cent and upright citizens; but unfortu-
nately there are many landlords who
are not honest, but are known as "rack-
renters": who would suck the last penny
from unfortunate tenants; and who would
put the tenants out without mercy in order
to sell the properties for the high prices
offering. That is the crux of the whole
matter. The Government is asking for
time to rectify the position. Given time,
it can rectify it. Proof of this is shown
in the strides already made toward over-
coming the housing shortage. It is to be
found in the 3,500 houses built In the last
financial year, the highest number built
by any Government of Western Australia.

There is another reason why we should
give this legislation serious consideration.
It is the grave danger to the economic
balance of Western Australia. Think of
the effect on the basic wage If rents
were allowed to go sky-high and chaos
were brought about because we did not
give this legislation serious thought! I
say that we have no right to reject this
Bill out of hand. it should be given
every consideration.

There are cases of tenants in business
premises, of business people who have not
been given the option of paying higher
rentals. I know one case where the ten-
ants were told to get out because the
landlord wanted to sell the property
over the heads of the tenants. Until such
time as we can house people, we should
continue this legislation, particularly as it
affects tenancy protection. In a matter
of one or two years the whole problem
will be solved, and that is all the time
the Government is asking for. It asks
for a reasonable time to clear this matter
up. but members opposite refuse to give
that time.

I do not think there is anything wrong
in asking for a fair rents court. Who can
disagree with that? Surely there should
be some tribunal to which parties could
go to have the rents adjusted! If the land-
lord is asking too much-

H-on. N. E. Baxter, is there not a court
already in existence?

H-on. C. W. D. BARKER: Of a kind.
The Government does not think it is suffi-
cient to meet present needs. It wants some-
thing better. There is nothing wrong with
the Bill. It just does not suit the interests
of some people. The amendment before
us speaks of chaos. I know where chaos
will arise; it will arise from tenants being
thrown out on the streets. I am plead-
ing with the Opposition to give some com-
promise so that we can get something rea-
sonable out of the Bill. If members do

not like the Bill in its present form, they
can tell the Government what they want.
But they should not kick It out altogether.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: We have told you
what we want.

H-on. C. W. D. BARKER: If the amend-
ment is agreed to, we will get nothing, and
the Bill will be thrown out. What do
members think we will get out of that?
We will not get any credit, I am sure.
It would be the most s~hameful thing done
in Western Australia if this Bill is thrown
out without being given serious considera-
tion.

Ron, N. E. Baxter: I thought you said
you were pleading with us.

Hon. H. Hearn: That is his method of
pleading.

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: I have said
time and time again that the Council has
no moral right to reject this Bill. The
Government lays down a policy and tries
to implement it by this Bill. Surely it is
not the job of this House to obstruct that
policy! The duty of this House is to re-
view the legislation and try to assist the
Government to get it through in a reason-
able frame. I cannot see anything in the
amendment which would help up to do
that. Without any reflection on members,
I say it would be the most shameful, rot-
ten thing if this Bill is rejected.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The hon.
member cannot use offensive language.
I order him to withdraw the remarks.

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: I withdraw
them. No purpose will be served by re-
lating cases that I am aware of in which
tenants have received notice to quit, be-
cause the stories would fall on deaf ears.
The Minister has mentioned a thousand
cases, but Opposition members say they
are not true. In their opinion it is a
political football which we have presented.
But I can assure members that it is an
honest attempt to rectify an emergency
which is with us at present.

I ask members to give the Bill serious
consideration to see if we can get some-
thing reasonable out of it, and so afford
the Government and the people concerned
the time to overcome the housing short-
age. I oppose the amendment.

HON. J. D_ TEAHAN (North-East-on
amendment) [7.421: I oppose the amend-
ment because I am of the opinion that we
really need this protective legislation for
the tenant. I should say that the first
question we must ask ourselves is, "What
does the Public want?" In my short pub-
lic life, not as long as that of most mem-
bers in this Chamber, I found that I must
be guided by Public opinion. What does
the majority want? I say that the
majority of the people of Western Aus-
tralia told us in at least one of the recent
Council elections. I do not claim that the
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public told us so much in the North-West
election because in that area the housing
shortage is not nearly as acute as in the
metropolitan area. Perhaps we have not
had an answer to this question from the
public of the Goldfields.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham., The question
was not raised there, that I know of.

Hon. J. D. TEAHAN: Neither do we in
the Goldfields have the same problems.
I feel certain that here in the metropolitan
area, judging from the election results,
and Judging from the calibre of the de-
feated candidate, the public gave an
answer to the question under discussion.
That opinion would guide me a good bit.
It was almost a referendum on the ques-
tion of housing control.

It has often been said that no one wants
controls for the sake of controls. I am
sure that is true of the Labour Party too.
Controls must annoy somebody; if not the
majority, then a few. Therefore they are
not popular. In house tenancy there is
control. Why is there need for controls?
Controls come with wars. Wars bring un-
usual situations, as did the last war. But
it did not bring as great difficulties as did
the period postwar.

In addition to other postwar difficulties,
the housing shortage cropped up. It was
accentuated by the influx of immigrants.
I strongly agree that immigration is neces-
sary. If there is one country in the world
that needs populating, it is Australia, and
if there is one State more than any other
that is in need of population, it is Western
Australia. Of course the arrival of so many
migrants brought added problems in the
post-war years.

I remember speaking to the Federal
Minister for Housing in the Busselton dis-
trict some five or six years ago and I asked
him what the position was regarding
housing. He replied that it was easing.
I said, "That is a strange statement to
make." He replied, "Yes, but in a year
or two years it will be more difficult." I
asked him to amplify that statement, indi-
cating as he did that with the post-war
years, the difficulties would be greater. He
replied. "The reason is. firstly, immigra-
tion and, secondly, because so many of
the people who have come here and arc
working under the two-year contract will
drift back to the city. They will drift
back from the North-West and the Trans.
line and the Goldfields to the city and
add to the problems of the city."

We on the Goldfields had a chance to
accept migrants to work in the mines.
They did so, but they remained at it only
for the two-year period. The reason was
that they were city-minded and as soon as
possible left the Goldields to come to
Perth. That, of course, applied to other
places as well. Thus our troubles arose
from the additional population. The hous-
ing trouble will be with us for a few more
years and so control is necessary.

We all agree that we do not -want com-
munism to get a footing here, How can
we defeat it? Not by using a butcher's
axe or a gun, but by making the conditions
such that commuunism cannot thrive in
them. The best way to make a citizen
happy is to provide him with a comfort-
able home. Members are all aware that
people nowadays want something better
than they were accustomed to previously.
At one time on the goldfields, a man was
content with a kerosene-tin humpy, but
now he wants something better. At one
time a family there was content to live in
a hessian house, but not so now.

With the passing of the years, people
get a different outlook. Young men in-
stead of expending their time in wasteful
avenues, want to become good citizens and
this can only be done by providing good
houses. I called on a Ooldfields family
now living in Perth and, while talking
to the parents in the front room,
I inquired about the children, I was
told they were doing well, but that
they were not allowed in that particular
room or in the passage; they were in the
kitchen. It is impossible to rear a happy
family if the children have to live under
those conditions. We should endeavour
to make them as happy as possible and
the place to do it is in the home. The
home is the place where good Australian
citizens are made and where communism
can be defeated.

Therefore any protection we can afford
to families and any help we can give them
to acquire such comfort should be pro-
vided and, in order to do this, controls
are necessary. I admit that "control" is
an ugly word, but controls were exercised
in commercial circles during the time when
they were necessary. If the Government
considers that there is one type of control
that should be retained, why not look at
the position squarely and grant the added
protection that is being sought? Af ter
listening to the speech by Mr. Watson, I
think it necessary to hear the other side.
I hope that members will feel as I do and
will regard the result of the recent elec-
tion as a guide to what the people want.
For those reasons, I oppose the amend-
ment.

HON. SIt CHARLES LATHAM (Cen-
tral-on amendment) 17.50]: it was very
refreshing to hear the speech of Mr. Tea-
han. May I offer him my congratulations.
because he adopted a moderate outlook and
used moderate language-an outlook that
members on this side of the House could
endorse. We have never opposed con-
trols entirely. What we did was to ask
the Government to modify its control.

When Mr. Barker stated that this House
had twice thrown out the Bill, he did not
tell the whole story. The Bill was not
thrown out In this House. We proposed
amendments that were not acceptable to
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the Government. The Bill went to a con- The Minister for the North-West:
ference and, as an agreement could not be
reached, the measure was lost. In spite
of that loss, there still remained on the
statute book legislation affording some pro-
tection to tenants.

Consequently I say that after listening
to the speech of Mr. Teahan, I feel greatly
refreshed, particularly after the speeches
we heard before tea. The speech by Mrs.
Hutchison might influence people in the
street, but it would not convince or win
support from any member on this side of
the House. This Chamber is conducted
with. great decorum built up over many
years, and it has been a House that has
been prepared to go to considerable lengths
by way of compromise.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Camouflage.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: After
the hon. member has been here a few years
and probably before her term of six years
has expired, she will find that there are
members holding opposite political views
who are just as liberal-minded as she is,
but they do not have to exaggerate as she
has done to justify her views.

Hon. R. J. Boylen: She gave examples.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Yes,
and I could give some in the opposite direc-
tion. Some of them would be worth in-
vestigating. I do not want to be personal;
I have not indulged in personalities in
my public life and probably for that reason
I have many friends on both sides of the
House, but it is well for some members
to bear in mind that one cannot gain any-
thing by indulging in exaggeration.

As long as we live, so long will hardships
be experienced by some people. This
country has been developed, not by spoon-
fed people, but by people who have been
prepared to work hard and bear hard-
ship. The people who are feeding the
population of the city today developed the
back country, not in the mansions about
which members speak today. The women
and children in the back country lived in
bag-sided houses and worked long hours,
and this State is reaping the benefit of
their labours. Today they have moderate
homes to live in and they have earned
them.

Do not let anyone believe that this
country can be developed by spoon-feeding
the people. They have to be prepared to
experience hardships. As sure as my name
is what it is, there are hardships that we
shall have to meet in future, so let us be
reasonable about these things.

The Chief Secretary: That is what we
are asking you to be.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
Chief Secretary waves his arms about a
lot, but he does not impress many people.
Mr. Barker tried to influence members
by using that loud voice of his.

Someone else has a loud voice, too.
The Chief Secretary: Yes; I know some-

one like that.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: As bad

as his? If I knew that man, I should
ask him to do something about it. When
Mr. Barker was speaking, I almost felt a
need to Put my fingers in my ears.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: He was pleading.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: What a

wonderful pleading it was! Let us accept
our responsibilities. Let us feel that every
member who speaks does so with a desire
to do the best possible for the people of
the State. The hon. member told us that
more houses had been built last year than
previously. Had he said that more houses
had been built by the State Housing Com-
mission, I could have agreed with him.
What happened? Fewer houses on the
whole were built last year than in the
year before.

I do not want to force the Government
to build all the houses that may be re-
quired. Do members desire that? Our
legislation is having the effect of pre-
venting people from building houses and
thus using it as a means of investment.
Who today would spend £4,000 on building
a house to let? The man could expect to
get from 2 per cent. to 8 per cent. on his
money. If he charged more than eight per
cent., it would be excessive and would come
within the scope of the Act.

Hon. E. M. Davies: People are still build-
ing flats and charging high rents for them.

Hon. SIR CHARLES LATHAM: That is
so, and the people living in them are not
complaining.

Hon. E. M. Davies: And when the Gov-
ernment wanted to build flats, you stopped
it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Who
did? The hon. member is referring to the
Subico flats. It was the Subiaco Munici-
pal Council that objected to the building
of lo-storey flats by the Government. The
hon. member is aware that neither he nor
I would have been granted a permit to
build such flats.

Hon. E. Mv. Davies; How do you know?
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I know

very well; the by-laws of the- municipality
would have prevented it. It is not long
ago that the erection of a building of more
than three storeys was not permitted in
the city.

The Chief Secretary: The Federal Minis-
ter stopped the building of the Subiaco
flats and the hon. member knows it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I could
quote from the papers, if they were avail-
able, to show that the Subiaco Council,
by resolution, objected to the building of
the flats and the resolution was forwarded
to the Minister.
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The Chief Secretary: The hon. member
knows that any Government may override
a local authority.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
Chief Secretay should not bring in that
argument. I am telling him the attitude
adopted by the Subiaco Municipal Council.

The Chief Secretary: You were talking
about who was responsible for stopping the
building of those flats.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
building of the flats was not stopped.

The Chief Secretary: It was stopped by
the Federal Minister.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
flats are being erected now.

The Chief Secretary: That is so.
Hon. Sir

the building
The Chief

CHARLES LATHAM: Then
of them was not stopped.
Secretary: It was stopped.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM': It may
have been checked, but it was not stopped.
The Minister will have his own way and
he does not mind whether he is right or
wrong.

The Chief Secretary: He is never wrong.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: No; he

is one perfect genius.
The PRESIDENT: I think Sir Charles

Latham is entitled to continue his speech
without interruption.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: In a
time of difficulty and hardship, let us. do
the best we can to alleviate the position.
The statement I am about to make is
true and may be checked, namely, that for
every four persons in the metropolitan
area, there is a house. There are 90,000
houses in the metropolitan area and the
population is less than 320,000.

The Chief Secretary: Then there Must
be a lot of single persons with houses.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: There are
many living in rooms. When I was a boy,
and that was many years ago, and there
was no housing trouble, girls who came to
work in the city preferred to live in a room
where breakfast was provided and have
the other meals out, and that is what they
are doing today.

Hon. R. J. Boylen: But they do not want
to do it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Of course
they do; it is just what they want. They
want to be free. When they have a room,
they can use it when they like; they can
have their breakfast on the premises, have
lunch out, and probably have dinner with
friends. I am amazed that Mr. Boylen is
not aware of that.

Hon. ft. J1. Boylen: I know that is so, but
I do not admit that they like it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I say that
they do like an arrangergent of that sort.
I was speaking the other day to a girl from

New South Wales and asked her where she
was living. She told me she was living at
a hotel. I said, "You cannot afford to do
that for very long." She replied, "No, I will
leave it as soon as I can; I want a room."
I said. "Why not a flat and share it with
girl-friends?" She replied. "If we did that.
we would have to get our own breakfast."
That is the answer.

Hon. R. J. Boylen: She is forced into it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: These
young people do not like cooking for them-
selves when they have to go to work.

Hon. Rt. J. Boylen: Would you?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Why will
the hon. member not be satisfied that my
argument is right? These young girls and
men have always preferred to occupy rooms
and have their breakfast provided, getting
their lunch and dinner out. We will never
reach the stage where everyone is satisfied.

The Chief Secretary: We do not want to.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Mrs.

Hutchison mentioned the poor people who
buy businesses, but I would say that if
they are business people, the first thing
they should learn is that when buying into
a business, they cannot buy the goodwill.

Hon. F. ft. H. Lavery: The goodwill is
always advertised.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I repeat
that they cannot buy the goodwill. What
is goodwill? In a business stand such as
Medina or certain other places, where
there is only one grocer, one butcher and
so on. there may be some goodwill to sell.
because no-one can compete with those
businesses, but where there is perhaps a
grocer's shop on one corner and the op-
posite corner is a vacant block, there is
nothing to prevent a competitor erecting a
shop there, and in that case all the goodwill
of the first shop goes. The main part of
goodwill is personal goodwill and that is
carried with the person concerned. I al-
ways advise People "If I were you, I would
not go into that place without a lease"-

Hon. E. M. Davies: But they cannot get
leases.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Then let
the person in occupation remain there. I
know of young men who returned from the
war and did not get in touch with me until
they had notice served on them. After
all, that is education and we, in this Cham-
ber, cannot be expected to educate all the
young people. Mrs. Hutchison, with her
years of experience and her control of the
men in that house she had at North Perth
or somewhere else, where she had the
people perfectly satisfied to live under the
conditions she offered them, says they did
not want* homes of their own. Of course
they were satisfied to become boarders
under the hon. member's control.

Hon. Rt. P. Hutchison: I never had
boarders.
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.Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Then
what were they?

Hon. R. F. Hutchison,. Why do you not
try to find out?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Of course
they Were people who boarded or lodged
there and they spoke very well of Mrs.
Hutchison.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: I am glad to hear
that.

Hon, Sir CHARLES LATHAM:- I am very
glad, also, as they must have had a better
experience of the hon. member than I have
had today.

Hon, R. F. Hutchison. And you will get
more of it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I wish to
inform the hon. member that she will gain
nothing by such conduct in this House.
We will all rally round to assist her when
she is right, but when she becomes offen-
sive, all she does is to make enemies. I am
an old chap, quite capable of tendering that
advice to a younger member who has just
come into this Chamber. She contradicted
a statement made about a house that she
owned, but at all events there were a Mr.
and Mrs. Peiri-or some such name. She
may remember 1k-and they discussed the
matter with certain members of this house.
The hon. member was included in that dis-
cussion and so either they did not speak
the truth, or she is suffering from a de-
lusion.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: You are far from
the mark. I never had such people in a
house.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: They said
they were associated with the hon. mem-
ber in some business deal.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Why not try to
find out what it was?

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. R. F. Hutchison: The hon. member

does not know what he is talking about.
I had the experience, outside of this House,
of having my character maligned and I
will not sit down under it here.

The PRESIDENT: Does the hon. member
ask Sir Charles Latham to withdraw his
statement?

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Yes. Mr. and Mrs.
Peirl were never in a house of mine. I
let them a flat.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I did
not make any statement such as the hon.
member has attributed to me.

The PRESIDENT: I think the hon.
member misheard what Sir Charles said.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I think
she did. The people who are really doing
something useful in this State and whom
the Government, the banks and other in-
stitutions with money to lend should do
alt they can to help, are those who are
prepared to build homes for themselves.

That is not easy to do, today, owing to
the high cost of everything involved.
Quite a moderate-shzed house today costs
anything from £3,800 to £4,000 to build
and would provide only for a very small
family. Those building such homes have
their problems because most materials are
very difficult to obtain. I know a man who
at present is having great difficulty in get-
ting bricks with which to build his home.
Let us be patient about this thing.

The Chief Secretary: That is what we
want you to be in regard to this legisla-
tion.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: If the
Chief Secretary is just as moderate when
it comes to the point where we may reach
some compromise, as he is at the moment,
I think something satisfactory to all of us
will be achieved. During the special ses-
sion which was called in order to dis-
cuss a measure similar to that with which
we are now dealing, we were all moderate-
minded and tried to do our best to meet
the Government, by not going even to the
extremes that the present legislation
reaches. This measure goes further than
I want it to, and I believe we can still
afford to have a fair rents court of some
sort, under a magistrate, to determine what
is a fair rent. I want to prevent those
devoid of conscience, both men and women
-and there are some of them about-from
charging unreasonable rents for premises,

The Chief Secretary: We agree.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: There has
not'been much attention paid to this ques-
tion by the Chief Secretary's officers. Why
do they not go into houses where people
are being charged sometimes £4 per week
for a room, with bed and breakfast, when
we all know that such a charge is far
too high?

The minister for the North-West: But
you have just told us that they like it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I did not
say they all pay that much. The girl I
mentioned is getting her accommoadation
for two guineas per week but some of these
unfortunate people are being charged up
to £4 a week and it is in those cases that
I want some investigation made in order
to ascertain whether the imposition of such
charges is reasonable. I will do everything
I1 can to assist the Government in that
regard as I believe there is much more
trouble over rooms than over Premises.
When one looks back, in this State, as
I am able to, to the time when the first
workers' homes were built in 1911 and
1912 at a cost of £400 each, one sees what
has happened in the intervening period.
Some of those homes are still in very good
condition, having been well built. They
were nice brick houses with verandahs
back and front.

The Chief Secretary: And they are get-
ting £2,400 for them today.
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Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Those
houses are now selling for as much as
£3,700. When a person who originally
owned such a house sells it now for a
high figure-taking into consideration the
depreciated value of our currency-the
person who buys it has to demand a con-
siderable amount in rent if he is going
to regard it as a payable investment. I
would remind members that we have many
such houses. of course People with money
are coming here and competition is forcing
up the price of houses. The other day,
in the suburb where I at present live,
a farmer bought a house and, when I asked
what he had paid for it, he said, "I paid
£10.000 for that house." If he should
have to walk out of that place and return
to his farm, what will he have to charge
in rent in order to regard the purchase as
an investment?

Hon. E. M. Davies: No one on the basic
wage could rent it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The man
on the basic wage could not possibly touch
it. In 1931 1 bad the pleasure of intro-
ducing the McNess Homes Act, although it
was not then under thht name. Sir Charles
MoNess originally gave us £5,000 to help
us with the unemployed and the Federal
Government made a contribution of £20,000
for the same purpose. From that grant
£15,000 was taken to provide cheap homes
and that, together with the gift of Sir
Charles MeNess, gave us a sum of £20,000.
With that money we built four-roomed
cottages at a cost of £260 each. The bed-
room of such a house was lined and the
front room was partly lined. The other
rooms were lined on the outer walls. Those
houses were much sought after, and we
provided first of all that they should be
for widows with children. We did not
charge any rent at all for some of them,
and the occupiers of others paid 58. per
week rent, and by that means purchased
the houses. Many members seem to have
the idea that the people want expensive
or flash homes.

The Chief Secretary: They only want
homes.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM; Why do
we talk as Chough we despise the cheaper
houses that the Government built-

The Chief Secretary: They are just dog-
boxes.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
Minister would Probably call the MoNess
homes dog-boxes.

The Chief Secretary: No, they have al-
ways been all right.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: There is
very little difference between them and
the other houses to which I have referred.
I have talked to people in some of those
homes in the new suiburb which is well out
on the right hand side of Beaufort-st., and

[28]

they have said to me, "We are perfectly
satisfied. This Is our home and we are
going to buy it."

Hon. E. M. Davies: The evictee is not
comparable with them. It would do the
hon, member good to see the position of
some of them.

Hion. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Are
they all at Fremantle?

The Chief Secretary: And at Naval Base
and Melville Camp.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: And in the Mos-
man Park Road Board area.

Hon. E. M. Davies: And at Guildford.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Some

of the most expensive houses I know of
are at Masman Park.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: And some hovels,
too.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Who
built them?

The Chief Secretary: Your Government,
and it had to defy the local authority to
do so.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
Government built them and put these un-
fortunate evictees into them. I suggest
that the evictees will say, "We have a place
of shelter, and it is ours."

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: You made the poor
beggars buy these Places.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: They
had only to pay £30 deposit.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: These places were
of 6-j squares and you charged £1,600 for
them.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LAT1HAM: I say
that £1,800 today would equal about £.400
in the old days, and I would remind mem-
bers that at present there is a basic wage
of £12 18s. as against £3 il0s, at the time
to which I have referred. I remind the
hon. member-

The Chief Secretary:, They are not
houses.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: They
are far better than the houses occupied by
the miiiers in the early days in the prov-
ince represented by Mr. Teahan, and far
better than the homes occupied by farmers
who fed the people of the State.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I hope the
hon. member will connect his remarks
with the amendment which we are dis-
cussing.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I do not
know whether I can interpret correctly
but this matter deals with rents and hous-
ing for the people. In my own Peculiar
way, I am trying to elaborate and connect
my ideas with the conditions existing today
and what we want to do for the people
under this legislation. Let us help these
people to gain some self-respect and assist
them to bulld homes, for themselves. Under
socialistic legislation, Western Australia

441



442 COUNCIL.]

is becoming more socialistic every day.
Soon, chemist shops will be owned by the
Government. That was tried once before.

Hon. R. J. Boylen: Butcher shops!

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Yes,
and butcher shops. I remember such at-
tempts in the past very well; but they have
all failed.

Hon. E. M. Davies: You say that we are
responsible for these people being evicted.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I say
so now, because it is impossible for people
to build houses as an investment, as it is
riot a payable proposition.

The Chief Secretary: We are not stop-
ping landlords from building under this
proposition. We are giving them a fair
deal.

Ron. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I can-
not reconcile that statement with the ac-
tions of the Government.

The Chief Secretary: Forget its actions,
have a look at the Bill, and point out where
it is unfair to those people.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Mr.
Lavery has just said that he is ashamed
to call houses those structures which have
cost £1,800. Let us say a building cost
£3,000, which would be a moderate type of
building in accordance with the views held
by the hon. member who interjected. To
build such a house, one must get an an-
nual return of £180, which would be 6 per
cent. interest on capital. Let members
work out the rental for that house on that
basis.

Hon. E. M. Heenan: Are you for or
against Mr. Watson's amendment?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I think
it is much more reasonable than the Bill
itself. Mr. Watson has put forward sug-
gestions, which I wholeheartedly endorse.
He has agreed that there should be some
control over rents because he is against
unfair rents being charged. Also, he does
not object to the Government's continuing
to build houses for the People.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: That is not in the
amendment.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: He has
not done anything, by his amendment, to
prevent it.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: The amendment
affects the whole issue.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: By his
amendment the hon. member is telling the
House that we believe it is necessary to
have legislation, some of which is on the
statute book at present, but is not being
fully used. He does not say that, but I
do. He says, 'We are prepared to do
that, but at the same time we want to
encourage the man who desires to invest
his money in the building of houses and
allow him to be free enough so that he
can assist us to build homes for the people
of this State."

The Chief Secretary: There is nothing
in the Bill to stop that.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: He also
objects-and I do, too-to contracts that
have been entered into being set aside
merely as the result of a whim of the
Government of the day. A section of the
Interpretation Act-andl it is a good pro-
vision-provides that if an Act is passed
it should not be made retrospective to
interfere with contracts that have already
been entered into; but that section is to
be waived by paragraphs in two clauses
of the Hill.

The Chief Secretary: What contracts
have been interfered with?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: All those
made between tenants and landlords since
the Act expired on the 30th April last.

The Chief Secretary: But this says they
can go to court for a determination of a
fair rent.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: To break
a contract which has been entered into.

Hon. R. J. Boylen: That is not unfair.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I say it

is. Two people have agreed that one should
pay a certain amount of money and the
other should 'hand over his premises in
return.

The Chief Secretary: Many people
agreed to do what Ned Kelly wanted, too,
didn't they?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: That was
never intended. After all, those people are
endowed with common sense and they
need not have entered into such a con-
tract.

The Chief Secretary: They had no
option.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Why
not?

The Chief Secretary: Because if they
had not agreed, they would have been put
out on the street. That is why I say that
some people agreed to do what Ned Kelly
wanted. But why?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I want
to reply to the statement made by Mrs.
Hutchison and Mr. Barker; -namely, that
four seats were lost by the Liberal and
Country League.

Hon. C. W. D. Barker: I did not say
that.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The hon.
member did not say that four seats were
lost by the Liberal and Country League?

Hon. C. W. fl. Barker: No.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Well.

Mrs. Hutchison did, so the hon. member
can take some of the responsibility for
her. I wish to tell Mrs. Hutchison that
rents had nothing to do with that.

Hon. R. F. Hutchisoni: How do you
know?
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Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Because
I was in the North-East Province, and not
a word was said about It. The people in
that area were not interested In the ques-
tion in the slightest, although they are pay-
ing high rents for the houses that have
been built there. The subject was not
raised even on the goldfields. It was the
loyalty and the organisation of the Labour
Party that was responsible for getting the
hon. member elected to this House. And
even then she obtained only a 50 per cent.
vote.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: It was due to her
own individual hard work, and you know
it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: it was
due to the support that the hon. member
gave her, with the help of many others
of his party. Even the Chief Secretary-
who has an excellent political reputation
in this State-what percentage of votes
did he get? A pretty miserable one!
Twenty-seven per cent.. I think it was.

Hon. E. M. Davies: He was not opposed.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: He was

not opposed? I think he was. It is no use
the hon. member patting himself on the
back that this question was the cause of
the Liberal and Country League losing
four seats.

Hon. C. W. D. Barker: There was a goad
percentage of votes in the North.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: There
was a very good percentage. We entered
a candidate who livened up the voting a
bit. The other two candidates went stir-
ring about for fear that he might get in.
Mrs. Hutchison did a good deal of canvass-
ing and was successful in getting many
names put on the roll. Some of them
ought not to be there, but nevertheless
they were put there.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: The name of
everyone ought to be there.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM- That is
the hon. member's opinion, but our con-
stitution at present does not allow that.
However, In one house there are three
women and one man, all of whose names
are on the roll.

The Chief Secretary: That Is all right;
they must have had the Qualification.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM:, If their
names are slipped in at the last minute,
there is not much one can do about it.
The Labour Party is a master at that sort
of thing. I can remember on one occasion
when its members said. "We will close the
roll at midnight," and in my electorate no
fewer than 400 names were plumped in to
the returning officer at the last minute.
I paid 2s. 6d. to have a look at them, but
gave it up after inspecting only a few.

The Minister for the North-West: You
know the answer to that.

H-on. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I have
learned something since.

Hon. 0. Eeninetts: Between us and the:
Country Party, we are doing a pretty good
job.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: We are
very kind to the hon. member in that res-
pect. So he had better not fall out with
me, because!I might go up and have a look
at the conditions under which his constitu-
ents are living. The real fault of the legis-
lation now before us is the setting aside of
that section of the Interpretation Act.
That is bad legislation. Legislation that is
retrospective is good for nobody. It is of
no use to the Government or the people
governed by it.

Hon, C. W, D, Barker: Why kill it with
this amendment? Let the Bill go into
Committee and then amend it.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: If the
hon. member is favourably inclined to our
amendments we might agree to do that.

The Chief Secretary: Try us out!
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Well, try

us out! Let us compromise to that extent.
The Chief Secretary: If you agree to

this amendment you prevent any com-
promise.

Hon' Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
amendment can be further amended; and,
if we get sufficient encouragement, we will
do that. If the Chief Secretary reads the
suggestions put up by Mr. Watson, we will
get somewhere with them.

Hon. C. W. D. Barker: Why did you not
say that in the first place?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I would
not satisfy the hon. member, because he
was sitting in a corner and he would not
have heard me. I do not like to refer to
personal Matters: but not so long ago the
Italian Club in this State asked for per-
mission to extend its building, which was
granted. It bought a piece of land-
adjoining the club property-with two very
nice cottages on it, following which those
cottages were pulled down to give the club
additional room for expansion.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: How many
cottages have been pulled down to allow
Ampol to build their garages?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM- I do not
know. Perhaps the hon. member can
answer that.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Five!
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: This ac-

tion was taken to allow a club to extend its
Premises, and I believe the Minister for
Housing is a vice-president of that club.
I wonder that he did not raise some ob-
jection.

The Chief Secretary: He may have.
Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I do not

know whether that is so, but I would be
glad to hear that he did raise some objec-
tion-though, after all, his wniiTd nly 1w-
one voice. But it does seem strange that
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a fclub which could have put up with some
-inconvenience a little longer should be per-

.mitted to take over two houses which, I
understand, were 15 years old. I know that
on one occasion I noted that the Minister
for Housing was a vice-president of this
dlub; but whether he still is. I am not sure.
However, would he not have had some in-
fluence in connection with that matter?

The Chief Secretary: He may have.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I would
be glad if the Chief Secretary would tell
us at some future date whether he did try
ton se his influence. If I were in the same
position, I would have said that the two
houses bad to remain. It is true that many
new Australians are of Italian nationality,
and it is only natural that they should
desire a building to house the members of
their club; but they could have waited a
little longer before pulling down the two
houses.

The Chief Secretary: You cannot blame
the vice-president of an organisation for
everything that organisation does.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I just
want to know if he used his influence to
try to prevent such action being taken. We
are told that there are thousands of per-
sons being evicted. I do not know over
-what Period.- Perhaps the Minister for the
North-West can tell us. If there are
thousands being evicted I do not know of
one person that has been put out on the
street; but I do know that during the
regime of a previous Labour Government,
they were put out on the street.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: And they will be
put out on the street during this Govern-
ment's term of office if you do not pass this
legislation.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: We
will take fine care that they do not.

The Minister for the North-West: They
were put out on the street during the re-
gime of a Liberal Party Government too.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: They
might have been; but there were always
bomes made available for them. One
family told me that they had to get an
eviction order in order to obtain a State
rental home. The family did not want to
pay rent to someone else when they could
get a house which they might be able to
own at some future date. They said
they had to get an eviction order to be
able to do that. What we want to do
is to enable people to build their own
bhomes witlaout having to go through that
Procedure.

All I want to say to the Government
is, "Stir yourselves up and build more
thouses as quickly as you can." Today the
Government is the only concern that can
build houses. Private People cannot
build them as an investment. Mr. Watson
weuld not permit me to speak for him.
but I know he is anxious not to place

any obstacles in the way of the Govern-
mient's finding all the houses possible
to accommodate our people.

I do not believe in socialisation. I be-
lieve in People having the right to own
their own houses; and if the Government
introduced a Bill of any sort that would
enable people, by finding a small deposit,
to obtain their own homes, I would sup-
port it-I give that undertaking-whether
any others of my party did so or not. I
believe in every man owning his home.
because then he has an interest in it.
Of course, I know it is not Labour policy.
A Labour man once told me, "When we
introduced the Workers' Homes Act in
this State, we did a disservice to our own
organisation, because our people became
little aristocrats."

Hon. E. Mf. Davies: That may be one
man's opinion. Do not blame the Labour
Party.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I said it
was one man's opinion. There is no need
for the hon. member to tell me that.

Hon. E. M. Davies: It is necessary to
remind you of some things occasionally.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Let us
do more of that kind of thing. If Mrs.
Hutchison used her influence with the
Minister for Housing, there would be few
people in her Province waiting for homes.
The hon. member should realise that this
side of the House is as willing to help
her as the other side is. Let her, in the
language she uses, seek to maintain that
nice feeling which has been engendered
in this House for 30 years.

HON. E. M. HEENAN (North-East-on
amendment) [8.331: We commenced to
consider this Bill last night, and we have
not even reached the stage of discussing
its provisions. The only stage we have
reached is that we are considering an
amendment Proposed oy Mr. Watson which.
after a preamble of some 230 words, re-
quests this House to decline to give the
Bill a second reading. That is the amend-
ment which is before the House, and which
Sir Charles Latham has indicated his in-
tention of supporting. Before I get on to
the few remarks I propose to make, I think
it might be opportune if I expressed the
view that I think Mrs. Hutchison's speech
compared very favourably with that which
has just been delivered.

Undoubtedly a lot of hard-luck cases
have arisen because the measure of con-
trol that was extended to people who were
renting homes was discontinued on the
1st May this year. I have come across a
few of them myself, though my province
is on the Goldfields, where the problem
does not come so forcibly before us. In my
capacity as a solicitor, however, I have had
people come to mie who have received evic-
tion notices; and their attitude, their
fears, their worries and their difficulties

444



114 July, 1954.]

impressed me very forcibly. I have not
been around to see some of these people in
their homes.

Hon. A. U. Jones;. Or on the street!

H-on. E. M, HEENAN: I have not wit-
nessed the anguish which must be caused
to them when they have children and the
winter conditions are upon them, and they
are forced to vacate their premises and
throw themselves on the mercy of the
State Housing Commission. But I would
point out to Sir Charles that Mrs. Hutchi-
son represents a province which is very
directly concerned with this dire housing
Problem, and she has just been through a
vigorous campaign, in the course of which
we can all assume that she has called on
many houses. If some of her remarks were
a little extreme, I think we can be generous
on this occasion and attribute them to
the fact that she has seen and felt and
been imbued with a realisation. of the
difficulties and tribulations confronting a
number of her constituents. I think that,
when a member has had such experiences,
if some of her remarks are intemperate,
they can be excused.

While on the subject of Mrs. Hutchison,
I recall that Sir Charles mentioned the
case of some man or woman who allegedly
occupied a flat belonging to the hon. mem-
ber. The obvious reason for Sir Charles
having mentioned that matter was to re-
flect on the reputation of Mrs Hutchison.
She did not have an opportunity to ex-
plain the circumstances. She has already
spoken on the amendment, and will not
have a chance to vindicate herself on this
occasion. Sir Charles also pointed out
that in one instance there were in one
house four people-I think it was three
men and one woman-who were on the
roll. The obvious inference he wanted to
convey-and I think he did convey it to
the majority of members in this Chamber
-was that those four people were improp-
erly on the roll, and that Mrs Hutchison-

Hon. Sir Charles Latham- There was
no intention of connecting her with it,

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: The hon. mem-
ber was dealing with Mrs Hutchison's elec-
tion campaign.

Ron. Sir Charles Latham: I was not.
I1 was speaking of people's names being
put on the roll.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: Well, the infer-
ence which was conveyed to me and which
was purported to be conveyed to all other
members was that those four people
were improperly on the roll. Sir Charles
has been in Parliament much longer than
I have, and he knows the Constitution
equally as well as, or better than, I do.
It is perfectly lawful for four people in the
same house to be on the roll. The hon.
member should know that.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Italldepends
on the value.

Hon. E. M4. HEENAN: I ay without
fear of contradiction that the Constitution
allows four people in the one house to be
on the roll if they have the necessary quali-
fications. So that was a snide implication
of his, and it was obviously directed at:
Mrs. Hutch ison or people who supported
her.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I know some
of the Labour Party's tricks, do not worry!,
I wilt tell you some later. They are pretty
awful.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: We know some or-
the Liberal Party's tricks, too.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: The hon. mem-
ber's mention of tricks implies something
dishonest: and if Sir Charles knows of
such Instances, his bounden duty is to
take the appropriate action which a mem-
ber occupying the position he holds can
take.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I will do It
on your advice.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: If the amend-
ment is carried it will mean that the Bill.
will not be read a second time, and that
will be the end of it. I submit there is an.
acute housing situation which needs some
attention from the members of this House-.
The Bill might be good, bad, or indifferent;
but this H-ouse should at least consider it,
and debate it on the second reading. Then
members can throw the Bill out, or pass
the second reading and deal with the
measure in Committee. I have been in
this House for just on 18 years, and this
is the first occasion since I have beenk
here that such an amendment has been
submitted.

Hon. A. R. Jones: There has got to be
a first time, you know!

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: Yes; but I firmly
believe a situation exists which requires
our calm, wise, sensible consideration.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I agree with
you.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: The Government,
in Its wisdom~-or otherwise as members
might allege-has put a Bill before us that
has been passed by another place, and
surely we should give it some eonsideratiou
and debate it. But if members support Mr-
Watson's amendment on this occasion, we
will all be denied that opportunity. Mr.
Watson has taken a very active part in
regard to this tenancy legislation. He has
made a great study of it, and has sub-
mitted his side of the case very capably
on many occasions. But he represents the
extreme right, and there should be some
reasonable course which should appeal to
the members of this House.

Hon. C. H. Henning: What about your
party coming to It?

Hon. E. M4. HEENAN: The Bill does not
strike mc as being such an outrageous
piece of legislation. There is a good deal
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of misconception about it. Mr. Watson
mentioned eviction notices, and, in the
next breath, notices to quit. I asked him
what was the difference. Of course, there
is no difference. They are synonymous
terms.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: Would you say
there was any special object in his making
a distinction?

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: He mentioned
the terms in a way which, to my mind,
confused the issue.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: I do not think
that would be his intention.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN, It might not have
been; but I think the terms confused the
issue, and I objected and asked him the
difference between them. He said, "Why
should you as a lawyer, ask me, because
there is no difference?" An eviction notice
or a notice to quit is the notice wbich the
landlord writes out and sends by regis-
tered post to the tenant, and which gives
28 days' notice.

We are passing through difficult times.
I was pleased that Sir Charles Latham paid
a tribute to the speech made by ray col-
league, Mr. Teahan, and I now feel in the
mood to admit gracefully, if I may, that
there were many good parts in Sir Charles
Latham's speech.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Thank you!
I bow.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: We are un-
doubtedly in a transition stage; and, as
'Mir. Teahan pointed out, the population
in Western Australia is going ahead at a
great rate.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: And unfortu-
nately, it is concentrating in the city.

Hon. E. Mv. HEENAN: I agree that that
is an unfortunate aspect. Great develop-
ment is going on in Western Australia and
that, together with the bright prospects
which we all agree lie before the State,
'brings difficulties; and, among the acutest
of the difficulties, is the problem of hous-
ing the people. We have no sooner emerged
from the consequences of the war and
-caught up with the lag that occurred, than
we are faced with this population increase.
I1 am not as intimately associated with the
down-to-earth situation as many other
members. But I read the newspapers, and
have listened to the statistics that have
been quoted, and I have little doubt that
the time has not yet arrived to release all
control.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham, We agree
with you.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: I have just read
an interesting book which I got from the
library and from which I shall quote in
a moment. The modemn consensus of
opinion is that private property is the
right of every man by virtue of his nature.

However, it is at all times limited by the
welfare of society and it is the duty of an
owner to use his property in the interests
of the common good.

Hon. Sir Charles, Latham: That sounds
a bit socialistic, too. It is like the Irishman
who had two pigs. He was not a socialist
then.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: We are faced with
a situation in which, apparently, there are
not enough houses to go around. That
creates a shortage. Unfortunately there
are many among us who are prepared to
exploit that shortage to the disadvantage
of their fellow citizens. Therefore the State
has to step in and bring about some meas-
ure of control. The book I referred to is
called the "Concept of Property in Modern
Christian Thought." It is written by Frank
Grace and was published by the University
of Illinois Press in 1953. I have not been
able to read the whole of the book, but the
conclusions the author arrives at are as
follows:-

The conclusions warranted by this
study of the concept of property in
modern Christian thought are rather
obvious. The Christian church today
stands united in its opposition to the
system of property relationships that
has oharacterised modern industrial
life. It is opposed to the maldistribu-
tion that has prevented property from
serving its divine purpose, and especi-
ally is it opposed to the spirit that
motivates modern economic activity.
These are the conclusions one would
draw from modern Christianity's neg-
ative thought, but it is from the positive
or constructive thought that the more
significant conclusions are to be drawn.
Among these, two have a very direct
bearing upon the economic, social and
political problems of the present; first,
Christianity accepts and defends the
institution of private property with
such reservations as the welfare of
society demands: and, second, the
social program of Christianity is a
moderate program designed to over-
come the evils of individualism while
avoiding the dangers of collectivism.

If these conclusions are justified.
then modern Christianity offers to the
western world a course of action which
will make secure those values it cher-
ishes and which it is at present defend-
ing against the attack of a materialistic
totalitarianism. This course of activ'n
will preserve an absolute maximum of
individual freedom, but because it is
realised that man is partially irrational
and partially evil, his freedom must be
freedom within the limits set by the
Christian code of ethics. Christianity
thus places at man's disposal two tools
essential to the work of social recon-
struction. They are the Christian un-
derstanding of human nature and the
Christian moral tradition.
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I am going to conclude my remarks by
summarising ten reasons why I think Mr.
Watson's amendment should be defeated
so that we can debate the Bill on the
second reading. My reasons are,-

(1) The Government of the country
thinks something should be done.

(2) The conclusion I draw from the
recent Legislative Council elections is
that the people require something to
be done.

(3) The growth of population.
(4) The industrial development that

is going on in Western Australia.
(5) Even the Press of this State ad-

mits that something should be done.
(6) The Housing Commission which

is set up to deal with our housing prob-
lems, thinks that some measure of
control is still necessary.

(7) Statistics prove It.
(8) Social justice demands it.
(9) I think the majority of mem-

bers of this Rouse believe that some-
thing should be done.

(10) Even Mr. Watson, in his speech,
indicated that some measure of control
is still necessary.

I therefore hope that members will be
wise in making their decision. We have
had some rather unpleasant sallies on both
sides, but I think our duty is to get to-
gether and use our United brains and abil-
ities in an endeavour to thrash out this
problem in the best possible way.

HION. L. C. DIVER (Central-on amend-
ment) (8.56]: I support the amendment.
I have no doubt that every member wishes
that we should overcome the problem that
confronts us. Mr. Watson, in his amend-
ment, is trying to save a good deal of the
time, not only of this House, but of an-
other place. This is the third occasion in
eight months that a Bill dealing with
rents and tenancies has come before us.
On two occasions, as history shows, after
considerable deliberations by 80 men, no
legislation, or very little, went on the
statute book. There was none at all after
our meeting in April last. Mr. Watson
agrees that something should be done;,
in fact, we all agree that something should
be done, but to just what extent we should
do something is the question we have to
determine.

I am of the opinion, that, in adjusting
this vexatious question of rents and tenan-
cies, we have to endeavdur to provide a
position, after we pass legislation, that will
not prevent people who want to invest
their life's savings in bricks and mortar,
from doing so. I agree with several of
the members who have previously spoken
on the question of homes for the people
that the problem will be with us for many
years to come. We will never catch up
with it entirely; and it would be dis-
astrous if we did, because we would then

get to the stage when there would be a
slump in the building trade. We must
always be in the position where Some
people want homes. That is a healthy
sign for the whole economy of the coun-
try.

The Minister for the North-West: Ex-
cept for those who want homes. It is not
healthy for them.

I-on. L. C. DIVER: It must be. I have
even heard members on the other side say
that what we do should be for the greatest
good for the greatest number;, and if those
comprising that small percentage of our
population are to have homes before they
require them, what is going to happen?
Thousands of building tradesmen who get
their living from erecting homes, will be
out of work. Consequently this is a posi-
tion that we must always have.

Hon. R, F. Hutchison: We have never
had it before as we have it now.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: I agree with that.
The position is not as bad now as it was,
and we are rapidly catching up with the
lag. But let me get back to my point. Do
not let us frighten away capital. We must
try to redeem the position for those who
want to invest in home building. As the
years go by. and the State develops, we
want to see private capital invested In
new homes, and consequently we do not
want to pass legislation which will deprive
private capital of a sound investment.

Hon. C. W. D. Barker: If you agree to
this motion there will be no legislation.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: If this motion is
agreed to, it will be an indication to the
Government that the door is still open
for It to introduce a modified Bill which
will be acceptable to all concerned.

Hon. R. M. Davies. More delaying
tactics.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: It is nothing of the
sort.

Hon. E. M. Davies: Then you have a
funny conception of "delay."

Hon. L, C. DIVER: The Government
really delayed matters by its introduction
of a similar measure on two previous oc-
casions. That is the Position we are en-
deavouring to overcome; and it is quite
sound reasoning to move an amendment
of this nature to show members of an-
other place that, although we want to do
something, we realise that this measure
does not try to overcome the position in
a practical way. We tried to point that
out previously, but members of another
place would not agree with us. We feel
that the unscrupulous landlord should be
curbed. I do not think there is one mem-
ber in this House who has any time for
the man who wants to exploit the present
shortage of homes.

The Chief Secretary: What is wrong
with the proposal in the 1321?
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Hon. E. M. Davies: You cannot com-
promise if you throw the Bill out.

Ron. L.. C. DIVER: To say that we are
throwing out the Bill is sheer moonshine.
AUl we are doing is to throw the responsi-
bility on the shoulders of someone else s0
that some concrete plan can be presented
Instead of the legislation that has been
introduced.

The Chief Secretary: What more con-
crete plan do you want than the establish-
ment of a fair rents court?

lion. L. C. DIVER: The Government
already has a certain amount of control
in that regard.

The Chief Secretary: A certain amount,
Yes.

Ron. L. C. DIVER: And the Govern-
ment has not used it.

The Chief Secretary: What Is wrong
with the concrete proposal for the es-
tablishment of a fair rents court?

Hon. C. H. Simpson; You have a fair
rents court now.

The Chief Secretary: No; we have not.
Hon. L. C. DIVER: As I have already

said, certain parts of the proposed legis-
lation are unacceptable to people who want
to invest capital. If the Government sets
up a court whose sole duty Is to control
rents, it will frighten away rather than
attract capital. Surely the Chief Secre-
tary does not suggest that the establish-
ment of a fair rents court will induce
private people to invest their capital in
home building in Western Australia. This
becomes even more pronounced when one
realises the number of gilt-edged propo-
sitions offering in industry in this State.

The Chief Secretary: What obstacle
could a fair rents court be to anyone
who wanted to invest money?

I-on. L. C. DIVER: There is no neces-
sity for a fair rents court to adjudicate
on rents. We already have legislation
which empowers a magistrate to adjudi-
cate and decide on a fair rent.

The Chief Secretary: What is the dif-
ference between a fair rents court and
a magistrate?

Hon. L. C. DIVER: A considerable dif-
ference. When a magistrate is not re-
quired to deal with cases concerning a
f air rent, he can carry on with his
other business. But a fair rents court
would have only one duty-to adjudicate
upon rents.

The Chief Secretary:, When applica-
tions were made to it.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: Yes.
The Chief Secretary: Just the same

as to a magistrate. What obstacle is
there in that?

Hon. L,. C. DlIVER: A vile attack was
made on certain members of this House
this afternoon, and one would imagine

that those members who did not see eye
to eye with Mrs. Hutchison were born with
a silver spoon in their mouths.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: You mean the
hion. member.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: I am sorry: I should
have said the Hon. Mrs. Hutchison. I have
known many hard conditions and priva-
tions during my lifetime.

Hon. Rt. F. Hutchison: If you have, you
have a short memory.

Hon, L. C. DIVER: I thank the hon.
member, because it would appear that she
is very saintly, and that she is the only one
who has any feelings for other people who
cannot sum up the position. If I could not
look at things in a light different from
that in which she regards them, I would be
doing a disservice to the community. For
1 believe that there are many people who,
in the heyday of this State, saved a few
pounds and built a house; and after they
had paid for it. they bought another home.
Today they may be in the position of
having two homes; and although old age
is upon them, they are not eligible to draw
the old-age pension because of the little
money they are receiving by way of rent.
Through their thrift these people are mak-
ing the best of a bad job.

Hon. Rt. F. Hutchison; That should be
rectified.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: It is alright for the
lion. member to talk like that; but there
are many such instances, and those people
should be considered.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: We are not argu-
ing about that.

Hon. L. C. DIEVER: We want to work
things out logically and rectify these
anomalies. If we make some people desti-
tute, while trying to provide accommoda-
tion for those without homes, we will not
be getting anywhere.

The Chief Secretary: There is nothing
in the Bill that will do that.

Hon. Rt. F. Hutchison: Of course there
is not!

The Chief Secretary: I challenge the
hon ' member to show me where, or how,
under this Bill that will happen.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: It would appear that
the Chief Secretary is doing some crystal-
gazing. We are talking about the effect of
the proposed legislation.

The Chief Secretary: I am dealing with
realities; you are doing the crystal-gazing.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: Many people are not
aware that tenants of the State Housing
Commission do not come within the scope
of the Bill; they are exempt. Perhaps the
Chief Secretary and his supporters will go
out of their way to let the rank and file
know that that is the position. While a
number of the shortcomings of certain
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members of this House were being paraded
over the countryside that fact was not made
known.

Hon. E. M. Davies: They do not need to
be; their rent is charged according to the
capital cost.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: If that is the case,
why does not the Government have some-
thing to say about the matter, instead of
penalising one small section of our com-
munity for the betterment of the whole?
The Government is thrusting the responsi-
bility on one small section. I do not query
the fact that there are people who want
homes; but why should the responsibilities
be thrust upon this one small section? If
the Government wants to do something,
why does it not buy these homes, or sub-
sidise the tenants the same as it does the
tenants who are occupying Austrian pre-
fabs. They are subsidised to the extent of
10s. a week.

Hon. E. M. Davies:
of the rebate system?
know anything about

Have you ever heard
I do not suppose You

Hon. L. C. DIVER: For private homes?
Hon. E. M. Davies: For State Housing

Commission homes.
Hon. L. C. DIVER: I am talking of pri-

vate homes.
Hon. E. M. Davies: You are diving all

over the place.
Hon. L. C. DIVER: Why does not the

Government buy these private homes, or
subsidise the tenants, instead of victimising
the people who own these properties?

The Chief Secretary: Who is victimaising
them?

Hon. N. E. Baxter: The Government.
Hon. L. C. DIVER: The Chief Secretary

knows that since 1939 that has been hap-
pening to a large section of the community.

Hon. E. M. Davies: Your Government
did nothing for six years.

The Chief Secretary: And the hon.
member supported it.

Hon. H. Hearn: And the Chief Secre-
tary did his best to preserve the controls,
too.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: Previously the Chief
Secretary said that the position was recti-
fying itself. When the previous Govern-
ment was in power the position was much
more acute than it is today.

The Chief Secretary: It was not. What
were you going to tell us about State
Housing Commission rentals?

Hon. E. M. Davies: He dropped that like
a hot scone.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: I thought I had made
myself quite clear. I Maid that Housing
Commission tenants are not covered by
this measure.

The Chief Secretary: I told you that.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: Why should the
Housing Commission be a law unto itself?

Hon. E. M. Davies: What about the re-
bate on the weekly income?

Hon. N. E. Baxter: How many get a
rebate today?

Hon. E. M. Davies: Those who apply.
Hon. L. C. DIVER: I think I have ex-

plained my position, and I believe that
every member should rise and state his
feelings on this proposal so that there is
no misunderstanding. I support the
amendment

HON. E. MW. DAVIES (West-on amend-
ment [9.13]: I rise to oppose the amend-
ment, and one of my main reasons is
the sting it has in its tail. It says, "This
House declines to give the Bill a
second reading." In the short time I have
been a member, I have always understood
that the method of dealing with legisla-
tion, not initiated in this House, was to
receive it from the Legislative Assembly
and have it read a first time. At that
stage, one does not know the actual con-
tents; but after the Minister has moved
that it be read a second time, we have an
opportunity of seeing what is involved,
and debating the measure on its merits.
After that, we proceed to the Committee
stage and each member has an opportunity
to debate the clauses in the Bill. That is
when most of the debate takes place, and
amendments, if necessary, are made.

But here Mr. Watson moves an amend-
ment to the second reading-"That this
House declines to give the Bill a second
reading." One can accept no other inter-
pretation than that Opposition members
have decided that this Bill will go out on
the second reading. That proves that
there must be members here who are not
much concerned about the conditions
under which certain people are living
today; nor indeed are they concerned
about those who have received eviction
notices.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: You are only presum-
ing.

Hon. E. M, DAVIES: I do not need to
presume. I represent a province where the
housing position is very acute. If the hon.
member had similar conditions to contend
with to those we have down here, he would
probably take a different view from that
which he holds now.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: I was referring to the
actions of the Opposition members Of this
House.

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: The hon. member
is always referring to something but as a.
rule, what he says has no merit. From
the cessation of hostilities there has been
legislation on the statute book giving cer-
tain protection: and during the six years
of the McLarty-Watts Government, that
protection was~ kept n the satteoonk,
with a very slight limitation. So much so.
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that that Government was able to provide
the necessary accommodation for people
who were evicted by the court. It seems Sig-
nificant to me that immediately there is a
change of Government some members
should decide that the time is opportune
for controls to cease.

When the present Government brought
down a measure to continue the legislation
which existed at that time, and which was
enjoyed by the McLarty-Watts Govern-
ment. the Bill was amended to such an ex-
tent that it was decided that on the 30th
April last certain protection would cease.
That was agreed to by the conference
managers of both Houses, and it did not
take long to ascertain what would happen
if that clause of the legislation was al-
lowed to remain. Because of the number of
people who were then threatened with evic-
tion at one time, it was proved conclusively
that the Government would not be able to
find accommodation for those who would
be evicted. It was necessary, therefore--
and I believe every Government would
recognise that fact-to do something to
rectify the law when something was found
to be wrong with it. Can any member say
that has not been the policy of every Gov-
ernment?

This Government brought down legisla-
tion at a special session of Parliament so
that the matter could be rectified and
several people saved a great deal of anxiety.
But unfortunately nothing came of that
legislation. Accordingly, it is necessary
on this occasion -to bring down another
Bill. The Government has submitted that
Bill. It passed through the Assembly and
was amended there, because we find on the
Bill the words, "as amended on recom-
mittal." The measure has now been sent
here for us to deal with.

It appears that some members cannot,
by any stretch of imagination, be said to
be conversant with the housing shortage
today. I would like to invite those who
represent country provinces to visit
parts of the metropolitan area, and see the
conditions under which some people are
compelled to live at the moment. The
houses that are being made available at
the present time are being given to those
who have been evicted, and to people who
have been living under conditions that
are not conducive to the best interests of
family life or to health. They are not
able to get priority because of the date
of their application. Accordingly we find
the conditions are becoming very acute;
This morning I did not get away from
home until well near midday because of
the number of callers and telephone calls
dealing w'ith evictions.

Only recently a young couple with a
family, who are classed as unprotected
tenants, because they accepted accommo-
dation subsequent to the 31st December
1950, approached me. They have been
paying £3 los. a week for a flat, plus gas
and electricity. A week ago the owner

said to them, "I want you out of this
house by Saturday; you have no protec-
tion as a tenant." They approached me
and said that, because they were housed,
they had not made application to the
Housing Commission. I said that I was
only able to give them an application form,
which they should forward to the State
Housing Commission to see what could be
done. Members will not believe it, but the
owner of the house was there on Saturday,
accompanied by a uniformed policeman,
demanding the keys of the fiat, and I
would like to hear from the Commissioner
of Police what authority a uniformed
policeman had to interfere in a case such
as this.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: Is that a case
where 28 days' notice had been given?

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: It was only verbal
notice.

Hon. H. H-earn: A week only?
Hon, E. M. DAVIES: Yes. There are

other cases. Mr. Watson's amendment, in
which he proposes to control rents, will
not have any effect at all. Each one of
us should know what has been going on,
because we have been associated with
people who have depired to be accommo-
dated, and we should know exactly what
has taken place. We find that people have
been evicted, but under the law the rent
cannot be increased. What is being done
is that few small pieces of furniture are
being put in and an exorbitant rent Is
being charged.

I have one case that comes to mind, that
of two semi-detached houses rented at 25s.
a week. They are old, but I will admit that
they are quite substantial. They were
built 70 or 80 years ago, and probably cost
£150 to £200 each. The landlords were
receiving 25s. a week for them. One is
now being let for £5 5s. because it has
some furniture in it. A widow with a
small son has been told that her rent
will be £3 3s. If she does not pay, or
decides to take advantage of the protec-
tion of the court, she will get 28 days'
notice to quit. That is the catch. There is
no protection in relation to rent. The
threat is that if the tenant does not agree
to the rent increase, he will get 20 days'
notice to quit.

Having a full realisation of the impact
that this legislation is going to have in
the near future, the Government has
brought down this measure. I believe it
has submitted the Bill in good faith, and
the House should give it every considera-
tion. The Bill should be read a second
time, should go through the Committee
stage on to the third reading, and be passed
by this House. When we have the amend-
ment by Mr. Watson that this House de-
clines to give the Bill a second reading,
what other interpretation can be placed
on it other than that the people here do
not care? I cannot understand the men-
tality of some folk. Knowing some of them,
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I am aware that in most cases they are
sympathetic. For some reason, however,
they do not want the Bill to be read a
second time.

It has been said, particularly by Mr.
Diver, that private enterprise should be
given an opportunity to build houses. As
far as the West Province is concerned.
particularly around Frenmantle, private en-
terprise has not built one house for the
purpose of renting in the last 30 years.
No one here can deny that. Private enter-
prise will naturally build where it can get
the greatest return for its capital out-
lay. The only houses built in the Fre-
mantle district have been the war service
homes, the workers' homes, and those
built by people for their own use.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: It does not show
much confidence in the tenants.

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: Private enter-
prise is building in the popular suburbs
such as Nedlands and Hollywood, where
they can obtain a greater return for
their capital outlay. No one blames them
for that.

Hon. L. C. Diver: That is the point.

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: I would like to
take the hon. member back to Fremantle.
It is the oldest-established town In West-
ern Australia, and many houses have
reached the stage where they are unfit for
human habitation. Had it not been for
the shortage of accommodation today,
the local authority would have condemned
200 or 250 of them; but because of the
conditions at the present time, it has
allowed them to remain. Some of these
owners have no equity in them at all.
After the usual depreciation has been
taken off each year, they are still de-
manding rentals which would be equiva-
lent for houses built today. If that is
fair, I have something to learn.

It was mentioned tonight that we have
immigrants coming into the country; and
we all agree that, if the State and the
Commonwealth of Australia are to remain
as part of the British Commonwealth. it
will be necessary for us to fill some of
the open spaces. Great industrialisation
has taken place in recent years. and the
population has increased. There is a hous-
Ing shortage, and the time has not, ar-
rived when we can let everything run
haywire.

it would be well if members gave
serious consideration to this measure and
did not carry the amendment moved by
Mr. Watson. I have heard there are
many people who have grave objection
to this Chamber. How can we expect
them to respect the legislative halls of
this State if we are going to allow this
sort of thing to continue, where legis-
lation is sent down by a Government
elected by the popular vote of the People
and this Chamber says, "We declhne to
give it a second reading"?

In conclusion, I ask members to give
the Bill a second reading and let it go into
Committee: we can debate it then. I
have no doubt that some amendments will
be moved, and that is the time we should
decide whether they be accepted or not.
To carry the amendment moved by Mr.
Watson would not be fair to the House,
to its members, or to the People of Wes-
tern Australia.

HON. N. E, BAXTER (Central-on
amendment) [9.29]; In speaking to this
amendment I am not at present pre-
pared to say which way I will vote on it
That depends on the actions of the Gov-
ernment. MY reason for saying that is
that since I entered the House in 1950
members have disagreed with each Gov-
ernment that has been in power on the
clauses of the Bills relating to rents and
tenancies that have been sent to this
Chamber. When the McLarty-Watts Gov-
errnent was in power we did reach a.
compromise at a conference of managers.
Since the Labour Government took office,
it has become apparent that the Gov-
ernment is not prepared to compromise
in any way.

Referring back to the session called in
April last, the Government decided that
just after the 30th April there would be
chaos in this State over the housing posi-
tion. That was some 2J months ago. I
would point out that we have not reached
the chaotic position which was prophesied.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Evidently you
have not been out to see these things.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: If the hon. member
had been in this House, she would have
seen the machinations of the Government,
In the last two years, and particularly
during the last 18 months. I have before
me the Parliamentary Debates for last ses-
sion, which show that, in a message, the
Assembly intimated that it had disagreed
with the 18 amendments proposed by this
House.

The Chief Secretary: That is not un-
usual. whatever Government is in power.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: The Bill was
taken clause by clause, in this H-ouse.
Then it went to a conference of managers.
We know what was the ultimate result:
yet the Chief Secretary will tell us that
members on this side of the House de-
feated the Bill. The Bill was dropped by
his own party, and he knows that.

The Chief Secretary: I am not denying
it. Why was it dropped?

Hon. N. E. B3AXTER: He does not deny
that fact. Members opposite have said
that we defeated the Bill, when, in fact,
it was virtually dropped by the Govern-
ment.

Thn Cie -ecretary. There is morethnone way to kill a Bill.
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Ron. N. E. BAXTER: It was dropped
because the Government was not prepared
to compromise.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: It was dropped
because, in its amended form, it was uin-
workable.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: The hon. mem-
ber knows it was not unworkable. Since
I have been in this House, many Bills have
been introduced dealing with rents and
tenancies--

The Chief Secretary: Did you say that
you were undecided which way you were
voting?

Hon. N. E, BAXTER: It depends on the
Chief Secretary's attitude. Since I entered
this House, my aim and object has been
to give a fair deal to both tenants and
landlords. No one, by any stretch of
imagination, can say that the legisaltion
to the 30th April this year gave every
section a fair deal, for the simple reason
that people who worked hard for many
years and who saved their earnings and
invested them in homes for their old age
were told, under that legislation, that they
could not get a reasonable return for their
investments.

The Minister for the North-West:
Which legislation are you referring to?

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: The legislation
that was carried on to the 30th April this
year. The Minister knows that very well.

The Minister for the North-West: You
do not know much about it.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I do. Were not
those landlords expected to receive only
the standard rental of 1939, plus a -few
paltry increases?

The Chief Secretary: Will the landlords
not be able to get fair rentals under this
Bill? This legislation was continued by
the McLarty-Watts Government.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: And continued
under the present Government. Had this
H-ouse supported me in 1951 to place
rentals on a capital basis, this would not
have arisen. No Labour member supported
me then.

The Chief Secretary: What is your ob-
jection to this Bill?

Hon. N. E. B3AXTER: I shall tell the
Minister I was attempting to prove the
Government was not prepared to com-
promise; and members must agree with
that statement. My objection to the Bill,
is. firstly, that a fair rents court is un-
necessary. The functions of the proposed
court are being carried out today, and the
local court adequately deals 'with the cases
presented. If we look at Subsection (71) of
Proposed new Section 7B. on page 4 of the
Bill, we find the following:-

The provisions of the Rules of Court
and regulations under this Act apply
mutatis mutandis in respect of the
hearing of an application or appeal

by a Fair Rents Court as if the ap-
plication or appeal were being heard
and determined by a Local Court.

Therefore, the proposed court could do no
more than a local court can do. So why
go to the expense of appointing a fair
rents court? It would merely add to the
expense.

The Chief Secretary: Let us get into
Committee. and we will hear you on that.

Hon, N. E. BAXTER: I have just been
challenged by the Minister for the North-
West, and I have a right to reply. Another
objection is to the retrospective clauses in
the Bill. The Government has asked for
a lair rents court. I would point out that
in many instances the rentals on some
properties have been "peanut" rentals. If'
landlords asked for rentals which ex-
ceeded 80 per cent, of the previous rentals.
under the proposed legislation they would
be classed as criminals.

The Chief Secretary: Only if they over-
charged rents.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: They will be over-
charging all right. The amending Bill
will see to that.

The Chief Secretary: The fair rents
court will decide whether landlords have
overcharged.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: We know which
way to act.

The Chief Secretary: You are crystal-
gazing, like your friend.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: There is another
point. A landlord may let a house and
overcharge perhaps a small amount. He
is going to be classed as a criminal. But
a person who owns a house and refuses
to let it, is not treated as a criminal; yet
he is not doing as much for the community
as the landlord letting the house. I am
sure that in many instances Where Over-
charging occurs it is because the tenants
do not look after the properties. I have
had experience of this myself. I have let
my house, and I have seen what happened.

The Chief Secretary: Where does this
Bill say that landlords must let their pro-
perties?

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I was making the
point the other way. The person who lets
a house and overcharges a small amount
is considered a criminal, but a person who
does not let his house to anybody is not
treated as such. It is a wonder the Gov-
ernment has not gone as far as compelling
landlords to let their houses.

The Chief Secretary: We do not inter-
fere with the freedom of the individual.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: But you retain
socialistic legislation on the statute book.
If socialism does not interfere with free-
dom, what does? Referring to the point
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raised by Mr. Watson in his second read-
ing speech, that the fair rents inspector
has power to enter rooms and fix a fair
rent-.-

The Chief Secretary: And has done so
on a number of occasions.

Ron. N. E. BAXTER: If my memory
serves mue correctly, the Chief Secretary
admitted in this R-ouse during last session
that in many instances he instructed the
fair rents inspector not to take action. I
ask members to remember that. The Chief
Secretary says he is concerned with the
charging of fair rentals, yet he instructed
the inspector not to take action.

The Chief Secretary: Why?

Hon. N. E. B3AXTER: Because he was
more concerned with the eviction clauses
than the fair rents clauses.

The Chief Secretary: That is where you
spoil your case. You have only mentioned
half the things which I have done.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: The Chief Secre-
tary has accused me of saying half the
things he has done. I do not know the
rest of what he has done. I can only
refer to this instance. He may have done
a lot more. The Chief Secretary Is con-
cerned only with one side, the eviction
side. He is concerned with the tenant
only, not the landlord.

The Chief Secretary: The hon. member
has half quoted something which I did.
I think it is only fair that he should quote
all of what I have done.

Ron. N. E. BAXTER: I was only quoting
one instance in which the Chief Secretary
made an admission to this House.

The Chief Secretary: Tell us the other
half.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I know of no
other Instance. I am only quoting what
he said. I am quite within my rights. The
Chief Secretary is insinuating something
of which I know nothing.

The Chief Secretary: The other things
were said at the same time.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Then let the Chief
Secretary tell us what he said.

The Chief Secretary: I have not the
right.

Hon. N. E. B3AXTER: The Chief Secre-
tary is more concerned with the tenants
than with the people who have saved and
invested in houses.

The Chief Secretary: I am concerned
with giving tenants and landlords a fair
deal.

Hon. Rt. F. Hutchison: The tenants are
not the people creating the hardship; they
are the ones suffering the hardship.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: There is another
matter I %w Ish to refer to. That concerns
a statement made by Mrs. Hutchison.

Hon. Rt. F. Hutchison: I must have upset
you.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Like Sir Charles
Lathamn, I wish to inform her that, al-
though I am a young member, I have been
connected with politics for many years.
We are prepared to listen to anybody who
approaches things in a quiet and steady
way.

The Chief Secretary: I thought you be-
lieved in individual freedom. You have
led me to believe that.

H-on. N. E. BAXTER: Mrs. Hutchison
made a few contradictory remarks. One
which took my attention was the state-
ment relating to the Present situation of
some of the big buildings being erected
around Perth. She said they were detri-
mental to the housing position. I would
remind her that if these buildings were
not being erected, the effect would be
detrimental to the workers. If there were
no buildings there would be no jobs, and if
there wvere no jobs there would be no wages
for the workers. That is the point which
the hon. member must not forget. These
things form part and parcel of our com-
munity life. If she looks at the report of
her speech she will find that statement.
Another point raised by her was that
people engaged in business were being
evicted, thereby losing the money they
invested.

Hon, F. ft. H. Lavery: Are they not?

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Yes; but whose
fault is it? It is the fault of the people
going into businesses, knowing that they
are on a weekly tenancy.

Hon. ft. F. Hutchison: Those persons
were on leases originally, which were
not renewed. That is going on all the time.

Ron. N. E. BAXTER: The hon. member
must understand that if a person takes on
a lease he should know that at the end of
the term he is likely to lose the tenancy of
the premises. He buys the business on that
basis, not on the assumption that the lease
will be extended. If any goodwill is Included,
at the expiration of the lease there might
be a value; otherwise there is no value.

Hon. Rt. F. Hutchison: I hope the busi-
ness people take notice of what you are
saying.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: it is about time
some of them woke up to the fact that one
cannot take a business on a weekly tenancy
and expect the tenancy to be secure. A lot
of them do that.

Hon. F. Rt. H. Lavery: When a licensee
takes over a hotel, he pays a, certain amount
of money for the goodwill, does he not?

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: There is practically
no goodwill in the hotel business today.
The new licensee pays for the furniture
and the stock-In-trade.

Several members interjected.

453



(COUNCIL.]

Hon. H. K. Watson: I find it difficult to
hear the speeches of Mr. Lavery and Mrs.
Hutchison, and I think that you, Mr.
President, might ask Mr. Baxter to refrain
from interjecting!

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I should like to
explain that in very few instances is there
any goodwill attached to a hotel. I am in
the business and know what I am talking
about, which Is more than some members
do.

In conclusion, I should like to Sa
that I agree with the remarks made about
the State Housing Commission not being
subject to this legislation. There is an-
other class of business that is not subject
to the Act. When members talk about the
unfortunate position of business people
and of their being evicted from the
premises they have been occupying, they
overlook the fact that hotels have never
come under the protection of this Act.

The Minister for the North-West: Only
during the war years.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: What I should like
to impress upon some members is that if
one type of business can be excluded from
the operation of the Act, why not all? If
it is fair for one to be excluded, surely
it is fair for all! That is my attitude to
the Bill and to the amendment. I appeal
to Government supporters and Particularly
to the Chief Secretary to endeavour to
arrive at a compromise because they can
be assured that I am just as concerned
about this measure as they are.

HON. F. R. H. LAVERY (West-On
amendment) [9.471: Any remarks that
I may make in the next few minutes will
not be personal to any member of this
House; nor will they refer to anything
that this House has done. They will merely
relate to the great mistake that will be
made if the amendment moved by Mr.
Watson Is agreed to in its present form.

When I first took a seat in this Chamber.
members impressed upon me that this was
a House of review, not a House of party
politics, and that everyone would assist
me to learn what was required of a mem-
ber. I admit that I received the utmost
consideration, courtesy and assistance
from other members irrespective of the
political party to which they belonged, and
I in my turn wish to reciprocate by extend-
ing any help I can to recently-eleted
members.

I am speaking in this strain because I
believe that members give me credit at
least for being sincere and appreciate that
any shortcomings I may have in knowledge
of procedure is due to the fact that I have
not had so much experience as have older
members. Members who are opposing the
Government on this measure have sug-
gested that the April session was fixed by
the Government as a matter of political

expediency. At no time during the very
serious discussions in Caucus was any sug-
gestion made by any member that that
session was to be summoned in order to
gain a political advantage. Unfortunately
as it happened, the session occurred about
the time of the Legislative Council elec-
tion campaign.

I am making these remarks because I
feel hurt when members, who should be
striving to deal with the housing position,
seek to belittle our efforts by telling us
that we are not sincere in our efforts to
do something for the People affected by
this legislation. I repeat that in Caucus
I at no time heard any suggestion about
taking a political advantage, and In
Caucus every member has a say.

Let me go one step further in offering
my support to this legislation by saying
that I have told hundreds of people that
if we did not have any rents and tenancies
worries-I am referring now to the prov-
ince in which I live and work-the old
story that a member of Parliament sits
on his seat and does nothing, would prob-
ably be true.

Hon. G. Bennetts: It would not be in my
area.

Hon. F. Rt. H. LAVERY: This is practic-
ally a full-time job in the West Province,
and I know it affects other provinces. The
idea seems to be that because some land-
lords are good landlords and some tenants
are good tenants there is no need for this
legislation. Among the good landlords we
have people who control up to 900 houses,
as Mr. Watson said, and some who have
control of only one or two houses. On the
other hand, some people who have only
one house to let are very vicious, and some
people who have flats to let are vicious.

The aspect which to my mind is so
worrying to the average person is that
over a long period of years--Mr. Teahan
hit the nail on the head in regard to this
matter-we have had many factors to con-
tend with that were war-caused. In the
postwar years in this State we have
had extensive migration and such ter-
rific expansion in secondary industries,
that it has been almost impossible for
any person or any body, such as the
State Housing Commission, to cope with
the housing needs of the community.

I believe that Mr. Watson's amendment
is tied up in the last few words-That
this House declines to give this Bill a
second reading." I do not think that any
person in this Chamber tonight, either
listening or as a member here, will deny
that if the amendment is carried, we shall
remain in the same position as we are in
today, because there will be no Bill before
the Rouse. If anyone can show me that
that is not correct. I will sit down and say
no more. I want now, if I can-I do not
think I have much hope but I shall try
hard-to induce some of those who are
speaking in Opposition to the Labour
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Government's intention to extend the rents
and tenancies legislation for a further
period, to agree with what I am saying.

It is not denied that there are excessive
trials on both sides. The tenants and the
landlords of this State are going through
difficult times. I do not deny that there
are many landlords who, because of our
present inflated building costs and price
of land, are not receiving an economic
return on their outlay. Neither do I deny
that these people are entitled to reasonable
interest on their money. I would have
to agree with some members on the other
side of the House that there are a great
many people who would, perhaps, invest
in houses if they did not think it a better
proposition to invest in the S.E.C. loans
or the Commonwealth war loans because
they can draw their interest without any
worries from those investments. I assume
there are many members present tonight
who have contributed to such loans.

I come back to the working person who,
as I said on the 13th August, 1952, in this
Chamber, returned from the war with a
few pounds in his pocket and whose wife
had saved up while he was away. As a
consequence, they had some money-say,
£500 or £l00--to put down as a deposit
on a home, but could not do so because,
due to the limited supplies, they were not
able to purchase materials or even to get
labour to build a home for themselves.
Gradually the inflationary period came on
us until their money was spent in other
ways than in the building of homes.

Some members on the other side of the
Chamber say that there are people who
are not doing anything for themselves. I
agree that the State Housing Commission
has now relieved private enterprise respect-
ing the housing of a great many of the
more difficult tenants--people who prob-
ably knock houses around and could al-
ways be evicted because they do not play
the game with the owners' property. As
a result of evictions over the years, these
people are now housed by the Housing
Commission and so the private landlords
have been relieved of the responsibility
of providing homes for them.

This means that the private landlords
now have a better type of tenant in their
houses and so they have had no apparent
reason, since the 1st May, to evict them;
but we were told by the Chief Secretary
last night that since that date over 1,000
effective eviction orders and notices to
quit had come into the hands of the
Housing Commission. Many of the people
being evicted are two-unit families and
I feel that their situation is often more
distressing than that of the family with
four or Oive children. Often these people,
have lived for perhaps 30 years in a home
owned by a, landlord, and have reared
anything up to half a dozen children,
some of whom Perhaps went to the
war and did not return, but at all

events, only the parents are now left in
the home. Many dwellings can be sub-
divided into two flats and the landlord
knows that whereas such a house previ-
ously returned perhaps 30s. or £2 a week,
it will, if converted into flats, now return
a far higher rental.
*I do not deny the landlord that right,

but such two-unit families now being
evicted must be provided for by the Hous-
ing Commission. There is no land agent
in the metropolitan area now able to say
that he will have a house available next
week or in three weeks' time, as most of
them could in the past. The practice now
is simply to put the name of the applicant
down on the list. There are some very
honourable land agents in Fremantle, and
one of them, Mr. West, just prior to last
April, had a list that he said contained
the names of more applicants than he-
could Possibly provide houses for in the
next 12 months. Since then the number
of people applying to him for homes has
increased tenfold. Messrs. Watson, Jones,
Logan and Baxter said there was no need
for this legislation because the people
were not doing something for themselves-

Hon. N. E. Baxter: We did not say that.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: -and that
many of them were being evicted because
they were not economic tenants; but I
will quote a few instances, one of which
is that of a young returned man, Peter
Burnett, who at present lives at No. 12
Queen Victoria-st., Fremantle, where he
has two rooms, a kitchen and a bedroom for
which he pays £3 10s. per week. lae is a
naval rating and has a wife and baby. He
has asked me to state his case because in
that one house there are three naval men
each paying £3 10s. per week and, although
they have been there for a considerable
time, they are now, for no apparent rea-
son, being evicted. This man's case was
taken to the Housing Commission, but it
was said he was not entitled to a wvar
service home because he had been away
from Korean waters for more than the
stipulated 12 months, and the commis-
sion cannot provide him with a home be-
cause his is only a three-unit family.

I do not wish anyone to take umbrage at
what I am saying, but Mr. Simpson made
great play, during both last session and the
Present one, with the evictee flats built
by the Mctarty-Watts Government to over-
come an emergency-flats which our op-
ponents say the present Government is not
attempting to build. My comment is that
while those flats did provide a roof over the
heads of the occupants, they did not pro-
vide what is the birthright of every indi-
vidual; a standard home. They are con-
siderably under-standard and do not con-
tain even a bath-

Hon. C. HI. Simpson: The ones I saw
had baths. Each had a bathroom. sentic.
tank unit and everything.
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Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I am speaking
of the 154 huts built in an emergency by
the McLarty-Watts Government which, I
agree, did a good job in the circumstances.
Those who disagree with the legislation
brought down by the present Government
say that we are not building that type of
accommodation, and I feel that the Gov-
ernment is to be congratulated because
those homes are not up to the standard
that any reasonable person has the right
to expect.

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: They were
never intended to be permanent.

Hon. P. Rt. H. LAVERY: That is so. I
am sorry to say that at a deputation at the
Beaconsfield school the other evening, we
had to tell the Director of Primary Educa-

-tion that it was necessary to build a school
near Woodman's Point because that had
now become a permanent transition camp.
There are 17? families housed at Vale Park
in Fremnantle at the back of the Technical
School. in some old military-type camps
that have been converted. In addition to
the type of structure that I mentioned as
having been built by the McLarty-Watts
Government, and there were '70 of them,
there are at Naval Base and Woodman's
Point 52 converted Army camps, or 122 in
all.

At Leighton there are 21, and at Allawah
Grove-I must bring Mrs. Hutchison into
this, as she wanted to know where they get
the names from-the accommodation is of
as poor a type as the other to which I1 have
referred. At Hilton Park East there are
150 of these structures and at Wembley
there are 84; making a total of 528
evictee transition camps that the Hous-
ing Commission has to keep for evicted
tenants. The time has now come
when so many orders for eviction are
being issued by the courts that people who
have been provided for during two or three
years in the under-standard accommoda-
tion I have mentioned, must remain there
as they are losing their priority for decent
homes to the evictees.

Some members said that no family has
been turned out on the street and I take
that to mean evicted from their house. Old
soldiers from the first World War will know
the original base hospital. That building
is now known as Base Flats and it has de-
teriorated to such an extent that the Public
Works Department is only waiting for the
dlay when it can be pulled down, because
the department claims that It is useless to
spend any further money trying to keep it
in reasonable order. Last year. the Fre-
mantle City Council became so perturbed
about the atrocious slumlike conditions
under which the 46 families were living
that it asked the Minister for Housing to
meet the members of the council and carry
out an inspection. The Minister was so
horrified, after seeing only two or three
families, that he said to the Mayor, Mr.

Samson, "I did not realise that in a com-
munity of British people we had a building
housing families under such atrocious con-
ditions. I give you my assurance that as
soon as I can make homes available I shall
remove those families."

The Minister said he could not do any-
thing for some months, but he did make a
start, and he reduced the number from 46
to 30 families and four single units; in the
last few months, eight families have been
removed. But the Position has been
reached where not one more family can be
removed from these atrocious conditions
because of the number of evictions that are
taking place. Members should see the con-
ditions under which parents are expected
to bring up young children; they have to
be seen to be believed. I have gone into the
figures fairly fully because Mr. Butler, who
is the Housing Commission liaison officer
for members of Parliament, was not in a
position to supply the information. Conse-
quently, I approached the Minister. The
position is that the commission can provide
only 15 to 18 houses a week for evictees,
and it cannot cater for any sudden flood
of applications.

But we must remember that over 1,000
notices have already been issued and these
cases are only just going before the court.
Some members said last night that the 28
days' notice as from the 1st May gave ten-
ants at least two months' grace before their
cases reached the court. That is quite true,
but many of these people are in such a
state of mental anguish and physical dis-
tress, after months of tramping around
looking for accommodation, answering ad-
vertisements and trying to do something for
themselves, that the two months' grace has
been of little use to them.

Great play was made in another place
with the fact that a larger number of war
service homes are being built now than
ever before. I advise every person who is
eligible for a war service home and can
raise the £360 or so required, to contact
the Housing Commission. But an order
has been received from the Commonwealth
that every applicant for a war service
home must wait for 16 to 18 months be-
fore the money can be made available.
I know of a man in Fremantle who has
been given an eviction notice. He has a
block of land which is valued by the war
services homes people at £400. He is a
building tradesman, and one of the firms
which supply precut homes can deliver
the components on to his block for £1,100.
This man can build the house himself,
but he cannot get any money from the
War Service Homes Commission until
May of next year. Yet he has been told
by the commission that if he gets the
firm to build the house, and he can find
the money to do it, the War Service
Homes Commission will take over the
property once the house has been com-
pleted but at an added cost to the appli-
cant of between £700 to £800.
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H-on. G. Bennetts: The Federal Gov-
ernment is spending all its money in Can-
berra.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: It is not the
fault of the Housing Commission or of
the Government that the people are not
being housed. This young man has four
children and is rearing to go; yet he is
being held up because finance is not
available. Many of these young fellows
had the money when they came back from
the war, but now they are dependent on
the commission. They are forced to wait
18 months for their money, and during
that time hundreds will be evicted from
their present accommodation.

Last night, Mr. Watson said that a
large number of these eviction notices
will not become effective. But I know of
one young fellow, who has a wile and
two children. He went to the Housing
Commission and was told that nothing
could be done for him; as a result,' he
paid £400 for a caravan and took it to
a block in South Perth. Do we want
our people to live in those conditions?
Of course we do not! There are enough
people in the West Province alone, who
are looking for homes and have not gone
to the Housing Commission, to keep the
commission going for some months in
supplying houses.

I give Mr. Watson credit for the way
he stated his case. I do not know of
any member on his side who could have
done better; but he had the backing of all
the big landlords--that was proved last
night by the figures he quoted. He has
had all the legal backing he needed; his
own party has given him all the informa-
tion he wanted. I am sure of that be-
cause I know I would get it from my party
if I required it. But I tell Mr. Watson
that he gave us only half the story so
far as rents are concerned.

Some of the rents being charged today
are out of all proportion. The hon. mem-
ber spoke of some buildings in Stirling
Highway, but I know a lady who is living
in an ordinary home converted into two
fiats. One of the fiats is let unfurnished
for £7 L0s. a week, and the other, which
has a few sticks of furniture in it, is let
for £10 a week. That place is within
200 yards of the Nedlands post office, and
there are many similar cases in the same
district. These people are living in fiats
each of which consists of two bedrooms,
a lounge and diningroom and a kitchen
for £5 15s. a week, plus l0s. for the
garage. Another instance is a building
comprising six fiats, and this one will
show the difference between a good land-
lord and an avaricious one. Each fiat in
this block has five rooms and a bathroom.
They have every convenience that it is
possible to desire. The property Is in
a fine position on Stirling Highway and is
one of the most imposing blocks of flats
in that area. The rental per week for
each of those flats is £4 10s.

[2S1

Hon. C. H. Simpson: What did you say
the rental for the first one was?

The Chief Secretary: £5 10s.

Hon. F. Rt. H. LAVERY: One was
£7 10s. or £:10 a week and the other, which
was unfurnished, was £5 10s. a week. In
Swan-st., North Fremantle. there are three
small cottages situated just beyond the
railway line. They were erected before I
wvas born.

The Chief Secretary: They were built
at the same time as the Ark.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I was not
built at the same time as the Ark.

Hon. H. Hearn: Not quite!
Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I know these

cottages fairly well. There is one room
17 ft. x 8 ft. and an 8 ft. x 8 ft. kitchen.
Underneath there is provided one little
cement trough which has a darker hue
than that of the desk in front of me.
The rental for each of those cottages
used to be 12s. 6d. per week. I will admit
that the person who bought them is not
an ordinary landlord. She bought these
cottages for a specific purpose and she
raised the rent of each of them to £5
a week. When one of the tenants, a lady.
said to her, "I cannot pay that rent"
she said, "If not, out you go." That lady
has a daughter who spent some years in
the Princess Margaret Hospital with polio.
She is unable to get a house from the State
Housing Commission because she has a
two-unit family.

Hon. H. K. Watson: My proposition
is that she should have the right to go to
the court and the landlord would be un-
able to evict her until her application had
been heard.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: That lasts for
only three months.

Hon. H. K. Watson: It fixes the rent
for the premises.

Hon. F. Rt. H. LAVERY: Mr. Baxter
asked the question: "Does the Bill build
homes?" The answer I give to that Is:
"No. it does not build homes." Neverthe-
less, all we are asking for, under the Bill,
is a breathing space of 12 or 15 months
until such time as the Government is able
to build the necessary homes. With regard
to city rents, there is one case I want to
mention to the House. but I will have to
find my notes to be sure of my facts before
I present It.

Hon. H. Hearn: Refer it to the Metro-
politan Province members.

Hon. F. Rt. H. LAVERY: I am not so
parochial as to refer to cases in my pro-
vince alone. I am referring to the metro-
politan area and the hundreds and hun-
dreds of people-who are not all workers
-who are being evicted. In William-st.
there is a property which used to be a
shop, but which has now been converted
into two or three fiats. The rental for the
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shop used to be 25s. a week. It was then
raised to £2 8s. per week and it is now
£4 l5s. Those premises are situated on the
corner of William and Aberdeen-sU. and
were formerly occupied by the late Ralph
Potts.

Next I will refer to a meeting that was
held in Perth some two or three weeks ago;
but, reverting to the amendment, if the
final 10 words are carried by the House
tonight, there will be no chance of the
Bill going any further. I would not have
mentioned these eases if I thought, the
second reading of the Bill was not to be
agreed to. If the second reading of the
Bill does go to the vote there will be a
defintite cleavage of members to one side
of the House or the other. I feel that
the team has made up Its mind.

Hon. H. Hearn* Which team?
Hon. F. R. H. LIAVERY: I feel that the

team has made up its mind that Mr.
Watson's amendment is a good one and
they will pass it. For that reason, I want
to speak on the eviction of people from
business premises. it Is all very well for
members to say that they should have ob-
tained a lease. One such evictee 'was a
man who had something to do with organ-
ising a meeting of businessmen the other
night to discuss the question of evictions.
He has occupied a tobacconist's shop in
St. George's Terrace for 171 years. He
served in the Armed Forces for 41 years
and during his absence his mother con-
ducted the business on his behalf. When
he was discharged he bought another
business in Barrack-st., but he has now
been ordered to quit both places. When
the question of rent for the place in
Barrack-st. was raised, which premises he
occupied in August, 1945, he was paying
£3 118. a week, and I am not sure whether
he was offered a lease or not.

Hon. H. Hearn: For a place in Barrack-
stO

H-on. F. R. H. LAVERY: No, I am wrong;
he was paying £14 10s, a week.

Hon. H. Hearn: That is more like it.
Hon. F. R. Hf. LAVERY: Perhaps the

hon. member will allow me to make a
mistake. He was paying £14 10s. a week.
In due course the owner wanted to increase
the rent to £25 a week on a three years'
lease. At first this tenant considered the
rent was too high and he would not pay
it. However, he changed his mind and
decided he would pay it and enter into the
contract for a three year's lease; but when
he approached the owner, the latter
backed down onl the proposition. That man
was a tenant for 174 years in those busi-
ness premises.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Yes: he was there
for 17j years because of the Act. Bear
that in mind!

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: That man is
forced to go out of business. He has been
given 28 days' notice to quit and he is

forced to get rid of his stock and to seek
other premises. However, where can he
find another place? I would like to revert.
to Cottesloe and Mosman Park. A land-
lord in that area had a tenant who had
occupied the premises for 31 years: so she
could not be called a bad tenant. Her
name was Mrs. Johnson and she had a
barber's shop for that period. Another
case is that of Mr. Campbell. a chemist,
who had been a tenant for 131 years.

Hon. H. Hearn: Let us have the full
facts of the Campbell case.

Hon. F. R. H. LiAVERY: Mr. Williams
was a tenant for three years and Mr. Beale,
who was a butcher, was a tenant for 28
years. A person called Mrs. Omeadre, a
married woman with a couple of kiddies,
who comes from Subiaco to conduct her
business, was a tenant for 19 months. It
was not a case of increased rents but one
of "out-you-go." There is no harm in my
mentioning the name of the owner of the
premises because it is no longer a secret.
They were owned by Mr. Armanasco. Most
of these people have now been put out
after 28 days' notice.

The surprising part is, however, that the
owner did not let the premises for the
purpose of some other type of business be-
ing carried on. The samne type of busi-
ness was conducted. Mr. Campbell tried to
get aid from those people whomn he thought
best able to help him, and he was not
very successful. However, he has now
shifted around the corner into temporary
premises and finds himself in the position
of losing approximately £3.000 worth of
the assets he has built up over the years.
Nobody can say that people who have been
tenants for 131 to 31 years have been bad
tenants. They were not evicted because
they were bad tenants but because of the
dishonesty and avarice of the owners.

Hon. L. Craig: What about Campbell
having sublet his premises?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I do not know
about that.

Hon. H. Heamn: You did not get the
full story.

Hon, F. R. H. LAVERY: When I make
a statement I know what I am talking
about. If I did not, I would say so. For
a number of years there was a vacant shop
in Maylands.

Hon. H. Hearn: You were talking about
Campbell.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I will give the
hon, member something about Campbell
later. In Maylands there was a man
nlamed Concannen who became a tenant
in 1945 on a three years' lease. When his
lease expired he was told by the owner
not to worry about renewing it but to con-
tinue paying on a weekly basis. The result
is that that tenant is now out and some-
body else has been put in.
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There is a Mr. Abbott who has reared 14
children, and I would say he is a business
man of pretty high ideals. For 9J years he
was in control of a furniture business; he
was given 28 days' notice and had to move
out. What was the result? The rent was
increased from £7 a week to £12 a week.
He did not object to paying this increased
rent, but nevertheless he was put out.
That man lost about £2,000 on the im-
mediate sale of his furniture. At the
moment he has almost £1,000 worth of
furniture stored in an open paddock in
Victoria Park. He has lost his business
completely and unfortunately he is at the
age where he cannot get employment any-
where else.

I would now like to refer to the case of
a tenement house in Hay-st. east. I know
the lady personally, and to my knowledge
she has been there for well over 20 years.
She cannot be called a bad tenant. Her
rent was increased from £4 l~s. to £10 a
week. She did not object to paying it.
Would members like to hear the charming
bit about this case? Her landlord said to
her. "I will take over all the tenants you
have; you can keep your fiat and I will
pay you for the work you do around the
house." If that is not robbing people of
goodwill, I do not know what is.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: You did not tell
us what she had been getting out of the
place.

Hon. H. Hearn: What about Mr. Camp-
bell?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I would answer
Mr. Baxter's interjection by saying that
when a tenement house is let to a person
who proposes to conduct it as a lodging
tenement, it is conducted with a view to
profit. This person has conducted the
business for 20 years. and at any time the
owner could have given her notice, except
perhaps during the war years, when she
was protected by the Act. But the rent
was raised from £4 18s. to £10. It was
raised in the latter years, which, of course
proves my point.

Hon. H. Hearn: She must have been on
a good thing before.

Hon. P. R. H. LAVERY: It was neces-
sary for her to Increase the rents of her
tenants just the same as any businessman
would. If a butcher had been paying £10
as rent ,and was obliged to pay £20, the
price of his meat would naturally be in-
creased.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Tell us what she was
getting out of it.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I will give the
hon. member a reply. I must admit, how-
ever, that some of his interjections do rile
me at times. I have heard Sir Charles
Latham speaking about standard practice.
It has been the standard practice for scores
of years that the person who rents tene-
ment houses does so for his or her own
profit. The owner has the right to

put another tenant In at a higher rental.
But if the person had been there
for a period of 25 years and had con-
ducted her business respectably, the owner
Must have been quite satisfied. Now
however, he wants to take over the tene-
ment and wants her to be a slushy for hiint

Hon. N. E. Baxter: You did not answer
my question.

H-on. P. R. H. LAVERY: I will now
revert to Mr. Campbell. the chemist. Mr.
Campbell thought he would be able to
help other tenants in Mosman Park. Un-
fortunately he brought politics into the
affair and thought that because he was a
worker in the Liberal Party for a nmber
of years, he would get some assistance by
writing to Mr. Watson. The basis of his
complaint was that he had 28 days' notice
to move out, and that 28 days' notice for
a chemist to find other accommodation or
dispose of his stock was almost impossible.
Accordingly he wrote a letter to Mr. Wat-
son asking for his assistance in the matter.
While I have not got that letter here, I
know the substance very well. He thought
that the owner, Mr. Armaflasco, was doing
a disservice to the community by taking
over the goodwill from the tenants and
using it for his own benefit.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Are you suggesting
that was the substance of my letter?

Hon. F. R%. H. LAVERY: That was the
substance of Mr. Campbell's letter to the
hon. member. I have here a letter dated
the 16th June addressed to Mr. P. Camp-
bell. it reads--

I have received your letter of the
12th June.

I am sorry to hear of your troubles
-1 can sympathise with you because
I myself had a similar experience re-
garding my own office accommodation
not so long ago. But we must recog-
nise that these problems constitute the
ordinary hazards of business.

I beg leave to disagree with your
view that there has been any lack of
foresight in the amendments made in
the Rents and Tenancies Act in Decem-
ber last, when Parliament gave four
1nonths' notice that the long overdue
restoration of the ordinary relation-
ship between landlord and tenant
would become effective on the Ist May.

In my ovinicn it is not for Parlia-
ment to interfere in Lhe ordinary busi-
ness relationship between landlord and
tenant. On the very day mo Aease
expires my landlord is not-and
thenceforth should not be-under the
slightest obligation to me or under
any disability of the nature which
you suggest in the last paragrph of
your letter. By the same token I am
likewise under no obligation to my
landlord; I can, if I am so minded.
shift to other Premises which may be
more suitable or of which. thle rent
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may be lower, We made our contract:
the contract will have been fulfilled:
aund that is all there is to it. A busi-
:ness man who carries on a business on
Premises without a reasonable lease
does so at his peril-no less than a
* man who puts to sea in a leaky boat.
That is just ordinary commonsense.

-and truth of which is not diminished
through the unbusiness-like methods
-of businessmen.

'You say that you have been in the
'premises for 13 years and that you
face a financial loss of £3,000-i.e..
about £230 per annumn over the whole
term. But you do not say what is the
capital value of the premises, or what
rent you have paid, or what profits you
have made, over that period. I amr
not curious to know this; I mention
It merely to remind myself that the
coin has two sides.

Notwithstanding a fond belief which,
for far too long, has been fostered to
the contrary, the plain fact is that a
person does not build premnises-and
tie up thousands or tens of thousands
of pounds--merely for the unlimited
use, convenience, and profit of tenants.

In this world of ours, there are
amongst landlords-as in all other
walks of life-a few skunks who care
not how many scruples there are to
the £. Whilst that is a matter for
regret, it does not justify legislation.
if anyone is minded to deal with such
a person, I would commend to him
that old question:- Does the Hindu
shake hands with the cobra? Whether
you suggest that your landlord comes
wvithin this category is by no means
clear from the information set forth
in your letter. Has he given you notice
to quit because he requires the premises
either for his own use or to rebuild?9
Or because of personal friction between
you? Or because someone else has
offered him a rental which you are
not prepared to pay? Or simply out of
pure caprice to harass and worry you?

My experience is that-in the ab-
sence of special circumstances-the
average landlord who has a good tenant
at a reasonable rental is loth to lose
him and, in his dealings with that
tenant, is generally willing to give him
every consideration.

You will gather from what I have
said that in my opinion the law as it
stands does not call for any substan-
tial alteration. Parliament should not
legislate for special eases-even for
special cases of hardships.. Hard cases
make bad law;, and Parliament can
only legislate for the State as a whole
according to first principles.

That is not to say that personally I
do not sympathise with you in your
problems; but I would emphasise that
m my opinion it is essentially one for

solution by yourself with, if possible,
the co-operation of your landlord-
and from the facts as set forth in your
letter surely it is not beyond the bounds
of possibility for you to come to some
suitable arrangements with himn, be it
for ever so temporary a period.

Yours faithfully,

H. K. WATSON.
H-on. Sir Charles Latham: What, give

him a free advertisement!
Hon. F. R.. H. LAVERY: There are one

or two items in this letter which need a
little questioning. Regarding the para-
graph-

Notwithstanding a fond belief
which, for far too long, has been
fostered to the contrary, the plain
fact is that a person does not build
premises-and tie up thousands or
tens of thousands of pounds--merely
for the unlimited use, convenience.
and profit of tenants.

I have this to say on behalf of the people
of this State who are being evicted from
their homes. it is their opinion and also
the opinion of many legal men that when
persons invest money in premises to be let
to tenants, they do spend tens of thous-
ands of pounds for the purpose of letting
the premises for the unlimited use, con-
venience and profit of tenants.

Hon. H. Hearn: Did Campbell sublet?
Hon. F. R.. H. LAVERY: Regarding the

paragraph-
You say that you have been in the

premises for 13 years and that you
face a financial loss of £3,000-

Mr. Watson stated "But you do not say
what is the capital value of the premises."
I can answer that. It is very, very low.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Would you be surL
prised to know that the bank values the
Premises at £12,000?

Hion. F. R.. H. LAVERY; I would be very
surprised. I think £12,000 would cover the
four or five shops, because they are all
weatherboard structures, in a broken-down
and decrepit condition. Mr. Campbell and
the butcher next door kept them in good
repair for a number of years.

Hon. H. K. Watson: What about the
butcher's shop next door?

Hon. F. R.. H. [AVERY: Mr. Beale has
the butcher's shop.

Hon. H. K. Watson: That is not the manx.
You are talking about the Cotteslo
premises, not those at Mosman Park. His
name is not Beale. His name is Cheek.

Hon. F. P.. H. LAVERY' I wish to correct
that name.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Is Cheek being
evicted?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: He has been
there for 28 years. He is being evicted
soon.
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Hon. H-. K. Watson: Has he a lease?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: Yes.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Was Gampbell
offered a lease?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: Campbell was
not offered a lease. He was not given the
opportunity of paying the higher rent
which he offered. Mr. Williams was not
given the opportunity of paying a higher
rent which he also offered.

Mrs. O'Meadre, a married woman with
two children, who had to travel from
Subiaco each day to her greengrocer shop
in Mosman Park, and who paid a high
price for ingoing, was evicted after 19
months on 28 days' notice. The landlord
has put someone in to continue the busi-
ness on behalf of the landlord. It is all very
well for Mr. Watson to deceive members
by saying that the rents and tenancies
legislation introduced by the Labour Gov-
ernment is unnecessary, is out of order and
is political humbug.

I do not wish to delay the house any
longer. I have tried to impress on the
members present that there is necessity
for some restrictive legislation. Whether
the legislation before us is correct or not,
whether amendments are desired or not, is
the prerogative of this Chamber to deter-
mine. It has the right to amend, disagree
or disallow. The amendment moved by
Mr Watson has, in my opinion, some very
repulsive terms. I refer to the words--
"inasmuch as this Bill seeks," etc.

This is a slur upon members of another
Chamber, upon the Government, upon the
draftsman who framed the Bill according
to instructions, and upon each and every
one of us. If Mr. Watson thinks that that
is parliamentary language, I think he
ought to learn something which he is try-
ing to teach Mrs. Hutchison. I personally
know of the amount of distress she wit-
nessed before she became a member of this
H-ouse. She discussed the matter in
other places when she was trying for three
years to get people on the roll for Subur-
ban Province.

Hon. H. Hearn: There is an article in
the "Tribune" about it.

Ron. F. R. H. LAVERY: My answer to
Mr. Hearn is that there are people who are
not game to repeat outside the Chamber
statements they make here. I can tell him
that Mrs. Hutchison loathes communism
and everything ronnected with it. If the
communists tag on behind the Labor
Party-

H-on. H. Hearn: They tag on In front.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: If they tag on
behind the Labour Party, who are trying
to do something for the workers, we cannot
be blamed. When the public meeting was
held at which businessmen were asking

for consideration to be given to their un-
enviable position, a member of the public.
Mr. Vivian James, stood up and claimed
that the meeting was being conducted by
communists. He threw his arms about and
made that assertion. I considered it my
place to ask for a withdrawal of the state-
ment. Mr. James could not name one
communist who was present except a
woman who had taken no Part in the
discussion.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: What has
that to do with the amendment?

The PRESIDENT: I hope the hon. mem-
ber will connect his remarks with the
amendment.

Hon. P. R, H. LAVERY: I intend to do
so. The amendment states that this
House declines to give the Bill a second
reading. This man disrupted a meeting of
conscientious businessmen who h a v e
served the State, although he had nothing
to do with the business of the meeting. He
was not in any way concerned, and yet he
attributed it to communists. Some mem-
bers of the Labour Party were present and
the meeting was conducted, not by com-
munists, but by honourable men.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I am afraid
that you are protesting too much.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I make a final
appeal to the House. I am afraid that I
have wasted my time by speaking as I have
done, because I believe that members have
already made up their minds that we can-
not get away with this help for the
people.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: "Get away" is right.
Member: You are a pessimist.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: Never in my
life have I felt so pessimistic. At 7 o'clock
the other morning a woman who had five
children under 16 years of age called on me.
She was supposed to have been out of the
home on the previous day and she wanted
to know whether at that last minute I
could get her accommodation from the
Housing Commission. Apart from her own
children, she had a girl and a boy of 18
years of age staying with her. The family
shifted into one of those marvellous man-
sions that the McLarty-Watts Government
provided at Woodman's Point-two rooms
and a kitchen.

If that does not show the neces-
sity for the Bill, I do not know what does.
How else can we assist these people when
we know that they are dependent upon
what the Housing Commission can do for
them because private enterprise has done
nothing to help them? I hope that the
amendment will be negatived and that the
Bill will be read a second time.

On motion by Ron. C. H. Henning,
debate adjourned.

House adjourned at 10.58 p.m.
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