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The PRE SIDENT took the Chair at
4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

PAPER PRESENTED.
By the Colonial Secretary: Report o

the board of management of the Perth
Hospital,

MNOTiON-MINING INDUSTRY,
CONTIN'UED AISSISTANCE.

Hion. 1M. L. MOSS (West) moved-
That in thes Opinion of this House a

coniuance of Ossistunre to the ining
inustry wvilt be benieflii to this State.

Hie said: I gave notice of this motion
mainly with the object of answering in
detail the suggestions that were pointed
out by Mr. Kirw an, that when I spoke on
the Address-in-reply I did not give ac-
curalely thle figuires relating to the various
matters touchled on (lieu with regard to
the aid given to mining development in
Western Australia. And the lion, gentle-
juan then endeavoured to lead the House
to believe that in the statements I made
with regard to this particular question I
was alluding only to the expenditure un-
der the Mines Development Act of 1892.
It is qniie obvious that was not the ease,
because I alluded to eight or nine diff-
erent items of expend iture that never by
any straining of the Mines Development
Act could have been imagined to be an
expenditure ninder the statute. In order,
therefore,' that the hion. member and that
members of the House shiall know exactly
what has been done under the Mines De-
velopment Act,. and the expenditure that
has been incurred for mining development
generally, outside of that Act, I intend to
read to the House the expenditure under
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both Acts. Under the Mlines Development
Act for 1901-2, the expenditure was
£C2,324; 1902-3, £:13,643; 1903-4, £14,335;
1904-5, X13.807; 1905-6, £18,377; 1906-7,
£24,152; 1907-S, £14,903; 1909-9, £14,862;
1909-1.0, £9,016; _1910-11, £C8,677, or a
total over these 1.0 years of £135,105; that
is the expenditure under the Mines De-
velopment Act for the development of the
golfielcds and mineral resources generally.
There is a huge expenditure on water sup-
plies, that is outside the big goldflelds
scheme , and the erection of State batter-
iet. Starting- again at 1901-2 the expendi-
hire on water supplies was £13,639;
1902-3, £12,070; .1903-4, £23,955; 1904-5,
£27,618; 190.56, £49,173; 1906-7, £55.741;
1907-S. £31.222; 1908-9, £17,307; 1909-10,
£1I5,711;, 1910-11, £31,841. All these
are for watcr supplies alone. Then for
the erection of State batteries the amounts
were-i 901-2, £15,S4l - 1902-3. £6.272,
and that year there w'as a revenue ex-
penditure of £10,304; 1903-4 from rev-
enue £32.967; 1904-5, £9.999 from loan
and from ravenu fi 33,219; 190.5-6, from
revenue £134174; 1906-7 from loan,
£13.902; 1907-S from loan 90,919; 1908-9
from loan £E24,981; 1909-10 from loan
£11,344: 3010-11 from loan £7.023. Conn-
ing to the revenue and expenditure this
is from the Treasurer's financial statement
of 1909-10--there was expended on State
batteries £11,191, on the Goldfields Water
S-cheme £54.426, and on min-es -water sup-
plies £34,103. These items alone total
X99-720. Tito profit from the wines z2en-
erally aind the balance of the Mines De-
partmcnt generally sas £46,991,. that is
crediting the mines with alt the receipts
anid debiting it vith all the expenditure
and including in the receipts £58,707 divi-
dend duties paid by ruining companies.
Allowing for all that it shows a loss dur-
in- that year of £52,729. The statement
I made was this , that there bad been an
expenditure of practically L50.000 during
that year and for a number of Years pre-
viously for general mines developmenL.

H~on. J. WV. K~irwan: The statement
was that there was an expenditure of
£E50,000 a year from the v'ote annually
before Parliament, known as the Mines
Development Vote.
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Hon. M1. L. MIOSS: Assuming that
they are the exact words the hion. gentle-
man is quoting, and I assume he is quot-
ing from Hansard, although lie has no
right to do so, what I am chiefly concerned
in setting right is this: the vote for the
Mines Department-and to nse the word
"fvote"l is not strictly accurate, for there
is a variety of sources, some under the
Mines Development Act of 1892-and the
balance of votes in other directions, all
totalling an aggregate suma of £50,000,
that has been annually expended during
the whole time the late Minister for Ines
was responsible for the administration of
that department. I do not suppose there
is an lion. member of the House who will
grud Ige for one moment one penny piece
Of that amount, because the expenditure,
whether under the Mlines Development
Act or from votes in other directions, is a
matter of no consequence, and the hon.
memuber (Mr. Kirwan) is only splitting
straws when he keeps reiterating that the
vote was under the Act, It was nothing
of the kind. A good deal of the expendi-
ture would not be justified under that Act,
because a very cursory glance at it would
show what the Minister is entitled to
spend by the authority of that Act. Nonie
of this expenditure, I say, is begrudg-ed,
and better results could not have been
obtained fromt this expenditure, and my
opinion is that the present Government
should zo on on the same lines and do
what they can to assist this great indus-
try, v because the discovery of more nuni-
ferous areas in Wesern Australia would
be productive of nothing hut good to the
country at large. Mr. Kit-wan has fre-
quently stated in the House that hie does
not, want to do anythiing to set the coast
against the goldfields, or thie mining in-
dustry against the agricultural industry,
but there is too much apology wlith the
hon. member in that direction. He is thie
only member of this House who is con-
stantly excusing himself in that dir-ection.

Hon. 3. W. KTirwan: On what partien-
lar occasion?

Hon. MW. L, MOSS:3 Always. It is a
phrase the hion. member has coined, and
on every available opportunity hie throws
it out.

lion. J. AV. Kirwan: Give me a par--
ticular occasion.

Hon, M. L. MOSS: I have a fairly-
good memory but I cannot tUrn up pages-
of flansard right off and show them to.
the lion, member.

Hon. J. AY. Kirwvan:; I challenge thie,
hon. member to do that.

Hon. 1. L. MOSS : It is quite easy
for the hon. member to ask me to do a
thing in a momnt when be knows it is,
afr impossibility for me to do it.

Hon. J. W. Kirwan : But you say you
remember a particular speech.

Hon. M. L. MOSS : It has been a
general statement with the lion, member
that he is always speaking of setting the,
coast against the goldfields or the gold-
fields against the coast.

Hon. J1. W. Kirwan : I cannot remem-
ber a single speech in that respect.

Hon. MW. L. MfOSS: Can I be respon-
sible for the hon. member's memory?

Hon. J. W. Kirwan : I cannot be res-
ponsible for what the hon. member at-
tributes to me, and which I certainly did
not say.

Hon. 21. L. MOSS : I am bound to ac-
cept the hon. member's denial, but I
inust have been labonring under a delut-
sion, and I am sorry for it. I do not want
to see the great gold mining industry on
the Eastern Goldfields set against the
agricultural industry. I want to see all
the industries of the State working in
perfect barmony with one another. When
I waS referring to thbese figures on the
Address-in-reply I did it as a simple act
of justice and fairness to the late Mfin-
ister for Mines, whose services to the
country I think cannot be too highly es-
timiated. Unfortunately, that gentleman
has now lost his seat in Parliament.
He Was for some time a colleague of
mine, and I have always sufficient loyalty
about me to stand uip for a person who
has been a colleaguLe of mine. I have
followed Mr. Gregory's attitude after I
left the Miason Government right up to
the time lie was rejected by the electors
of Mtenzies. N0 one has a right to dic-
tate to the electors as to whom they shall
return. bnt when an attack is made on a
gentleman who has done his duty well in
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the interests of the country, there ought
to be someone in Parliament to stand up
and defend his good actions in the past.
That was the motive which actuated me
in doing that which Mr. Ijirwan so
strongly resented.

Ron. J. W. Kirwvan: I resented your
quoting incorrect figures.

Hon. M. L. MOSS: The figures 1
quoted were absolutely correct. The
hon. member can get up and speak till
he is black in the face, but he cannot
alter the figures nor deny the accuracy of
the figur-es I have just quoted. My con-
tention is that when the hon. member
made his statement on the Address-in-
reply as to the expenditure tinder the
Mines Development Vote, he must have
known perfectly well that my observa-
tions were not dlirected to the Mines De-
velopment Vote alone, but to the expen-
diture on the water supplies, State bast-
teries, the School of Mines and the huge
sums expended in connection with the
making of roads and tracks on the gold-
fields. Any baby in politics knows when
hie comes to the Mines Development Vote
that this expenditure is not authorised
under that vote at all. 'Mr. Kirwan is a
very capable debater, but I have alwvays
noticed that he is ready to reply to an
interjection only when lie can score off
it. On the other hand, when he wvas
speaking- on the Address-in-reply and I
was by interjection insisting that he was
endeavouring to misrepresent me, I could
not get him to pay any attention to me;
he turned a deaf ear ; yet he will come
along presently, I have no doubt, and
endeavour to refute the figures I have
given. But these figures have been care-
fully extracted from official docuiments
and have proved up to the hilt all that
I said on the Address-in-reply. Hon.
members will, I hope, carry this resolu-
tion, for it will be an advantage if the
Government continue the good work of
the past. No one can gauge what a
benefit will result to the State 1) v the din-
coxcrv of further auriferous areas in
Western Australia ; for while the de-
velopment of agriculture brings the
people into the State by tens and twen-
ties, successful ruining operations brings

us thousands. Mr. Kirwan may be as-
sured that I do not grudge the expendi-
ture of one fraction of the money spent
in the past. From some of it, possibly,
we could have expected better results,
but those insulicient results cannot he
laid at the door of the ex-Minister for
Mines. I have much pleasure in miovin~g
the motion standing in my niame.

Hou. J. W. KIRWAN (South);: It is
not often that a speech on the Address-
in-reply is productive of results. I have
frequently held that the Address-in-reply
is, to a large extent, a waste of time; but
I do feel that my humble effort in that
debate this session was not altogether
wasted, Since it has elicited from my
friend, Mr. Moss, this resolution in fav-
our of thie continuation of assistance to
the mining industry. I am extremely
glad thait the lion, gentleman has brought
forward the proposal, and I will pre-
sently show why it was necessary that
the proposal should he brought forward,
and why it is particularly advantageous
coming from the quarter it does. The
Occasion on which I spoke and to which
the lion. member refers was, I find, as
far back as 9th November, since which
date the hon. member has been cogitating
a means of getting out of the very awk-
wvard position in which he found himself.
I have the greatest possible sympathy for
the lion, member, and I feel that sym-
pathy all the more after the speech he
has delivercd to-day. In order to refresh
the minds of hon. members reg-arding
the speech I then delivered I would like
to set out exactly what happened; and
I might be permitted to refresh my own
mind from my notes as to, the exact
words used by the hon. member and
the subject matter of my own remarks,
so far as they bear upon what the hon.
.member said. The exact words the lion.
member used were, "During the last
10 Years there has been a vote annually
before Parliament known as the Mines
lDevelopment Vote, and that vote has
been somewhere in the vicinity of £50,000
a year." I knew that that statement was
inaccurate, and I interjected at the time,
"What were the figures for last vear7"
The bon. member said, "I will gie h
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hoti. member the figures later on." But
he did not give the figures later on, and
I took occasion later on to point out that
that statemtenit wvas incorrect. I had my own
figures, prepared from numbers of re-
ports of the Mines D)epartment, and ex-
tending- over ninny years, but in order to
be absolutely certain I went to the Mines
Deparnnent myself and got an official
return-which I have hecre--concerninge
the amount spent uinder the Mines De-
velopment Vote. Everyone who has
studied the annual reports of the
Mines Department, every one of the
Mines Department. officials, every single
member of Parliament and, I think,
everyone throughiout the country knows
that when the Mines Development
Vote is referred to it means the annual
vote referred to by Mr. Moss when he
stated that £50,000 a year was spent
under it. That is thie description renl
throughout the reports of the M,%ines De-
partmient xv hen they sp~eak of thle Mines
Development V'ote they invariably mean
the fund refered to by Mr. Moss.

Hon. N. L. Moss: I have told you
half a dozen times that was not what I
was alluding to.

Hon. J. W. KIRWAN: I was only
taking the bon. member's speech as it
wais delivered.

Ron. 21. L. Moss: You are splitting
strawq.

Tue PRESIDENT: The hon. mnember
will have the right of reply.

Hfon. J. W. KIR".WAN: I do not ob-
ject to the hon. member's interjections,
because the more hie interjects the worse
hie is making the ease for himiself, and
the more sympathy mnst be felt for him
by all those members who consider it is
a crave matter to quote incorrect figuires
to the Hfouse. I do not charge the hon.
member wihhaving deliberately mis-
quoted these figures, but I have no hesi-
tation in now elarzing him with ._ro~
carelessniess in the mnatter of presenting
figures to the House; and I say that his
statement that £-50,000 per anniini was
spent from the 'Mines Development VTote
would mislead any lion, member who knew
an 'ything ait alt about the expenditure of
thle Nines Department.

Hon. 21L%. L. Moss: I told you I would
give the details of the expenditure.

Hon. J. W. KIRWAN, But the hon.
meniber did not give the details of thle-
exp~enditure. I asked for them, knowing
that if the hon. member gave the details
the mistake would become apparent. I
asked what were the details for the pire-
vious year, and thte hion. miember said that
he Would give thenm later on. But all he-
gave was the statement that it was in
the vicinity of £50,000 a year. If the-
statement hlad come' from an hon. mem-
ber who, perhaps, wvas not very skilful
in the uise of words, or if it had been a
slip onl the part of an hon. member
which was subsequently. explained, I
could understand it; but the lion, mem-
ber is now making his position far worse.
When I went to the Mlines Department
and asked for the expenditure uinder (le-
Mines Developmen-t Vote they at onice
gave mec these figures, and I think thL-
proper course for the hion. member to-
take Would be to get up and explain to-
the House that what he referred to was
the total Of Some fliures spent in many
ways which did not come under the head-
in of Mines Developmient Vote. The

exact amount spent uinder that vote last
year, and -Which has been fairly correctly
quoted by the hon. member was less than
£10,000, and it was spent on assistance
to mining, such as water supplies, roads,
subsidies to assist the eartage of ore over
long distances, and subsidies to develop
small mnines below the lO0ft. level. I
elimn that the bon. meniber was dis-
tinctly wrong in the statement lie made
to the House, a statement which would
undoubltedly' create a false impression,
and I think he has mnade matters worse
by endeavonring to adhere to the posi-
tion lie took up. and which lie himself
mnust. know is wrong. But I am ex-
tremelv nlcased that what I said should
hanve elicited these remarks from the hion.
memiber, because hie haRs expre'ssed him-
self in furtherance of a policy which, I
take it. the -new Government are stronly
in favour of. There were doubts so far
as the late Government wvere concerned
as to whether or niot the 'Mines D~evelop)-
ment Vote would be continued:, in fact,
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there was no question that the late Gov-
4erment contemplated the abolition of
the Mines Development Vote. That
knowledge created considerable uneasi-
ness among the people of the goldields
and was, to some extent, responsible
for the opposition there exhibited against
the late Government. I am extremely
glad to find that M1r. M-oss is so strongly
in favour of a continuance of this policy
-of spending money uinder the Mines De-
velopinent Vote. I think that in having
caused him to come forward with this
proposal my remarks have been instru-
mental in doing some good. He will
probably say, and I shiall not dispute the
fact, that the hion. member has always
been desirous of advancing the interests
of tie mining industry. While agreeing
with that I do not know of any previous
occasion on which the lion. member came
forward with a motion of this kind. I
sincerely trust the motion will be carried.
The hon. member has my most sincere
sympathy in his endeavour to wriggle,
as he has done, out of a very difficuilt
position. I would offer him my sincere
congratulations if he had taken the pro-
per course inl the circumstances and
stated that he misunderstood what was
meant by the Mines Development Vote,
ond regretted having- made a statement
distinctly contrary to the facts of the
,ease. He has not, even to the present,
given. us the details of the £50,000 a year
which he claims has been spent uinder the
MAines Development Vote., I defy the
lion, member to give the details that
would justify that statement. I have the
-annual reports of 'the Mines 'Department
to show it was wrong-. T have statements
from the Mines Department officials, and
what tire hion. member has said with re-
gard to the other expenditure has simply
exposed the very great blunder he made
in this Chamber.

Hlon. W. Kingsmill: -This - is a -duel,
not a general engagement.

Ron. T. F. 0. BRIMAGE:- I move-

That the detbate be adjourned.

The PRESI1)ENT: Until when!

.Hon1. W., Kinganrill : This day month!

Rion. T. F. 0. BRIMAGE: Until the
next sitting of the House.

Motion passed; the debate adjourned.

BILLS (2)-THIRD READING.
1. Criminil Code Amiendmnent, passed.
2. Dwellingup State Hotel, passed.

BILL~r-VETERINARY,

In Committee.

Rsumed from the 30th November.
Postponed Clause 21-Qualifications

of practitioners:
The CHAIRMAN: Progress was re-

ported on an amendment by Mr. Moss.
Tire hion. member had on the Notice Pa-
l)er another amnendment to this clause.
Did the hon, member desire to withdraw
the amendment before the Chair?

Hon. M. L,. Mfoss: Yes.
Amendment by leave withdrawn.
The CHIAIRMAN: The amendment oii

the Notice Paper, in the unane of Mri.
Moss, covered a portion of the clause al-
ready passed, and couild rot be accepted
in its present form.

Hon, MK L. Moss: I will ask the House
to recommit ilhe Bill.

Hon. J F. Cullen: It would be best to
strike out the clause, and insert a new
clause.

Clause as previously amended put and
negatived.

Hon. MX L. MOSS: Could a new clause
be moved to stand as Clause 21?

The CHA11RMAN: The bon. member
hi better do that on recommittal.

Title-agreed to.
Bill reported with amendments.

Recommit tal.
O11 motion by Hon. M. L. MOSS, Bill

recommitted to further consider Clauses
25 arid 29, and to consider a new clause.

Clause 25.-Penalty for practising
when not registered:

Ron. T. H. WILDING moved .an
amendment-

That the following woords be added
at tire end of Stcbclau-se I :-"Provided,
nevertheless, that nothing herein shalt
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make -it -illegal for auy person to per-
form for reward the 6peratian of cast-
ration or dlehorning on augy animal?'1

Bon. C. A. PIESSE mnoved an Amend-
mieat on the amendmet-

'That the irordls "or the tailing of
lambs" be added.
Amendment (Mr. Piesse's) passed.
Amendment as amended put and pas-

sed. And the clause as amended agreed to.
Clause 29-Act not to interfere with

chemlists:

Bon. At. L. MOSS moved an amend-
men I-

That after drugs in line 3 the follow-
iug be inetd-i dcnsand sur-
gical appliances used for horses, cows,
and other animals."
Amendment passed. the clause as

amended agreed to.
New clause-Qualification of practi-

tioners:

Hon. Al. L. MOSS moved-
.That the following be added to stand

as Clause 21 :---(l.) Every person
shall be entitled to be regi'fered in the
register under this A it 'rvhu proves to
the satisfaction of the Board that he-
(a.) has attained the age of twenty-one
years; (b.) is a person of good fame
and character; and (c.) holds a dip-
loma of competency as a veterin7ary sur-
geon from the Royal Collc gr of Vet~r-
mnory Surgeons of Great Br..tain, or
from some other college or ,"itatwn
recognised by the Board. (2.) Where
at the passing of this Act anq perivn
practises and has continuously for -not
less than three years before the passing
olf this Act practised veterinary sur-
gery in Western Australia the Board
-arch, until the 31st day of December,
1912, enter his -name as a ve-rrinary
practitioner in a portion of the . fgister
to be headed "Veterinary Pr.,'tition-
ers." (3.) Every person who~c name
is so entered shall whilst his namne con-
tinues so registered be deemed a regis-
lted veterinary surgeon. Provided,
however, that no such person st iall in
any advertisement or on; any name plate
or sign or by 'means of any wrtten or

printed nmatter advertise or hold him-
self out as a registered vet erirunty sur-
geon unless it is tirade to appear in such
adi-ertisemient, plate'sign, or written or
printed mnatter, that such person is re-
gist ered as a vet erinary proactitioner

Hon. J. F. CULLEN: SnbclaueeP 3 ojf
proposed new clause mnoved by M11r.
Moss was not onysue11os u

contradictory. The principle on which
thre new clause had been introduced
"-as that of secondary qualifications
and thle secondary list of goentle-
men to be known, not as surgeons
but as veterinary practitioners. There
was no earthly reason, to call suchI People
surgeons. If rirey were surgeons why
should they not be in thie principal list?
The -whole. basis of the, claus-e was to
provide for persons Of secondary fjali-
fleations who were riot fully diplomiaed.

Hon. 'AT. L~. Mossa: They did that in
England.

Haon. J. F. CULL EN: If they madle
ai mistake in Englaind that was no rea-
son why we should do so. It would lead
to endless confusion and would he a pre-
1liun Onl Slbterftige. He moved ani
anien dimen t-

That Subclause S of -the proposed
new clause be struck out.

Later on it was his intention to niare the
onisinr of the second half of thle pro-
iso in order to bring it into line.
lion. AL L. MLOSS: It was quite ob-

vions what thle amendment was intended
to do. It had already been explained that
in England there were a number of per-
sons. who were_practitioaers in 1881 when
tile Act providing for qualifications of
veterinary surgeons was passed, and there
they souight to preserv'e vested rights then
existing. arid they got two classes of prac-
titioners, the practitioners admitted with
examinations and anothet list under the
heading of existing practitioners without
examinations. In order to approximate
as closely as possible what was done in
England there would be two lists here
showing those admitted with an examina-
tion end those admitted because they were
practising before the passing of the Act-
Subelause .3 provided that while so regis-
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tered they should be deemed to be regis-
Itered veterinary surgeons; not that they

were. The safeguard for the general pub-
lie was in the proviso that the veterinary
practitioners were not to advertise them-
selves as veterinary surgeons. They
might, however, advertise so long as they
did not sail under false colours. That was
put in as a protection for the public.

Hon. J. F. Cullen: A delusion to the
public.

Hon. M. L. MOSS: It was to prevent
delusion. The register being divided
would show those who were veterinary
practitioners and those who were veter-
inary surgeons. The public would know
at once whom they would he employing.
On one list would be the man who adver-
tised himself as a veterinary surgeon and
who had been subjected to examination
tests. and the others would be those who
had been practising before the Act came
into force. With regard to chemists,
dentists, and others, all of whom he could
not bring to mind, there had always been
a reasonable attempt to preserve existing
righits, and that was all the Bill before the
Committee attempted to do.

Rion. J. F. CULLEN: The honourable
member had tried to confuse the actual
issue.

Hon. M1. L. Moss: That -was not the in-
tention.

Hon. J. F. CULLEN: It might be as-
sumed that the Committee would do jus-
Uice to existing practitioners, and for that
reason members were agreeing to the sec-
ondary list of veterinary practitioners.
Win'y should wve allow the lion, member

to mix up the practitioners with the suir-
geons? Wfe should register them as vet-
erinary practitioners. There was a num-
her of men who by experience bad become
qualified, and let themn be reg-istered as
vreterinary practitioners. Mr. -Ioss asked
that theyv should be allowed to sail under
false colours and call themselves veterin-

-ary surgeons. Then to protect the pub-
lic he proposed that they should not de--
scribe themselves in advertisements or in
s;igns as veterinary surgeons unless they
made it c lear that they were veterinary
practitioners. t -was desired to get a
highb standard of qualification amnongst the
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veterinary surgeons, and lie asked the,
Commit-tee to support the deletion of the,
proposed Subclause 3.

Hon. C. A. PIESSE: Mr. Moss in his-
eagerness to do justice to those who wvere
practising to-day was really defeating the-
Bill. There were many men who had been
practising for three years, and who were
quite unfit for the work, yet they woukl
come ini under the Bill. Whilst doing jus-
tice to the good men already in the State-
we must be protected against imposters.
Personally he would prescribe for the un-
qualified prdctitioner a simple practical-
examination. He would support Mr. Cul--
len's amendment.

Hon. Sir E. H. WITTENOOM: There.
was no doubt that Subolause 3 was abso-
lutely superfluous. Mr. Moss had pro-
vided that there should be two lists, one-
of veterinary -practitioners and the other
of registered veterinary surgeons, and this,
Subelause 3 mixed uip the two. The sub-
clause should be struck out and also all
the words after "reg istered veterinary sur-
geon" in the proviso. le was of opinion,
that the three years should he altered to
five years, but every precaution was taken
in the words "ilie board may until the-
thirty-fl rst day of December, 1912." This
gave a permissive and not compulsory
power so that if a practising veterinary-
surgeon who was not qualifled applied to
the board for registration, the board
might use their discretion.

Hon. M. L. MOSS: The amendment
was scientifically drawn by the Parliamen-
tary draftsman, and was in correct form.
Subelause 3 did not say that these veter-
inary practitioners should be veterinary
surgeons, hut that they should be deemed,
for the purposes of the Act to be veterin-
ary surgeons. In Clause 23 registered
veterinary surgeons were entitled to sue
in any court for fees. Clause 24 pro-
vided that no person other than a regis-
tered veterinary surgeon should recover
fees, and Clause 25 imposed penalties on
all persons "other than a registered veter-
inary surgeon" practising veterinary sur-
gery. If Suhelause 3 were cut out, and
the veterinary practitioners were not
deemed to he veterinary, surgeons, they
would be robbed of the very protection
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which it was the desire of the Committee
to afford them, and they would be liable
to prosecution for anything they did. The
Parliamentary draftsman knew what he
was about when he inserted Subelause 3.

Hon. J. F. OCULLEN: M3r. Moss must
know that hie was trying to throw dust
in the eyes of the Committee.

The CHAIRMNAN: The expression the
hon. member has just used was not in
order.

Hon. J. F. CUJLLEN: As the wind had
gone down and there was no longer any
dust he would withdraw the remark. It
was Mr. 'Moss's amendment which had
altered the whole Bill. All that need be
done in lieu of the insertion of Suibelause
3 was to make consequential amendments
by inserting the words "or veterinary
practitioner" after the words "reg-istered
-veterinary surgecon" wherever that occur-
red.

lion. A. G. JENKINS: Mr. M-oss was
correct in saying that it was necessary to
have Subelause 3 inserted. This subelause
'Only provided that t hese mien should be
deemed to he registered veterinary sur-
geons, and a reg-istered veterinary surgeon
was defined in the definition clause as a
person who appeared iii the register.'

Ron. V. HAMERiSLE Y: The clause as
drafted by the Parliamentary Draftsman
was satisfactory, and the thanks of mein-
hers were due to Mr. Mloss, for hyving g-ot
over a difficulty whkichi had given the Corn-
mittee considerable trouble at previous
sittings. It was at the instance of country
members that a great dceil of attenition
had been bestowed on this clause; they
recognised that iniland and in the far
north there were many places where it
might he impossible to get registered
veterinary surgeons, and the proposal to
hare veterinary practitioners Who Would
be able to make some reasonable charge
for their services would overcome the
difficulty. The amendment was satisfac-
tory -and necessary.

Amendment (Ron. J. F. Cullen's) put
and negatived.

On motion by Hon. M. L. MOSS the
words "for the purposes of this Act" were
inserted after the word "deemed" in
Subelause 3.

Hon. A. G. JENKINS:- It was a mis-
take that any incompetent person should
be given the right to practise by virtue of
residence and without passing any exam-
ination.

Hon. Sir E. H. Wittenoom: Where did
it say that'?

Hon. A. G-. JENXCINS: In the clause.
Hon. Sir E. H. W"ittenoomn: It simply

said "the board may."1
Hon. A. 0. J'ENKINS: Without any

examination at all a man could be per-
mitted to practise; that was a mistake.
He did not care what was done in other
States hut it was a mistake here. He
hoped some examination would be pro-
vided for.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY: Am
endeavonir had been made for over a week
to prescribe some examination and the
only support lie had received was fromn
the hon. Mr. Jenkins. One could not do
mnore.

I-In. Ri. LAURIE: It was surprising
that Mr. Jenkins could niake the state-
net lie had clone, because wh-len passing

the Medical Practitioners' Bill years ago
men who had practised in the State were
allowed to go on practising.

Hon. A. 0. Jenkins: That did not make
the principle good.

Honm. 1. LAURIE: But it protected time
man who had served the country wvell.
'rake thie ease of thie examination of offi-
cer's going to sea, wvhen the examination
was first imdo compulsory the long ser-
vice mlen were allowsed to continue their
services. If it was wade plain to the
public that the man was only a practi-
tioner and not a qualified veterinary sur-
geon no harm could be done.

H1on. Sir E. H. WITTENOOM\: It was
ntot his desire that any person should he
allowed to be registered who was niot com-
petent. If a man could prove to the satis-
faction of the board that he was capable
of dischanrging the duties of a practitioner
then lie was allowed to practise. The Bill
gave a certain amount of protection to
the puhlic by saying thant the board might
register as a veterinary practitioner any-
one who had been practising. If a person
applied for registration the first thing the
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boad )voud do was to find out if that per-
son ymas qaalified and if he was not then
bte vjoqid pq% be registered. There was a
great deal of discretion allowed. He
would be sorry to allow anyone who had
been practising for three years to claim

to wgis~sred as a right.
The COLONIAL StECR.ETARY: The

.q9 ~uit~ee should not be left under a1
mnisapprehension. If Mlr. Moss's amend-
ment was carried there could not be ally
examination -whatever. The Committea
had decided that there should be no exam-
ination and any mail who had continu-
ously practised in Western Australia for
three years, if lie had only performed
some simple operation, could claim to he
registered as a veterinary practitioner.
Aecokiling to the Bill as introduced pro-
vision was made for examination in only
one simple subject, diseases of the horse
or other domestic animal; but a duly
qualified veterinary surgeon had to pass
in twelve subjects.

Hon. M. L. Moss: The person who
drafted the Bill was trinking of a larr"
city like Melbourne.

Hon. E. McLABTY: Because a man
had p~ractised for three years that was not
proof of his competency. There were
men going about the country who pro-
fessed to be veterinary surgeons and to)
have knowledge of diseases of horses, but
who had no knowledge at all. There
should be some examination so that the
public might be protected. It was the
desire of the Committee to protect the
rae who had been in practise whether
they were qualified or not, but there was
not sufficient provision to protect the
public against impostors.

Hon. M. L. Moss: How would the Bill
operate in the North-West?

Hon. E. McLARTY: Only those per-
sons should be registered who were com-.
petent to give sound advice.

Hon. M. L. MOSS: By the system of
registration and the two lists people
would be able to find out who were veter-
inary practitioners or veterinary surgeons.
We were apt to look at these things too
closely from the populous centres of the
State. There would be no sailing under
false colours with the two lists.

New clause, as amended, put and
passed.

Bill again reported with further iaqnd-
meats.

Further Recommittal.

On motion by Ron. M6. L. MOSS, Bill
again recommitted for the further con-
sideration of Clause 25.

Clause 25-Penalty for practising when
not reg-istered:

lion. At. L. MOSS moved an amend-
ment

That the following be inserted after
Subelause 2:-(3) Any person other
than a registered veterinary surgeon
who shall advertise or hold himself out
as being a registered veterinary practi-
tioner shall be deemed guilty of an
offence under this section and liable to
the penalty mentioned in Subsection
two. (4) Any person who shall by act
or omission contravene the proviso to
Subsection three of Section twenty-one
shall be liable on conviction to a pen.
alty not exceeding Ten pounds.
Amendment passed.

Hon. M. L. MOSS moved a further
amendment-

That after "section" in line 3 of
Subiclause 3 the words "or Section 21"1
be inserted.

Amendment passed.
Bill again reported

amendments.
with further

BILL-LOCAL COURTS ACT
AMENDMENT.

Recommnittal.

On motion by Hon. J. F. CULLEN,
Bill recomm itted for the purpose of con-
sidering a new clause.

New Olause-Signatures on garnishee
orders:

Hon. J. F. CULLEN moved-
That the following be inserted to

stand as Clause l3:-Section 145 of the
principal Act is hereby amended by
the insertion of the words "or the clark"A
after the words "the magistrate."
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This was a clause dealingl with garnishee
orders, It was necessary that a signature
be had before effect could be given to the
order. If a magistrate had to he found
on every occasion the garnishe might as
wvell not be given.

New clause putt and passed.
Bill again -reported with a further

amendt nen t.

BILL-DIVORCE ACT AMENDMENT.
Second Reading.

Debate restuned from the 28th Novem-
ber.
*Hon. J. F. CULLJEN (South-East):

The Bill is a very little one, one of the
shortest that has been tabled this session,
bant it touches the family interests of the
whole State in their most vital concerns,
and for that reason I think the House has
done wisely in insisting- upon time for
public opinion to be expressed on the
matter, and time for hon. members to
maturely consider it. The mover of the
second reading mentioned that several of
the neighoring States had very largely
extended their laws on divorce. In the
mother State, for 20 years there have been
five legalised provisions for divorce, five
causes for divorce. There are the causes
of adultery, desertion for three years and
upwards. habitual drunkenness with cru-
eltyv or neglect, imprisonment for three
years out of a sentence of seven years,
and attempted murder of petitioner or
.assault with intent of bodily harm.
.All these causes have been recognised
for 20 years past. The Bill does not
go nearly so far. Heretofore, the law
of Western Australia has been almost
identical with that of England. The
Bill proposes two things, and they are en-
tirely distinct. I want to impress this
upon the House: they are entirely dis-
tinct things, and to my judgment would
much better hove been separated. These
are, first to place the wife on an equality
with the husband under the present law
in the divorce court and, secondly, to ex-
tend the law. I hold that the first pro-
posal is not an extension of the law; it is
purely an adjustment of the law; but the

second proposal is a distinct extension of
the law, namely, to admit of petitions for
divorce on the grounds of desertion for
three years and upwards. I see no diffi-
culty whatever in regard to the first
proposal. I cannot eonceive of any-
body clearing himself of old-time
prejudices and studying it wvith an
open mind saying that there should
be one law, for the husband and another
for the wife. At the samne time I see no
opening at all for the cheap claptrap)
about despising women. I do not see that
readers of the present law are shut lip to
any such conclusion as that. Indeed, the
differentiation that has existed may be
interp)reted in another way. If greater
forbearance, fortitude, and self-sacrifice
have been expected from women, that ex-
pectation is in itself a testimonial. There
is no doubt about it. In all such qualities
women are far above uts. From the point
of viewv of the time when the law was
p~assed there must have been some very
sound grounds for differentiation, and
those grounds need not now be made
light of. Adultery is just as bad mor-
ally in a mn as in a woman, but its
effects on a family ideal and on the family
life are very different. Very much more
serious is unfaithfulness on the part of a
woman than on the part of a man; and
the differentiation, no doubt, went upon
the further ground, that because women
were more self-sacrificing and really more
loyal to the family ideal it was con-
sidered that unless some heinous form of
adultery were committed by the husband,
building uip a wall of abhorrence that
would make aity possibility of reunion out
of the question, the woman could be ex-
pected not to seek release.
Silting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 P.m.

Hon. J. F. CUL~LEN: I take up the
ground that equality of right of wife and
husband before a divorce court is not
open to argument-that, I think, every
fair-minded man must recognise, notwith-
standing the differentiating features I re-
ferred to in the opening of my speech-
but I do not think it will be well to leave.
the argument just there, 'because certain
objections have already been raised to
the Bill, and there are no doubt some hon.
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members who will vote against it as a
whole without making allowance for
whatever differences of value there may
be in different parts of the Bill. They will
-vote against the Bill as a whole, purely
or largely from a traditionary view, so
that it is necessary for me to go a little
more deeply into the matter. Before
dealing wit-h objectors who are outside
the House, I Would like to ask any
hlt. member who is disposed to oppose
thle Bill in toto-"What is your posi-
tion? You admit, I am sure, in thle ab-
stract that a wife and a husband should
hive eq ual rights in thle courts. Now, is
it an answer to this Bill to say that you
are opposed to divorce altogether!' I
say it is not anl answer. The first part
of the Bill does not ask any.) hon. member
to enact a law of divorce. Divorce for
adultery is now the law; the law is on
the statte-book. The first part of the
Bill simply asks hon. members to do what
their sense of justice must impel them to
do, that is to say, to right a wrong that
has been imposed on wives-snifering
wives-evcr since this law was enacted.
I want to press this view upon hon.
members who are disposed to oppose
the Bill. They are not asked to enact
divorce or to take any such responsi-
bility; hut, divorce for a dultery being the
law, they are asked, as men, to say wives
shall have the same rights before the
courts as the husbands. Think of it.
The wife falls; the husband goes to the
court and gets release under the law;
the husband falls; hut unless he commits
what is harppily a very rare offence, the
offence of incest, unless he commits the
most heinous forms of adultery, he may
go on year after year wallowing in liber-
tinism until the very sight of him is loath-
some and torturous to his wife. Yet she
has no redress. Year after year through
a long life-time she may be tied to that
body of death, and there is no redress.
Is there an hon. member who deliberately
will say he will be a party to that! We
are not asked to enact divorce under the
first part of the Bill. It is there. We
are asked to remedy a gross wrong that
has been imposed upon the wives of
many adulterous husbands for all

these years. I have pretty clear-
ly indicated my intention to vote
for the first part of the Bill;
and, before answering the objections that
have come from outside, I want to deal
very briefly with the second part of the
Bill?, and to say straight out that I can-
not vote for divorce for three years' de-
sertion. I cannot understand bow the-
hou. member responsible for this Bill
should go to the statutes of the other
States and find four or five causes for-
divorce and select out of them the least
serious, the least heinous of them all. No
Ihon. member could put desertion for-
three years alongside attempted murder
of a petitioner, or tong continued acts of'
cruelty, or crime which involves a senl-
tence of seven years imprisonment.
How came the hon. member to select the-
least serious of all these causes, and to
drag it into this Bill for an adjustment
of the law as it stood beforel If it is.
desirable to submit to Parliament the-
cause of desertion, then I would suggest
to the hon. member in charge of the Bill
that he should withdraw the second part
of the Bill and weigh it with the other-
causes recently placed on the Notice'
Paper, and then submit a more compre-
hensive Bill.

Hon. M. L. Mloss: You can add them
in Committee if you desire.

Ron. J1. F. CUELLEN: Another hon.
member has actually proposed an amend-
ment to the Bill that will ask the House
to deal with four other causes that have
been made grounds for divorce in other'
States. That would be a very bad pre-
cedent indeed. It cannot be wise to
tack on to a little Bill of a couple of'
clauses four or five times its volume, and
clauses of still more debatable character.

Hall. A. G. Jenkins: Is it not the same
principle 9

Hon. J. F. CUfLLEN: The principle-
of divorce underlies it; but each of
these grounds involves anl entirely differ-
ent proposition and a very debatable pro-
position; and I snbmit it would be very
undesirable for the House at this late
stage of the Bill to have such enormous
additions to it when another Bill can be
introduced at any time dealing with all
other grounds or proposed grounds for-
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divorce. I strongly recommend this view
of the matter to Mr. Jenkins who has
tabled these very large additions to the
Bill. It would not be fair to the other
Chamber where the Bill originated; it
would not be fair to the public if this
I-ouse, without allowing opportunity for
tile discussing of these important addi-
tions, stole a march, so to speak, uponl the
public and so enormously altered the Bill.
I would strongly recommend 'Mr. Moss
to let the second part of the Bill await
another opportunity. There canl be really
no valid ground of objection to the first
part, and with the omission of the second
part wve may hope for a fairly unanimous
acceptance of the Bill. Now I want to
deal with some of the objections and some
of the objectors to ibis Bill. The objec-
tions are mainly from the clergy of the
Christian churches. I think I can say
for every member of the House that criti-
cism from such sources will receive in
this case the weighty consideration that
it always receives. The Government of
the Empire is based upon Christianity.
The Christian chuvrch-and by that I
mean not one denomination or another,
but all the followers of Christ by what-
ever name they may be called-
the Christian church is the organ-
ised medium for propagating and
maintaining the great principles of
Christianity, and a House of Legislature
Ought to be glad to have any lighlt that
the church canl throw uJ)ofl such questions
as this now before us. The objectors are
divided into two great schools. There are
those who object to divorce in tote, who
insist that marriage is indissoluble; then
there is the other great school that
reeognises one ground for divorce and
one only, the ground of adultery; but,
strange to say, these two schools have
contented themselves with objecting to
the Bill in tote. They have not discrimi-
nated. By their petitions and public pro-
tests they simply say, "We recognise no
good in the Bill; we call upon Parliament
to throw it out." I think the members
of the second school of thought I have
referred to have done themselves anl in-
justice. If anl adviser or a critic would
commend his advice he must discriminate,
must show fairness in his criticism, and

I say this is not fair criticism, it is not a
sound ground to take that the Bill is all
bad. As a matter of fact, when the
members of this second school are pressed
they say, "Oh, well, perhaps there is not
much to be said against the first part of
the Bill"; but I venture to say that not
one of them wvould take the ground that
thle Legislature should not equalize tile
position of husband and wife be-
fore a divorce court. Not one
of them but would give that right.
As I have already argued the
first part of the Hill does that. -My com-
plaint against our critics is that they do
not differentiate, they simply say, throw
out that Bill because some of us do not
believe in divorce at all and others of
us object to increased facilities for
divorce. If asked, "Do you believe in
equalising- the position of husband and
wvife before the court; are you prepared
to dismiss it as a facility for divorce; are
you concerned as men to do justice to
women?9" there could be no answer. The
objectors say, "We are Christians and we
take the prlonouincemnent of Christ 'What
God hatli joined together let not manl put
asunder,' " and yet the very narrative that
gives that pronouncement adds an excep-
tional cause, the cause of adultery, and
in spite of that there is still the school
that. insists that marriage is indissoluble.
But joining the two schools together we
are faced with this position, that without
attempt at discrimination the Bill is con-
demned in toto. Let man be convincedl
that the Head of the Christian
church taught a certain thing, and he
must feel it his duty to obey. I want
to remind hon. members thae the Head of
the church was not a law. He never at-
tempted to lay down a code of laws. It
was a mere answer to anl incidental ques-
tion that brought for'ar-d this pronounce-
ment which is printed agpainst the Bill.
Christ was -not a laov liver. Christianity
wvas not a code of laws. I want to Say
further to the objectors, "You still have
a vry gr-eat difficulty before you if you
are taking your gr-ound onl this "What
therefore God bath joined together
let not man put asunder." You
have still the question, "What therefore
bath God joined togetherP' A Christian
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marriage is a beautiful thing, the idea
is beautifuli ; a man and a womnan
are united tinder the sanction of
religion. It is a beautiful thing, but
what is to be said of the mnarriage
shop contracts ? Fortunately this State
has not suffered as much as many
other parts of the world in this way. The
laws of the different States have allowed
the establishment and the growth of
these marriage shops. An adventurer ar-
ranges with certain rather doubtful char-
acters on the State registries who are on
the fringe of the churches, to come at his
call and carry out the marriage service.
Suich an adventurer, with a little room, a
table, and a couple of chairs, and his
buttorrers and witnesses, can earn fromr
£100 to £91,000 a year. In these mar-
riage shops sometimes the parties arc
,drunk and sometimes they are drugged.
What is to he said of the products of
these marriage shops I Would it not be
blasphemy to speak of such marriages
as unions which God has joined together.
Now it has to be understood the Church
and State are not coterminous; the Church
is a spiritual body within the State. The
State includes not only good Christianis,
but .'ery bad Christiaiis, and non-Chris-
tians, fid the State has to legislate for
them all. It would be manifestly un-
reasonable for the Church to say to the
State, "All your 'laws must be equal to the
Christian ideal." I say that at this stage
it is utterly impossible to refuse to
recognise the need to deal with marriages
that have been broken. Many of them
were doomed to be broken because
of the foundations they rested upon.
It would be impossible for the State
to shut its eyes to the suffering,
distress and wretchedness that would
exist if there was no release for cases
such as the first part of the Bill covers,
the adultery of a wife or the adultery
of a hushand. What I want to impress
on hion. members is that the Church must
not expect, it is unreasonable for it to
expect, that the State, which has to govern
people of all stages of developmient and
-civilisation, should at once and in every
instance he equal to the law of the
Church. Furthermore, I want to point

out that in legislating for divorce, the
State does not inter'fere with the high
standard and freedom to rise on the part
of the Church. There is no attempt on
the part; of the State to say that the
Christian wife who has been aggrievenI
must seek divorce. If she has strength
and fortitude to bear her burden and
submit to the self sacrifice, she need -not
go to the divorce court. As for an aggres-
sor surely hie has no grouud for complaint.
If the law forces divorce Onl thle au~ressor
surely he cannot p)lead that his Christian
conscience forbade him to go to the court!
1 want the Christian objectors-for
whose views with iegard to this Bill I
have the greatest respect-to look at the
matter from the point of view of thc
plain legislator. It is easy for the
churchman to forget that the legislature
has to legislate for society as it is to-day,
and as I have said, -whilst doing that it is
not lowering the Christian standard, for
the Church can still preach and in-
culcate the highest ideals of Chris-
tianity. I want further to ask how
they can reconcile their advocacy of
judicial separation with their stringent
interpretation of the pronouncement,
"What God bath joined together let not
man put asunder." I have already argued
that the divorce court does not put men
and women asunder, it simply recognises
the sundering that has already taken place
and legalises the release of the agg-rieved
parties. It is not the court that puts them
asunder. The court deals with the viola-
tion of the marriage bond that has already
taken place. I want to ask the objectors
wherein lies the great difference between
judicial separation and divorce? They
will say, no doubt, judcal sepa ration
leaves the way open for reunion. So does
divorce. They may say, "Yes; but it is
a very different condition." Judicial sep-
aration does not claim for the State the
right to pronouince divorce. Is5 there not
a possibility of our objectors making a
fetish of that? The State must intervene
so far as marriage is concerned. No one
will -argue to-day that religious marriage
would be complete without recognition of
thje civil contract. No one takes that
grouind to-da-y, and insofar as the civil
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contract enters into it there must be power
on the part of the State to intervene.
Where is the difference between it inter-
vening by saying "You are separated,"
and "You are divorced?" If one is
putting asunder so is the other, and
there are some respects in which a
judicial separation is the more danger-
ous. I ask hon. members sad ob-
jectors to look at this iii the light of
every clay knowledge, the knowledge of the
world, the knowledge of human nature.
W\hich is the more dangerous; wvhich is
the harder position to maintain the posi-
tion of the judicially separated or the
position of the divorced? The judicially
separated are condemned to all tempta-
tions of celibate life after marriage. I
do not think that, apart from the fore-
gone conclusion that the State must not
inrerfere, there is any logical ground of
objection to divorce for those who consent
to judicial separation. I do not say at
this stage that 1 will not recognise any
effort to extend divorce beyond the
one cause. but I do say that it is a
pity to weaken the first part of the Bill,
which covers an urgent reform, by adding
to it anottuer part which covers five or
six debatable causes of divorce. I trust,
therefore, that th1 e member in charge of
the measure i~ill consent to the second
lpart being deleted.

Hon. Sir J. W. HACKETT (South-
W~est) :I do not intend to enter upon
this subject at any length for there are
others more capable of debating this
matter, and] who will be listened to with
more interest by the House. I desire
on this matter, however, not to give a
silent vote but to express the views which
I hold with reg-ard to this, p~erlhaps the
most important maitter-T use the words
without any qualification-the most im-
portant matter that has ever cone before
this Chamber. M v hon. friend Mr. Cul-
len has gone into matters which I think
may be left to the committee stage, andlI
am not going to enter into any controversy
with him as to the technicalities, morallIy
or ethically speaking,, of the grounds of
separation or divorce, which are so numi-
erous and which are being yearly added
to in all civilised countries. What I want

to make clear is why I am going to vote
for the second reading of this Bill,
which I so greatly distrust. Let me first
say that my statement that this is the.
most important matter which has yet
come before this House for deliberation
rests on several grounds. In the first
place, we know that our social system
As wve have received it developed through:
a course of thousands of years--what is
lolled the social as opposed to the social-
istic system, according to the language of
historians and critics of the subject-
jests and was in the past supposed to be
impre-nably founded upon two main pit-
lars. viz., the family, and the right of
private property. The right of private
propeitY' receives daily assaults, and we
could perhaps dispense with it altogether
and still retain all that is best in the
social system, but if we attack the family
all that is best in our civilization must
wither and decay; and because it is ne-
cessary to wvatch both the origin of the
Bill and the consequences which it may
bring about that I claim it is important
to keep before us the main principles to,
be aimed at in the matter of divorce. May
I be allowed to claim that the concession
which is made that women are to be
treated on an equality with men is a great
one. It is easy to speak in hyperbole; it
is easy to give voice to sentimentalities,
which, when a matter of this kind comes
ill), often usurps the position of pure
reason. but every one of uts knows that
there is a fundamental distinction between
(lhe fall of man and the fall of woman-
the long siege, the stubborn resistance, the
conquering of defence after defence in
the one case, and the sudden and remorse-
less burst of passion in the other-and
consequently no matter what may be
said abont the difference in the
family, the difference is as great as
that between man and woman; it is
physical. Mlan's sin stops outside the
family as a rule-I am not speaking of
those indirect happenirngs and influ-
ences 9n family purity-hut, as a
rule, it stops outside the door, but it is:
not so wi4th the woman. The gross taint
of illegitimacy pervades the whole fain-
ilv and incurably poisons it for all time
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lrom descendant to descendant. In those
-circumstances, it argues a concession on
the part of men which is to their credit,
.to say that whatever the consequence of
.the sin uiay be, the sin itself should be
treated as equal and made a crime. It is
one of the few instances in which sin is
made a crime, viz., before the altar of
,the divorce court. A difficulty iii discus-
singq this question arises from a charac-
teri stic which is essential to this matter
but is peculiar to it; it is that opinion is
not so much a matter of argument or
reason to the multitude of the people as
it is a question of conscience. The
Churches iave laid down their rude for
-divorce, and it is impossible to quarrel
-with it if it is to be judged on the
grounds on which it is based, but, at the
-same time, we are face to face with the
fact that, while the religious world may
hold one set of religious views, that very
world may on its civil side hold it right
and expedient that it should give way to
some extent and that the civil law should
be called into existence to direct and con-
trol the ecclesiastical. The Churches have
laid down their rules for divorce, and in
-doing so have placed themselves on an ln
pregnable basis; they have refused to go
a step further than they are warranted in
going by either ecclesiastical authority or
scriptural injunction. On the other
band, and it is the weakness of those
who urge laxity of divorce, once we begin
on the downward path we are hurried
down to unknown distances, and the ex-
perience of all countries comes forward
to show us that they do not stop until
they have reached the last step of all,
and that is mutual consent, or the simple
demand on the part of one of the parties.

' That is the state of things that exists in
more than one of the European coun-
fries. Hon. members will remember that
in the later days of the Roman Empire it
was the prevailing rule -that anyone could
claim a divorce who could put forward
any reason for it on the smallest sub-
stratum of feeling. It was a matter where
incompatibility of temperament was
cardied to its uttermost extreme, and the
man or woman was ranted a divorce
simply because the claim was set up that

it was disagreeable for the one to live
with the other. I will not go into the
history of the -matter or present the con-
ditions of the countries of Europe, but
in more than one of them the smallest
antipathy is taken as a sufficient reason
why a full and complete divorce should
be granted without delay. The same
thing, I am sorry to say, is creeping into
our great Ang-lo-Saxon country, America.
If we do not wish to go rushing on that
downward path-I do nlot say we should
reject this Bill, for I am going to vote
for the second reading, in the hope of
amendment in (Committee-but if we are
not exceedingly careful and do not apply
the brake before it is too late the second
great pillar, and the most essential of
all, of society, will fall to the ground,
and carry with it, perhaps, the civilisa-
tion of the western world. I am not
questioning the position of the churches,
nor am I defending it, but I do say that
they have entrenched themselves behind
ramparts which, if I may use the expres-
sion, axe absolutely logical. They know
what they are doing, and why they are
doing it, and that is more than can be
said by most of those who rush into the
arena to press forward a Hill of this
character. That divorce is a necessity in
the present day we all admit, hut I think
we might very well spare the House, and
the reporters, those references to the sor-
rows and trials, the life-long martyr-
domne, and agonies that end only w ith
death. We know of those cases; they
are all around us, and it is because of
the impression they make on us that we
are anxious to see a sane and rational
divorces law placed on the statute-book.

Hon. Sir E. H. Wittenooin: Leave it
to the Federal Parliament.

Hon. Sir J. W. HACKETT: I am
coming to that in a moment. In tamiper-
ing with the marriage law we not only
get rid of the main safeguards of soci-
ety; we go further. The marriage law
exists to preserve the state of marriage,
and marriage is formed for something
infinitely higher than what must be up-
permost in every man and woman's feel-
ings when they deal with the divorce law,
mere passion; and it is because it gives
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so little attention to the higher side of
man and wvoman's nature, to the need for
the exercise of discipline and self-control,
to all the higher purposes for which we
are given in existence and for which
we developed from a lower state-be-
cause of all these, it is clear that some-
thing- must be done with the marriage
lawrs to bring themn into consonance with
thle feelings rather than with the logic and
reason of the community. I object on
many grounds to this Bill, even thoug-h
it seems to me my objection does not
Weigh against thie weightier arguments in
favour of it. We are rushing into cer-
taini confusion, something like chaos, tin-
less wve allow the central authority, the
Commonwealth Parliament, to undertake
tire duty of bringing our marriage laws
inb unison and seeing that the one prin-
ciple rules the divorce court in the six
States of the Commonwealth. It was
particularly' a-nd expressly reserved for
the Commonwealth Government in the
Commonwealth Constitution Act, and it
is there we should look for the legisla-
tion which was to regulate our divorce, to
control our- marriag-es, to introduce end-
less a9mendmnents such as the question of
the custody, of the children, and a ques-
tion of far greater importance than it
seemis on the face, toD allow a divorced
wonian to regain her maiden name. All
these should be reserved for the Federal
Parliament alone, otherwise we shall
have six statute-books with their own
amendments, each one trying to -,o a
little further than the one before it. for
that is the tendencyv in the legislation in
Auistralia and has been for years. IEach
trvinz to do what it can do. and assented
to b v men aivinz i'erv little attention to
the matter, and without the high re-
sponsibility whichl attaches to the Comn-
monwealth Parliament, as compared with
a member of the State Legislatuire. Und-r
the circumnstances, however, as thincgn
stand. I am prenared to snpnncrt the Bill.
but certainly with the nunlification that
the term of desertion be altered. To
make it three years is absolutely an in-
vitation to Collusion allowing for the
natural chapter of Accidents innumerable
warniages will be dissolved. At one time

Western Australia was the home of
thousands of husbands from Victoria, a
large mnmber of whomi eith er obtained
divorce themselves or their wives ob-
tained divorce. I shall not detain the-
House long-er, I believe the Bill stands
safely within the danger zone; if it went
further I should be one of those to render
the most strenuous opposition to it. I
think it not only stands within the dan-
ger zone hut it is a proper answer to the
claims of natural justice, and to the de-

nud on the part of the community at
lai' ,e. I shall vote for the second reading.

1-on. J. fl. CONNOLLY (N\orth-East):-
I certainly- must, as the last speaker has
dlone at the end of his remarks, express
toy surprise at the introduction of the Bill
in the State Parliament at all. When the
Federal Constitution was framed, as the
last speaker has remarked, the power to
legislate iii regard to marriage and divorce
was wisely placed in that Constitution
Act. I say wvisely, not that I 'believe in
divorce at all, as I shall make it clear
later on, but if we are to have a divorce

laand that is inevitable I fear, then itr
should wisely' be left to the Commonwealth
Parili amen t. U~ndoubtedly the framers of
lie Commonwealth Constitution had theL

ratlier ludicrous examnple of the various
Slates of America before them, where in
ne.nWly everv State of that union a differ-
ant law on the question of marriage anid
divorce exists. It is true this Bjill wvas
not introduced by the Government, it is
a private member's Bill, hut I think the
Government hare taken the responsibility
of it. they certainly have fathered it to
this extent that it was put through another
place with all possible speed and here at
an early date of the session we find this:
private member's Bill well advanced on
the Notice Paper. I draw members' at-
tention to this fact, that the law the Bill
is seeking to amend is not an Act that was
passed by the State Parliament, at any
time duriag its existence; it is an Ordin-
ance handed to us by the Imperial Parlia-
ment dating back to the year 1863, and.
thiat being so, does that not furnish an.
additional reason that the law havingl been
on the statute-hook since 1863, and though
we entered Federation 10 or 11 years-
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ago, and that Parliament has not sought
to amend the Act, now after Federation
has beetn accomplished we should be dis-
cussing the question in tie State Parlia-
ment. That is one reason, and I main-
tain, with all due respect, it is sufficent
reason to reject tile Bill, bitt I Oppose tile
Bill not merely onl that ground, but I
hope onl broader and higher grounds than
that. I stand here as a fir-i believer in
the* sanctity 'and indissolubility of the
marriage tic; that being so it goes with-
out saying that I intend to vote against
the second reading of the 1Bi11. Divorce
to mly mind, especially easy divorce,
is a menace to any country. it
uindoubtedly lowers thle social and
patriotic ideals of any Country. it
is proved, if members will only think
or read the history of countries where
divorce has been mande easy, that it is an
evil which tends to undermine all that
is good and sacred, to the very founda-
tions of homne life. It produces, as I have
already said, and has produced not only
social but national disasters, and it onght
certainly to be fou-tht with the utmost
vxgo ut by any person having not only
the religious and moral wrell being of the
family life ait heart, hut also the wvell
being of the nation. I admire the speech
just delivered by Sir Winthrop Hackett,
a very forcible s1peech indeed, and I en-
dorse his remarks, but unlike him I-am
going" to follow it uip by voting against
the second reading of the Bill. The
principle ohject I take it-and' I do not
stand alone in holding that opinion-the
principle object in marriage is to pro-
vide for the proper up-bringing of the
family. Divorce, I do not care if in
this form or any other form, under-
mines that cardinal principle which we
should strenuously uphold. What is
likely to become of the children of
divorced parents? What ain example is
set to those very children? Is not thle
fact of their parents having become
divorced, a temptation for them to be-
come reckless? The object of this Bill
is, as I have already said, to make divorce
easier. True, we have a divorce law at
present hut the Bill matkes it still easier.
I know of no more important Bill that

has come before this Parliament since I
have been a member. Once tinker with
the laws of marriage by divorce facilities
and, it is hard to say where you aire going
to end. Not only wilt it tend to make
the children of divorced parents reckless
in moral principles, hut it will temipt
them later onl to go and do likewise.
Divorce Uinder certain circumstances may
be justified, but wheni I say divorce .[

men ajudicial separation, without per-
miissiona to re-miarry. This and every
amending Bill of its kind is a license to
marry again, or commit bigamy in a legal
se~nse, it is certainly a very mischievous
and a retrograde m~easure, not only for
thle reasons I have mentioned, but also
for others, whichl I shall toulch onl later.
No doubt the author of the Bill will tell
you-I do not refer to M1.r. Moss, hie has
taken charge of the Bill fiere-the autthor
of the Bill will tell you it 'is done in the
interests of liberty and progress. Good-
ness knon-s a great mnany things are done
in the name of liberty and a good many
things ara done in the name of progress
now-a-days. Have we not a shocking
example in thle United States of America
onl the question of divorce made easy.
It is constantly held up to us ever~y day,
and we, with our ey' es open, are about to
enter onl the same, road. It has been
canstically said in thle United States of
America that, under the operation of the
ill-advised laws,. a system of progressive
polygamy is enforced, and progress has

ben ae in the direction of a slightly

veiled promiscuity, from which even de-
graded savages might well recoil in
horror. We have a notorious case in Am-
erica iii the State of Nevada, where at
Reno we are told people go in thou-
sands--

Honi. A. G. Jenkins: Come nearer home'
Hon. J. D. CO'NNOLLY : I am not comn-

ing nearer home at present for this reason,
I am arguing that we are amending the
divorce law iii a very loose direction, the
nmembher maight very well interject "come
nearer homne." If members look at the
Notice Paper-it is timne we came nearer
home-they will see the amiendmrents
standing in the name of the lion, member:
and of these I shall have something to say
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later on. If a person become insane and
is put into a hospital for the insane, and
comes out in 12 months, he or she may
find the husband or the wife mruanied

flon. A. G. Jenkins: Say 12 years, not
12 mouths.

Hon. J. D. CONNOLiLY:- That is the
state of things which the bon. member
wishes to bring about. I shall deal with
these matters in detail later on and will
show the hon. member what is likely to
arise if we go on indiscriminately widen-
ing our laws of divorce. Recently I saw
quoted in the local papers a case which
occurred in, 1 think, Germany; the bus-
hand was granted a divorce on the score
of his wife wearing a hobble skirt, the
plea being that she tried to reduce her
weight in order to more effectively wear
his garment and that it caused her to

be bad-tempered and spoilt her comn-
plexion. The husband was granted a
divorce. In speaking on this very ques-
tion last Sunday Bishop Riley in a. very
able address touched upon this aspect of
the question. Ho said-

If divorce was to be permitted for
separation, why not also for other
things and reduce the position to this:
That a man might get rid of his wife
simply because she is old, or sick, or
ugly, or because he wanted someone
else They might regard that as 'jery
absurd, bat they were told that in
Sweden to-day if either a man or a
woman bore hatred or ill will towards
tie other, and the one left the other a
divorce could be obtained, frequently
within one week.

Now let me quote a few figures to show
the extent this system obtains in the
'United States of Amreica. I am quoting
from a well-known American pumblication
issued by the Department of Commerce
and Labour in the United States. It gives
pages and pages of statistics showing the
almost incredible extent to which divorce
obtains under their lax laws. On the in-
crease of divorce it says that the total
number of divorces in the period from
1887 to 1906 inclusive was no fewer than
945,000, while an investigation covering
20 years from 1867 to 1886 disclosed the

fact that the number of recorded cases
was 328,000 or a little more than one-third
of those in the later period. The increase
in the number of divorces in continental
United States in each successive 5-year
period was as follows: from 1872 to 1376
the divorces obtained numbered 68,000,
the sucecessive totals being 89,000, 117,000.
157,000, 194,000, 260,000 and 332,000, the
last total bein g for the period 1902 to 1906.

Hon. A. G. Jenkins: These figures are
of no value unless you can give its tlhe
grounds on which the divorces were
granted.

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: There are
hundreds of examples in this book deal-
ing with the individual eases and the
grounds on which they wNvere granted,
and the bon. member will have ample
opportunity of going into that phase of
the question. According to these statis-
ties the period between 1892 and 1896
showed the smallest percentage of in-
crease of divorces over those of the pre-
ceding 5-year period, this having been a
period of commercial depression and hard
times. Bat taking the broader view, the
actnal quinquennial increase in the num-
ber of divorces has risen from 14,000 in
1872-6 to 72,000 in 1902-6.

Hon. C. A. Piesse : The popuilation ham
increaIsed.

Hon. J. "D. CONNOLLY- But the num-
ber ,of divorces has increased out of all
ra,6io to the increase in population, In
1870 no fewer than 10,000 divorces were
,granted. In 1880 the number had risen
to 19;000 or an increase of 79.4 per
cent., whereas during the same period
the population increased by only 30.1
per cent. There is here given a
further table, which I need not go
into, showing the increase in the
number of divorces together with
the percentage increases. However, let
me draw attention to the fact, that in
1005 there were 82 divorces to avery
100,000 persons. Now, hearing this in
mind, it will be seen that we have only to)
extend our divorce laws a little further,
aind so bring them into line with those of
the United States, and with our 300,000
population we should have, in round num-
bers. 250 divorces every year.
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Hon. Al. L. Moss: You must remember
that many people not resident in America
travel there in order to get a divorce.

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: There is a
further table here which shows exactly
the nuimber of divorces granted to for-
eigners, and they are not nearly so num-
erous as the hon.. member mighit think.
1 want to enmphasise the fact that if we
passed the Bill we would not have very
far to go before our divorce laws would
be in a line wvith those of America, when
onl our present population we would have
250 divorces per annum. Andi mark you,
not all the States of America are as bad]
as those I have mentioned. Somec of
them have no divorce laws at all, while
in others thle divorce laws are very strict.

H-on. C. A. Piesse: Does the lion. rnem-
her know tile grounds for these divorces?

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: They can all
be found in this work, I propose to ask
the House to agree that the Bill should
go to a select committee in order that
some figures here given may be consi-
dered by tile members of that committec.
We get anl even more startling comparison
in the tables showing the growth of di-
vorce on a percentage basis ns against the
married population of the United States.
However, I have quoted sufficient for my
purpose, which is to show to what extent
the practice has grown in America, where
it is; nothing short of a social and
national evil The Bill has been intro-
duced and passed thus far with very little
diseusion. Those people wvbo are op-
posed to divorce have been lulled into
security in the belief that if anything
were done it would be done by the Fed-
eral Parliament, notwithstanding which.
this has been. suddenly sprung upon
them. That in itself is sufficient reason
why the Hill should go to a select com-
mittee, where the important facts will
be brought to light. There arc two other
authorities I will quote as showing the
state of affairs in America,. namely, the
Archbishop of Baltimore, Cardinal Gib-
bons, and the Protestant Bishop of
Albany, which is the capital of the State
of New York. Now what does the
Archbishop of Baltimore,' Cardinal Gib-
soils say Y He is a very renowned citizen

of the United States, as both of those
reverend gentlemen are. Hie is .a very
patriotic citizen, as he has shown on
many occasions, and he is a citizen of
'whom the millions of the United States
are justly proud; he is a native-born
American. What does lie say onl the
question-

The reckless facility with which di-
vorce is procured is an evil scarcely less
deplorable than Mormonism; indeed, it
is in some respects imore danrerouis than
the latter, for divorce has tile sancation.
of thle civil law which Mormonism has
not. Is cnot the law of divorce a virtual
toleration of Mormonism in a modified
form? Mormonism consists in sirnul-
laucous polygamiy, while the law of
divorce practically leads to successive
polygamy. Each State has on its statute
book a list of causes, or rather pre-
textsi which are recognised as sulficient
grou nd for divorce a rincilo. There
arc in all twenty-two or more caMISeS,
most o't hem of a very trilling ehiar
ac~er, and in somne Stales, as in M1aine,
thle power of granting a divorce is left
io the discretion of the judge.

Anti then lie gives a very ludicrous in-
stancee of a divorce being granted, bat I
'will not detain tlie House by reading it.

From the special report on the stat-
istics of marriage and divorce made to
Congress by Carroll D. Wright in Feb-
ruary, 1889, we condense the following
startling facts.

Now this bulletin of statist ics was written
by Mr. Wright at that time., and Car-dinal
Gibbons brings it up to 1889. 1 have al-
ready quoted these, and given a later
edition which brings tem up to 1906l.
Therefore I need not traverse these figures
again. Then he goes on to say-

Our neighbour Canada presents a far
more creditable attitude on this subject
thian we do. From 18S67 to 1886 in-
clusive, only 116 divorces were granted
in the Dominion of Canada.

I think we ought to be justly proud of
Canada as a most exemplary portion of
the British Empire. Here is the United
States -with hundreds of thousands I have
already quoted, while in this portion of the
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]British Empire there are only 116 in a
period of 20 years, from 1867 to 1SSO.

During the same period of 20 years,
there had been only 1.1 divorces in all
Ireland. From1 thle figures quoted above
it is Painfully manifest that thle cancer
of divorce is rapidly spreading over
the community, and poisoning the foun-
tains of (lie nation. Unless the evil is
echecked by' some speedy and heroic re-
medy, the %-ery existenice of family life
is imperilled. How can we call ourselves.
a CJhristian people if we violate a fun-
damienta] law of Christianityl And if
the sanctity and indissolubility of mar-
riag~e does not constitute a cardinal
principle of the Christian religion, we
are at a loss to know what does.

Tl~ciilhe goes on to quote oilier figures and
says in the last passage, which I shall
re, ii-

This social plague calls for a radical
cuire;- and the remedy can be foiund only
in the abolition of our mischievous legis-
lastion regarding divorce, and in an hon-
esi application of (lie teachlings of the
Goaspel.

I would like some hon. mnembers to listen
to this-

If persons contemplating marriage
were persuaded that, once nnited, they
were legal dearred from entering
into second wedlock, they would be more
circumspect before marriage in the
choice of a life partner, and would he
more patient afterwards in bearing the

'-yoke and in tolerating each other's
infirmities.

That is what hon. members want to bring
about by having a Divorce Bill. Are the
parties to a marriage likely to tolerate one
another's little faulIts because divorce is
easy? No, quite the contrary. This is
what that ver y eminent citizen of the
tUnited States, the Archbishop ot Ralti-
more, Cardinal Gibbons, says. Take again,
our estimable Bishop Riley, who delivered
a very able and forcible sermon on Suin-
day evening last. During his remarks he
made this quotation from the Bishop of
Albany Bishop Riley said-

Let me, in closing, quote the words
of the Bishop of Albany, one of the
most learned and respected of American

citizens. He has remarked, "Here in
Ameriva, we are compelled to strain
every nerve in our insistence upon the
sauctity of marriage, because I grieve
to say dihat the countryv has gained a
shameful and sorrowful pre-emineace
in what one might almost call the di-
vorce habit, the statistics of which are
alarmig and shocking to the last de-
gree. Slowly and steadily the public
conscenuce is beig stirred. Not, only
in eeclesias~ical bodies, but in the Legis-
lature and in conferences called by the
civic authorities, there is a widespread
and strong movement towards reducing
the causes for divorce a vinculo, and
towards arr-esting the possibility of re-
matrnage, if not to the only possible
scriptural exception, at least to only
six causes at the outside. Meanwhile
the safegruards against hasty and ill-
considered marriages are coming to be
more carefully defined and in many
States increased. With the door of en-
trance into the holy estate guarded and
consecrated it is hoped that the door
of exit, the shamieful divorce Court,
may some day be closed."

Now, that is thle opinion of the Bishop of
Albany on the law as they haive it in the
United States. We have the opinion of
these two eminent bishops;. Here are two
renowned mien, rcl)I'Cseitin g different de-
nomiiiations, speaking to their own
people. Both are American citizens who
have lived all their lives there and
seen these laws enacted, and this is
their opinion of the law as it stands
now. When the law in America started
It was just as strict probably as our law
on the statute-book, but it has gone on
step by step to the ludicrous stage it has
nlow reached iii Reno, in Nevada.
Let me say again before I proceed that
the case of America I as shown from these
reports given to us by these two eminent
gentlemen, is quite sufficient to the House
in insisting that the Bill should have the
fullest inquiry; and I maintain it cannot
by any amount of second readings, or
Committee stages of the whole House,
have that consideration it can get in a
select committee. It has been charged
against the socialistic party that they are
enemies of the sanctity of marriage. If
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it is true-I do not think it is of them as
-a body, and I would be very sorry to
believe such a thing, but it has been
stated that they are enemies of the
sanctity of the marriage tie, and I have
no doubt it is true to a certain extent
-I warn that party by the introduction
of this Bill they have laid a number of
their sup~porters and, indeed, the party,
open to that charge.

Hon. A. G. Jenkins: You do not call
the Labour party here the socialistic
-party ?

Hon. J, D. CONNOLLY: Certainly it
contains the socialists we find in political
life to-day. It is idle for these men to
prate about their patriotism and their
ideals in building- up a nation and in
building uip a While Australia. What
:are they building up a White Australia
for if they seek in this direction to set
a sure foundation for Mlormonisml

Hon. B. C. O'Brien: This is not a
party measure.

Hon. J. DI. CONNOLLY: I do not
think it is a party measure; but, as I
said in the beginning of my remarks,
the Hill was introduced by a member of
the Labour party, and it was certainly
sponsored by that party in another place.

Hon. A. 0. Jenkins: It was not op-
posed by a single Liberal member.

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: The lion.
member could not climb up to this Cham-
her without a ladder or a stairway. The
Liberals were not given an opportunity;
they were not given the opportunity of
even adjourning the second reading.

Ron. A. G. Jenkins: That did not pre-
vent them making their speeches o6i it.

Hon. J. DI. CONNOLLY: The lion.
member, who seem to be a great advo-
cate for the Bill and knows all about it,
has sat here a good many evenings when
the Bill was under discussion, and has not
ma de a speech on it. It was a private Bill,
aiid in the ordinary way one would have
supposed it was only a matter of form to
ask for and ho granted an adjournment
of the debate.

Hen. A. G. Jenkins: I am not advo-
cating that.

Ron. J. DI. CONNOLLY: I think you
are. You are throwing the blame on the
Liberals. Every one 6f the Opposition

naturally walked into the House not pre-
pared to speak that evenijig, but the Bill
was simply read a second timec.
That is my reason for saying the Labour
party must bear thie burden of this mea-
sure. They did not even allow room
for any discussion. Mr, Moss, who is
sponsor for the Bill in this Chamber-
let tue say it to his ciedit-said right
fromi the beg1ining he would afford every
opportunity; and so lie has; lie has not
hastened the Bill. I understood him to
say hie wrould even go so far as to move
it to a select committee, but I evidently
misunderstood him, as he now informs
me that he said hie wvould not oppose
the Bill going to a select committee.
That is fair treatment, when the
sporsor for a Bill tells us that
he is quite willing for it to go to
a select committee. I do not wish to do
Mr. 'Moss any injustice at all. I have no
fault to find with him in the way he has
handled the Bill. I notice now that his
words were that he would not offer any
opposition to the Bill goingo to a select
committee, and he does not now offer
any opposition to its going~ to a select
committee. When the law of divorce was
first introduced it was not taken advant-
age of, except by a few people, not so
much for the reason that 'Mr. Moss men-
tions, that it was only for rich people,
but because people would not recogn-ise
it. There was a general, almost unani-
mnous, cry against the introduction of this
class of legislation. It is onl *y as late as
1.857 or 1858 that the flirst law of the
kind was put on the statute-book of
England. It is quite a modern thing
even in Australia, I think it was ini 1870
that the first law of the kind appeared
on the statute-book of New South
WVales, the first time it was en-
acted in Australia. Divorced people at
that time were shunned, especially were
they looked down upon when the divor-
cees were women. Now, I said in the
beginning that I am a firm believer in
the sancity and indissolubility of the
marriage tie, and I repeat it and say that
while the sanctity and indissolubility of
the marriage tie tend to elevate, the
laws of divorce have just the reverse
effect, It is an incentive to commit
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crime -nd to take Liberties in the way of
immnorality thaf would not be dreamed of
if it were not so. 1 bhink above all, and
there has been nothing said during this
debate about it, that seine consideration
should be given to the children of di-
vorced persons. Look at the shameful
position these children occupy. I know
it will be arguied that we have to consider
the liberty of the. contracting parties.
Let me say this, is there any law that
does not press heavily on someone, and
let me remind hon. members also that, in
in y opinion, no State law should
attempt io override the Divine law.
The Church does make provision in
this respect and allows persons to
get a separation, and you can get that to-
dlay, but not the right to remarry. This
Bill then does nothing else but make legal
bigamous marriage.

Hon. C. A. Piesse: The Church con-
demns innocent ones to a living death.

Ron. J. D. CONNOLLY: I expected
to be told about the poor woman who is
tied to a drunken husband;- that woman
the hon. member wants to send, to court
and wants to give her the right to re-
marry, and take to another husband the
children who .will know and see their own
father, while thbeir mother is living le-
gally with some other man. What does
the law do in that case! It says that the
-woman canl get a judicial separation and
she is a long way beatter off with such a
separation becanse she can get mainten-
ance from her husband, But that is not
what lion. memnbers. want. they -want
to give the right to remarry indiscrimni-
nately.

Hon. A. G. Jenldns: Why do you not
come nearer home?

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: The hon.
member interjects "1why not come nearer
home"; let me get nearer home. I have
quoted American authorities and I will
quote now from ak very able and instruc-
tive sermon delivered by Bishop Riley in
the Anglican Cathedral on Sunday even-
inu& last. What does that gentleman say!
He says-

An attempt, was now being made to
alter thie marrian-e laws and to make
it easier to break the marriage conl-

tract. Very few, it seemed to him., bad
lifted up their voices against this
change. Why, it was alnost impos-.
sible to say. There were many who
objected to it, but he presumed that the
muan 'y were, as usual, imiagining that it
wvas someone else's doty, forgettig
that if there had been a protest more
larg-ely voiced something might have
been done to prevent what some of
them believed to be a great mistake.
They, had to maintain the law of Christ,
and oile would havye thought that those
who followed t hat law would have
made Ilhiri voices more fully heard.
The subject was of interest to alt-to
the religious man, to the student of
man and his life on eartih, to the sci-
entist, to the lawmaker, to the philoso-
pher, and to the political economist.
Everyone admitted that the question
was of the utmost importance, yet it
seemed sad, in view of its importance,
that it was a subject of flippant writ-
ing by anonymous writers, seine of
whom seemed to imagine that those
who believed that holy matrimony was
simply a contract of convenience, pos-
sessed all the purity, all the decency,
and all the intelligence tAt was to be
f ound. . . . In German socialistic lit-
erature they would find that the family
was the greatest hindrance to social.
development. Re admitted readily that
there were sometimes great hardships
attendant on married life. None knew
better than the clergy, who were told
from time to time the innermost lif e of
the people, the hardships that somne
had to hear. But could anything else
he expected when women were some-
times bougaht and sold? Could they
wonder ait it when marriaaes were
"arranged"? rhe marriagre law might
be hard on some, but there was no law
which did not press hardly on some-
the law of competition for instance.
But would it not be more cruel and
more harsh if the marriage law were,
less strict? People were careless; they
entered into the marriage contract
without any care at all, and when there
were matrimonial agencies and such-
like things could they wonder that the
State stepped in and safeguasrded the
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marriage contract? There were re-
forms required, certainly, but not in
the direction proposed. What was to
be done? Well, he thought that young
women and young men should be
taught the responsibilities and serious-
ness of marriage. Girls should be
taught not to marry drunkards and
libertines when they knew the character
of these men and when their parents
also knew it. When such a marriage
took place there was obviously trouble.

We have here a similar opinion to that ex-
pressed by Cardinal Gibbons, and which
I quoted earlier, -and which was written
in 1589. These two gentlemen represent
different churches and express the same
views on that particular point. I have
read the protest from Bishop Riley and
undoubtedly we would have had a strong
protest from Dr. Ctune, the Catholic
bishop, if he had been in the State. Un-
fortunately, however, through illness, he
was forced to take a sea voyage a little
while ago. But we have a very dignified
and decided protest from his representa-
tive here, the Vicar General, Reverend
Father Verling, which was also published
in the West Australian on 'Monday last.
The Reverend Father Verling speaks as
follows-

The attitude of the Catholic church
towards divorce is well known. During
the long years of her existence she has
been uncompromising in her opposition
to divorce. The chnrch holds that by
the law of God the bond nniting the
husband and wife can be dissolved only
by death;, no human power can sever
the nuptial knot, for "What God bath
joined together, let no man put
asunder." In the mnind of the church
marriage is the most irrevocable arid
indissoluble of contracts. The family
is the source of society;, the married
couple is the source of the family, and
hence any weakening of the marriage
tie is bound to bring about disastrous
results in society. Divorce is an evil
that. wrecks thie home and robs marriage
of its sacred character. It was with
,deep regret that we read of the intro-

Aduction of the Bill to amend the divorce
laws, and we were surprised at the

indecent haste with which the measure
was rushed through the Legislative
Assembly. In the interests of morality,
and therefore in the true interests -)f
the State, we protest against this Bill
or any other Bill that tends to facilitate
divorce.

Here are two dignified anid forcible pro-
tests against this Bill, from the heads of
these two churches,! which represent a
majority of the Christian people of the
State. Together I shoul~d say they repre-
senit about 60 to 70 pcr cent, of the
Christian population. 1 have quoted an
American opinion on divorce as it stands
there to-day, and I have quoted these two
reverend gentlemen, and I think this
alone is sufficient to prove that the Bill
should have further consideration. if
we turn to England we find that for
some four or five years a Royal
Commission has been sitting investigat-
ing this qnestion of divorce; they have
heard huindreds of witnesses and almost
every jurdge of the couirts of England,
but the report is not yet out. That is the
manner in which Ihey are approach-
ing this question in REnigla nd. Is
not that an additional arg-ument agvainst
the House adopting such legislation
hastily, as it is proposed to do to-
day 9  At a later stage I will vote
against the second reading of the
Bill for the reasons I have given. It is
a Bill that is not necessary, but at any
rate it would only he a decent thing to
do to refer it to a select committee, seeing
the protest we have had from the leading
churchmen of the State, and remembering
that the divorce law has not been touched
since ISOS, and was never enacted by
this Parliament at all, and that the people
Were lulled into the belief that it would
not be toucehed by the State Parliameit.,
This now comes as a thunder clap, and
there are many who are in distant parts
of the State to-day who cannot have a
voice on the subject. The matter which
is contained in the volume of the United
States statistics, to which I have re-
ferred, would at least warrant the matter
going before a select committee. I thank
Mr. ass for the oppoirtunity he is groing
to give us to vote on the question being
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submitted to a select committee, if the
second reading is agreed to-and I earn-
estly hope it will not. If the measure
dues iass the second reading stage I
shall vote in the direction of a reference
to a select committee.

Hon. A. G. JENKINS ('Metropolitan)
Iam sure we are very grateful for the

excellent speeches wve have heard thi~s
evening from the gentlemen who repre-
sent different ideas and different thoughits
in this commu1A~nity. But let me first of
all take the argument that has been used,
that this matter is one for the Federal
Parliament to deal with, that it was men-
tioned in the Constitution, and that it is
a inatter that should be dealt with solely
by that legislature. We have waited 10
or .11 years for the Federal Parliament to
move in the matter in the hope that they
would do something. The matter was
mentioned in the Slate House many years
ego by Mr. Mloss, who then said he hoped
thle matter would be dealt with by the
Federal Parliament. No action, however,
has been taken, and if the Federal Par-
liament will not move, as they apparently
liav-e declined to do, are we to wait until
they mnake up their mninds. to effecet such

areform?
Hon. Sir E3. H. Wittenloci: Have they

been asked to more9
Hon. A. G . JENKINS: I understand

Senator D~obson introduced a Bill, hut it
mulst be apparent to the hon. member
to-night that it raised such issues that the
Bill n~ever got anyv further than a, contro-
versial debate in the Senate.

Hon. J. D). Connolly : Was there not a
promise to bring it in next session ?

Hon. A. G. JENKINS: It has never
been mentioned in the Governor's Speech
from that day to this. Are reforms to
wait on the Federal Government?9 If
the Federal Government will not intro-
duce the reforms that members think are
needed, and which popular feeling to a
certain extent in the other States has
accepted and which I am quite sure a
vast majority of the people in this State
will wvelcome if action is not taken by the
Federal a9uthorities, then I say all honour
to thle private member who has the cour-
agec to do so. I can remember many years

ago, when a similar Bill, with some addi-
tions which I propose later on to move
in Committee, was introduced into the
Victorian Parliament by Air. Shiels-
whether he was thenl a private member
or, a member of the Government I forget.
The same objections were made then
thamt have been made in the House
this evening-, and the same arguments
we)-re used. But despite that the
Bill was carried into law, and I
think if lion, members, instead of refer-
iring to thle United States referred to the
other States of the Commionwealth where
the Victorian mneasiire hazs since been
copied, the statistics would be far inore
useful to the House, If the Bill broke
any new grouiid the. arguints used to-
night might~ be of some effect, but so far
as Australia is concerned the Bill breaks.
no new grou-nd. The Victorian Bitt wvas
assented to on tlie Di Ala Ma, I.890. and it
gave theo rights of (lix oree to any nmrried
person on the following- grounds :
Adultery, desertion for three years, habi-
tual drnnkenuess for three years, habi-
tually leaving a wife without means of
support, habitually being guilty of
cruelty, imprisonment for three years,
imprisonment tinder commuted sentence
for a capital crime, penal servitude for
seven years or upwards, or frequent eon-
victions for crime aggregating- three
years, and leaving a wife withont meanis
of support. Then there were the further
grounds of having attemnpted to murder
tie petitioner or having assaulted t'ie
p~etitioner with intent to do grievous
bodily harm, or having assaulted and
cruelly beaten the petitioner. Those
grounds for divorce have obtained in Vic-
toria ever since. In 1898 that Act was
practically embodied into the New Zea-
land statute, -with the addition that an
attempt to murder the child of the peti
tioner or respondenit was made a further
ground for divorce; so, too, was the hav-
ing, been detained in a lunatic asylum
for ali aggregate of .10 years in a period
of 12- years, while, on thle other hand, the
period of desertion was extended to five
.years. In New South Wales the same
grounds were adopted, with the exception
of the lunacy clause, while the period of
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desertion was again fixed at three years.
As I say, there we have Acts that have
been on the statute-books of two States
-of the Commonwealth and of the
Dlominion of New Zealand for many years
past. If the House think there is need
for anl amendment of the divorce lawv, that
the present divorce law is utterly inade-
quate to meet the requirements of the
C-Oinnunity, I s~k wvhere can we better
look for these amendments than in our
own sister States? We do not want to
look to America, for scarcely a member
of the House would vote for some of the
ridiculous laws in force in America, but
we require to look to our own sister States
.and see if the amended divorce laws have
wvorked satisfactorily. Is the marriage tie
any the less dutifully regarded in Victoria
Or iii New South Wales than it is here;
is the sanctify of inarria,,e in any way
in fringed in t hose States; are the people
-of those States becoming less moral; have
they degenerated? Because 21 years.
though not a long period in a nation's
lifetinie, gives ample opportunity so far
,ts crime and moral behaviour are con-
cerned, to discover which way the nation
is fendingu. Do we find crime is inacreasinlg
or the moral feeling of the people in those
States degeiierifiig; is there one hotn.
member who will stand lip in his p~lace inl
the House and say that the people of
those Slates are deteriorating in any wvay9
Rather, are not the people of those two
?rceat States of Victoria and Noe South
Wales and of tine Dominion of New Zea-
land progressing faster than those of any'
-other Slate of the Commonwealth towards
being happy, prosperous and contented
communities.

Eon. J. D. Connolly: Canadla with all
her millions had only 116 divorces in one
year.

Hon. A. G. JENKINS: In Canada
the great majority of the popuila-
tion do not believe in divorce of
any sort or description. I hope that
in seeking- to introduce these amendments
into the Bill when it comes into Com-
mittee I shall not be accused of endeav-
ouring to belittle in any way the sanctity
Of the marriage tie. Then we find we
have a large section of the community

opposed to divorce ili ally shape or form.
With all respect I say that according to
that section the woman seems to have no
rights tinder the law at all. The man
may sin as lie likes, but the womn, nmust
not sin at all. We have another very
large section of the community saying,
"Oh, yes, we will grant divorce for
adultery," and another saying, "We will
g-rant divorce for adultery and divorce
for desertion, but only for- deser-
tion for a long period." Now
when doctors differ where is thle
remedy to be? Which are we going to
obey, the church lawv or the broader law
rf humainity? No doubt the clergy are
brotlit pretty closely into touch with the
various unhappy marriages that do exist
and wvill exist for all time, but I think
the profession to which I have the honour
of belonging are also brought closely into

lie v-cry huma n suffering-s that obtain in
these ill assorted marriages. There ap-
pears yet to be discovered a remedy in
the State to imp~rove the condition of
things that undoubtedly dloes exist. So
far the churches have suggested no
ieniedy. Apparently they canl suggest
none. That being so it behoves us to
enideavour to improve the state of things.
And may I point ont that if these amend-
ments do become law they do not make
it compulsory on anybody who has strong
religious views to take advantage of
them.

Hon. J. D. Connolly: They set the -

ample though.

Hon. A. G. JENKINS: Let us expect
the moral teaching of the various churches
will be strong enough to prevent the ad-
herents of those churches taking advant-
age of the amendments. But why should
the innocent peop~le who are not adherents
of those religious bodies suffer because
the church law says there shall be no
divorce? If the people do not wish to
take advantag-e of thre law they are not
compelled to do so, but I say if there are
people who do desire to take advantage
of the law they should be allowed to do
so. I would like to refer to the amend-
ments which will be proposed when ths
Bill is in Committee. I ask any hon. mem-
ber who has to speak now or in Committee
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if he can erie me any reason why the
innocent person should be compelled to
live with the guilty one in such eases?
Is a marriage more than one iii name
where drunkenness, habitual cruelty, or
capital crime enters into the borne? Does
the innocent wife or husband, as the
case may be, live such a life as a
God-feairing human being ought to do?
Are the children likely to grow up better
citizens or better men and women because
they have this state of things constantly
before them? Is it not better that they
should, if possible, he allowed to live InI
cleaner and healthier surroundings? Is
it a humane law that compels a
man or wife to be tied for life
under such circumstances, or is it
a just law that allows -a man or wife
to commit practically any crime in the
calendar and yet compels the innocent
party to continue to live with the guilty?
If th~is is church law then the sooner the
State steps in the better. Personally I
urn going to vote for the second reading
of (hie Bill. I can see no reason why the
Bill should be referred to a select coma-
mittee. There has been no indecent haste,
so far as this House is concerned, in de-
bating the matter. We have bad every
argulment that can possibly be used, at all
events against the Bill; we have had every
fact that can tell against the Dill, and I
hare no doubt many facts will yet be
brought in favour of the Bill. That being
so, I hope the Bill will receive encourage-
meat from the House, and that we will
endeavour, if possible, to amend the ex-
isting state of things and treat the wife
as a human being, and give hier the un-
doubted rights which she should 'have
under the civil law. I am sure a measure
that has been tried and not found want-
ing in several States of the Common-
wealth and in the Dominion of New Zea-
land, if placed on our statutes will do
mutch to remedy the great many causes of
unhappiness, cruelty and neglect that
exist to-clay in this State,

On motion by Hon. F. Davis, debate
adjourned.

House adjourned at 9.30 p.m.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 2.30L
p.m., and read prayers.

PAPERS PRESENTED.

By the Honorary Minister (Hon. W.
C. Augwin) : Report of the Board of
Management of the Perth Public Hoe-
pital for the year ended 30th June, 1911.

By the Minister for Mines: ]Report of
the Royal Cornmission on Miners' Lung?
Diseases.

QUESTION- SEWERAG E DEPART-
MENT, PLUMBERS' LICENSES.

Mr. HARPER asked the Minister for
Works: J, Is it a fact that the board of
examiners connected wvith the Sewerage
Department has issued a certificate en-
titling- a certain pieson to obtain a sani-
tary plumher's license without passing the-
usual examination. 2, if so, to whom was
it issued, for what reason, and on. whose.
a uthority ?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS re-
plied: 1, No. In some instances candi-
dates hlave produced certificates from
other water and sewverage authorities,
which haeexempted themn from portions.
of the examination. 2, See above.

QUESTION-BRICKWORKS, STATE
CONTROL.

Mr. O'LOOI 3EN asked tile Premier:
I., Is he aware that the New South Wales
Government propose to extend the State
brickworks so ais to turn out 1,000,000
bricks per week?1 2, Is the Premier
aware that the price of bricks has been
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