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Popers presented ..
Maotion : Mining Induvatry, continned assistance
Bills: Crimiual Code Amendment, 3B »
Dwellivgun State Hotel, 3n
Vetenunry, Com., Raocom, Lo
Local Courts Act Amendment. “Recom.
Divorce Amendment, 2r .
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at
4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

PAPER PRESENTED.

By the Colonial Seeretary: Report of
the board of management of the Perlh
Hospital.

MOTION—MINING INDUSTRY,
CONTINUED ASSISTANCE.
Hon. M. L. MOSSE (West) moved—

That in the opinion of this House u
confinuance of assistance to {he mining
industry will be beneficial to this State.

He said: T gave notice of this metion
mainly with the object of answering in
detail the suggestions that were pointed
out by Mr. anan, that when I spoke on
the Address-in-reply I did not give ac-
caralely the higures relating fo the varions
matfers touched on then with regard to
the aid given to mining development in
‘Western Ausivalia. And the hon, gentle-
man 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 quite obvious that was not the case,
because I alluded to eight or nine diff-
erent items of expendituwre that never by
any straining of the Mines Development
Aet could have been imagined to be an
expenditure under the statute. In order,
therefore, that the hon, member and that
members of the House shall 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, T intend to
read to the House the expenditure under
[21]
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boih Aets. Under the Mines Development
Act for 1901-2, the expenditure was
£2,324; 1902-3, £13,043; 1903-4, £14,335;
1904-5, £13,807; 1905-6, £18,377; 1906-7,
£24,152; 1907-8, £14,008; 190S-9, £14,562;
1909-10, £9,016; 1910-11, £8677, or a
toial over these 10 yvears of £135,105; that
is the expenditure under the Mines De-
velopment Act for the development of the
goldfields and mineral resources generally.
There is a huge expenditure on water sap-
plies, that is outside the big goldfields
scherne, and the ereetion of State batter-
ies. Starting again at 1901-2 the expendi-
ture on water supplies was £13,639;
1902-3, £12,07C; 1903-4, £25,955; 1904-5,
£27,612; 1905-6, £49,173; 1906-7, £55.741;
1907-8, £31,222; 1908-9, £17,307; 1909-10,
£15,711; 1910-11, £31,541. All these
are for waier supplies alone. Then for
the ercelion of State batteries the amounts
were—1901-2, £15,841; 1902-3. £6,272,
and that vear there was a revenne ex-
penditure of £10,304; 1903-4 from rev-
enue £32,967; 1904-3, £9.999 from loan
and from revenue £33.21%; 1905-6, from
revenue £13,174; 1906-7 from loan,
£13,902; 1907-5 from loan £9,919; 1908-9
from loan £24,931; 1909-10 from loan
£11.344: 1910-11 from loan £7,023. Com-
ing to the revenue and expenditure this
is from the Treasnrer’s financial statement
of 1909-10—there was expended on State
batteries £11,191, on the Goldfields Water
Scheme £54,428, and on mines water sup-
plies £34,103, These ifems alone total
£99.720. The profit from the mines gen-
erally and the balance of the Mines De-
partment generally was £46,991, that is
erediting the wines with all the receipts
and debiting it with al! the expenditure
and ineluding in the receipts £55,707 divi-
dend duties paid by mining companies.
Allowing for all that it shows a loss dur-
ing that vear of £32,729. The statement
I made was this, that there bad been an
expenditure of practieally £50.000 during
that vear and for a number of vears pre-
viously for general mines development.

Hon. J. W, Kirwan: The statement
was that there was an expenditure of
£50,000 a year from the vote annually
before Parliament, known as the Mines
Development Vote,
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Hon. M. L. MOSS: Assuming thal
they are the exact words the hon. gentle-
man is quoting, and I assume le is quot-
ing from Hansard, although he has no
right to do so, what I am chiefly concerned
in setting right is this: the vote for the
Mines Departiment—and te use the word
“vole” iz not strietly 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 sum of £50,000,
that has been annually expended during
the whole time the late Minister for Mines
was responsible for the administration of
that department. I do not suppose there
is an hon. member of the House who will
grudge for one moment one penny piece
of that amount, because the expenditure,
whether under the Mines Development
Act or from votes in other directions, is a
wmatter of no eonsequence, and the hon.
member (Mr. Kirwan) is only splifting
straws when he keeps reiterating that the
vote was under the Aet, It was nothing
of the kind. A good deal of the expendi-
ture would not be justified under that Aect,
becanse a very eursory glance at it would
show what the Minister is entitled to
spend by the authority of that Act. None
of this expenditure, I say, is hegrudged,
and better results could not have been
obtained from this expenditure, and my
opinion is that the present Government
should go on on the same lines and do
what they ean to assist this great indus-
try. hecause the discovery of more auri-
ferous areas in Western Australia would
be productive of nothing hut good to the
country at large. Mr. Kirwan has fre-
quently siated in the House that he does
nol. want to do anything lo set the coast
azaingt the goldfields, or the mining in-
dustry against the agrienltural industry,
but there is {oo munch apology with the
hon. member in that direction. He is the
only member of this House who is con-
stantly escosing himself in that direclion,

Hon. J. W. irwan: On what partica-
lar occasion?

Hon. M. L. MOSS: Always. Tt is a
phrase the hon. member has coined, and
on every available opportunity he throws
it oui.

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. J. W. Kirwan:
ticular occasion.

Hon. M. L. MOSS: T have a fairly
good memory but I camnot turn up pages.
of Hansard right off and show them to
the hon. member.

Hon. J. W. Kirwan:
hon. wmember to do that.

Hon. M. L. MOSS : It is quite easy
for the hon. member to ask me to do a
thing in a moment when be knows it is
an hmpossibility for me to do it.

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

Hon. M, L. MOS8S : It has been a
general statement with the hon. member
that he is always speaking of setting the
coast against the goldfields or the gold-
flelds against the coast.

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

Hon, M. L. MGSS: 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. M. L. MOSS : I am bound to ae-
cept the hon. member’s denial, but I
must have been labouring under a delu-
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
agrieultural industry. I want to see all
the industries of the State working in
perfect harmony with one another. When
I was referring to these figures on the
Address-in-reply I did it as a simple aet
of justice and fairness to the late Min-
ister for Mines, whose services to the
country I think cannot be too highly es-
timated. TUnfortunately, that gentleman
has now lost his seat in Parliament.
He was for some time a colleague of
mine, and I bave always sufficient loyalty
about me to stand up for a person who
has been a colleague of mine. I have
followed Mr. Gregory’s attitude after I
left the Rasou Government right up to
the time he was rejected by the electors
of Menzies. No one hLas a right Lo die-
tate to the electors as to whom they shall
return. but when an attack is made on a
gentleman who has done his duty well in

(iive me a par-

I challenge ihe
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the interests of the eountry, there ought
to be someone in Parliament to stand up
and defend his good actions in the past.
That was the motive which aetuated me
in deing that which Mr. Kirwan so
strongly resented.

Hon. J, W, Kirwan: I resented your
quoting ineorrect figures.

Hon. M. L. MOSS: The figures I
quoted were absolutely correct. The
hon. member ecan get up and speak till
he is black in the faee, but he cannot
alter the fizures nor deny the aeeuracy of
the fizures 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 under the
Mines Development Vote, he must have
known perfectly well that my observa-
tions were not directed to the Mines De-
velopmaent Vote alone, but to the expen-
diture on the water supplies, State bat-
teries, the School of Mines and the huge
sums expended in connecfion with the
making of roads and tracks on the gold-
fields. Any baby in politics knows when
lLie ecomes 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 always
noticed that he is ready to reply to an
interjection only when he can score off
it. On the other hand, when he was
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 doeuments
and have proved up to the hilt all that
I said on the Address-in-reply. Hon.
members will, T hope, carry this resolu-
tion, for it will be an advantage if the
Government coutinue the good work of
the past. No one ean gauge what a
benefit will result fo the State by the dis-
covery of further auriferons areas in
Western Aunstralia ; for while the de-
velopment of agriculture brings the
people into the State by tens and twen-
ties. suceessful mining operations brings
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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 conld have expected better results,
but those insuflficient results cannot be
laid at the door of the ex-Minister for
Mines. I bave much pleasure in moving
the motion standing in my name,

Hou. J. W. KIRWAN (South): I 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, sinee it has elicited from my
friend, M:. Moss, this resolution in fav-
our of the continuation of assistance to
the mining industry. I am extremely
glad that the hon. gentleman has brought
forward the proposal, and I will pre-
senlly show why it was necessary that
{he proposal should be brought forward,
and why it is partieularly advantageous
coming from the quarter it does. The
ceeasion on whieh I spoke and to which
the hon, member refers was, I find, as
far back as Mh November, since which
date the hon. member has been cogitating
a means of getting out of the very awk-
ward position in which he found himself.
I have the greatest possible sympathy for
the hon. member, and I feel that sym-
pathy all the more after the speech he
hag delivered to-day. In order to refresh
the minds of hon. members regarding
(he speech I then delivered I would like
to set out exactly what happened; and
T 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 exaet words the hon.
member used were, “During the last
10 vears there has been a vote annually
before Parliament known as the Mines
Pevelopment Vote, and that vote has
been somewhere in the vicinity of £50,000
a year.” T knew that that statement was
inaccurate, and I interjected at the time,
“TWhat were the figures for last vear?”
The hon. member said, “I will give the
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hon, 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 statement was incorrect. T had my own
fisures, prepared from numbers of re-
ports of the Mines Department, and ex-
tending over many years, but in order to
be absolutely certain I went to the Mines
Department myself and got an official
reiurn—which I have here—concerning
the amount spent under the Mines De-
velopment Vote. Evervone who has
studied the annual reports of the
Mines Department, every one of the
Mines Department officinls, every single
member of Parliament and, I think,
everyone throughout fihe 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. Thai is the deseription given
thronghout the reports of the Mines De-
partment: when they speak of the Mines
Development Vole they invariably mean
the fund vefered to by Mr. Moss.

Hon. M. T, 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 hon. member’s speech as it
was delivered.

Hon. M. L. AMoss: You are splitting
gtraws.

The PRESIDENT: The hon. member
will have the right of reply.

Hon. J. W. KIRWAN: I do not ob-
jeet to the hon. member’s interjections,
because the more he interjects the worse
he is making the case for himself, and
the more sympathy must be felt for him
by all those members who consider it is
a erave mafler to quote incorreet figures
to the Honse, I do not charge the hon.
member with having deliberately mis-
quoted these figures, but I have no hesi-
tation in now charging him with gross
cavelessness in the matter of presenting
figures to the Honse; and I say that his
statement that £50,000 per annnm was
spent from the Mines Development Vote
would mislead any hon. member who knew
anvthing at all ahout the expenditure of
the Aines Department.

[COUNCIL.]

‘Hon. M. L. Moss: I told you I would
give the delails of the expenditure.

Hon, J. W. KIRWAN: But the hon.
member did not give the details of the-
expenditure. I agked for them, knowing
that if the hon. member gave the details
the mistake would become apparent. I
agked what were the details for the pre-
vious vear, and the hon. member said that
he would give them later on. But all he-
gave was the statement that it was in
the vieinity of £30,000 a year. If the
statement had come from an hon. mem-
ber who, perhaps, was not very skilful
in the uge of words, or if it had been a
slip on the part of an hou. member
whieh  wns  subsequently explained, I
could understand it; but the hon. mem-
ber is now making his pesition far worse.
When I went to the Mines Department
and asked for the expenditure under the:
Mines Development Vote they at once
gave me these figures, and I think the
proper course for the hon. member to
take would be to get up and explain to-
the House that what he referred to was
the total of some figures spent in many
ways which did not come under the head-
ingn of Mines Development Vote. The
exact amount spent under 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 o develop
small mines below the 100ff. level, I
elaim that the hon. member was dis-
tinetly wrong in the statement he made
to the House, a statement which would
nndonbtedly create a false impression,
and I think he has made matfers worse
by endeavouring to adhere to the posi-
tion he took up. and which he himself
must know is wrong. But I am ex-
tremelv nleased that what T said should
have elicited these remarks from the hon.
member, becanse he has exprossed him-
self in furtherance of a poliey which, I
take il, the new CGovernment are strongly
in favour of. There were doubts so far
as the late Government were concerned
as to whether or not the Mines Develop-
ment Vote would be continned: in fact,
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there was no question that the late Gov-
ernment contemplated the abolition of
the Mines Development Vote. That
knowledge created considerable uneasi-
ness among the people of the goldfields
and was, to some extent, responsible
for the opposition there exhibited against
the late Government. I am extremely
glad to find that Mr, Moss is so strongly
in favour of a eontinuanece of this policy
of spending money under the Mines De-
velopment 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 shall not dispute the
faet, that the hon. member has always
heen desirons of advancing the interests
of the mining industry. While agreeing
with that I do not know of any previous
occasion on which the hon. member came
forward with a motion of this kind. I
sincerely trnst the motion will be earried.
The hon. memher has my most sineere
svmpathy in his endeavour to wriggle,
as he has done, out of a very difficult
position. I would offer him my sincere
congrainlations if he had taken the pro-
per course in the circumstances and
stated lhat he misunderstood what was
meant hy the Mines Development Vote,
and regretted having made a statement
distinctly contrary to the facts of the
case. He has not, even to the present,
given us the details of the £50,000 a year
which he claims has been spent under the
Mines Development Vote.- I defy the
hon. 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 the hon. member has said with re-
gard to the other expenditure has simply
exposed the very great blunder he made
in this Chamber.

Hon. W. Kingsmill: - This-is a ‘duel,
not a general engagement,
Hon, T. F. 0. BRIMAGE: I move—
That the debate be adjourned.-
The PRE%IT}E\’T Unhl when?
Hon. W.

Kmm:nnll -This day month!
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Hon, T. F. 0, BRIMAGE: Until the
next sitting of the House,
Motion passed; the debate adjourned.

BILLS (2)—THIRD READING.
1. Criminal Code Amendment, passed.
2. Dwellingup State Hotel, passed.

BILL—VETERINARY,
In Committee.

Resumed from the 30th November.

Postponed Clause 21—Qualifications
of practitioners:

The CHAIRMAN: Progress was re-
ported on an amendment by Mr. Moss.
The hon. member had on the Nolice Pa-
per another amendment to this clause.
Did the hon, member desire to withdraw
the amendment before the Chair?

Hon. M. T., Moss: Yes.

Amendment by leave withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN: The amendment on
the Notice Paper, in the name of Mr.
Moss, covered a portion of the clause al-
ready passed, and could rot be aceepted
in its present form.

Hon, M. L. Moss:
to recommit the Bill,

Hon. J F. Cullen: It would be best io
strike out the clanse, and insert a new
elause.

Clause as previously amended put and
nervatned

Hou. M. L. MOSS: Could a new clause
he maoved to stand as Clause 219

The CHAIRMAN: The hon, member
hnd better do that on 1'ecomm1tt.a]
Tille—agreed to.

Bill reported with amendments.

I will ask the House

Recommilttal.
On 1aotion by Hon. M. L. MOSS, Bill
recommitted to further eonsider Clauses
25 and 29, and fo consider a new clause.

Clause 25.—Penalty for practising
when not registered:
Flon. T. H. WILDING moved . a

amendment—
That the following words be added
at the end of Subclause 1:—“Provided,
nevertheless, that nothing herein shall
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wake it Jllegal for any person to per-
form for reward the operation of cast-
ration or dehorring on any animal”

Hon. C. A. PIESSE moved an amend-

ment on the amendment—
That the words “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
cheraists:

Fen. M. L. MOSS moved an amend-
menf—

That after drugs in tine 3 the follow-
ing be inserted . —“Medicines and sur-
gical appliances used for horses, cows,
and other animals.”
Amendment passed.

amended agreed to.
New eclause—Qualifieation of practi-
tioners: :

Hon, M. L. MOSS maved—

That the following be added to stand
a; Clause 21:—(1.) FEvery person
shall be entitled to be regi-‘ered in the
ragister under this A whe proves to
the satisfaction of the Board that he—
.Y has atiained 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 veterinary sur-
geon from the Royal College of Vetor-
fnery Surgeons of iTreat Britain, or
from some other college or 1ma'ilulion
recognised by the Board, (2.) Where
at the passing of this Adct any periom
proctises and has continnwously for mot
less than three years before the pussing
of this Act praclised velerinary sur-
gery in Western Australia the Board
‘mey, until the 31st day of December,
1912, enter his name as a vevrinary

" practitioner in g porlion of the irgister
to be headed “Velerinary Pr.iition-
ers.”  (3.) Every pecson who-c name
i3 so entered shall whilst his name con-
tinues so registered be deemed a regis-
tered weterinary surgeon. Provided,
khowever, that no such person shall in
any advertisement or on any name plate
or sign or by means of any written or

the elause as

[COUNCIL.)

printed matter advertise or hold him-
self out as a registered veterinury sur-
geon unless it is made to appear in such
" advertisement, plate sign, or written or
printed matler, that such person iz re-
gistered as a velerinary praciitioner
oniy " '
Hon. J. F. CULLEN: Subclauze 3 of

proposed new clause moved hy Mr.
Moss was nol ounly superflious Dbut
contradictory.  The principle on whick
the new clanse lad been introduced
was that of seecondary qualifications
and the secondary list of genile-
men to be known, not as surgeons

but as veterinary praclitioners. There
was no earthly reason {o call sueh people
surgeons, If (hey were surgeons why
should they not be in the principal list?
The -whole basis of the elause was to
provide for persons of secondary suali-
fications who were not fully diplomaed.

Hon. M. I Moss: They did that in
England, .

Hon. J. F. CULLEN: If they made
a mislake in England that was no rea-
son why we should do so. It woull lead
to endless confusion and would be a pre-
mium on subterfuge. He moved an
amendment— A

That Subelanuse 3 of -the proposed
new clawse be struck out.
Later on it was his intention to move the
omision of the second half of the pro-
viso in order to bring it into line.

Hon. M: L. MOSS: It was quite ob-
vious what the amendment was intended
to do. It had already been explained that
in England there were a number of per-
sons who were_praclitioners in 1881 when
the Aet providing for qualifications of
veterinary surgeons was passed, and there
they songht to preserve vested rights then
existing, and they ygot two classes of prac-
titioners, the practitioners admiited with
examinations and another list under the
heading of existing practitioners without
examinations. In order to approximate
a5 closely as possible what was done in
England there would be two lists here
showing those admitted with an examina-
tion and those admitted hecause Lthey were
practising before the passing of the Aect.
Subelanse 3 provided that while so regis-
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tered they should be deemed to be regis-
tered veterinary surgeons; not that they
were. The safeguard for the general pub-
lic 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 publie.
Hon, J. P, 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 wonld be 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 hefore 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 teasonable attempt to preserve existing
rights, and that was all the Bill before the
Committee atternpted to do.

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

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

Hon. J. F. CULLEXN: Tt might be as-
sumed that the Commmittee would do jus-
tice to existing practitioners, and for that
reason members were agreeing to the sec-
ondary list of veterinary praciitioners.
Why should we allow the hon. member
to mix np the practitioners with the sur-
geons? We should register them as vet-
erinary practitioners. There was a num-
her of men who by experience had become
qualified, and let them be registered as
veterinary practifioners. Mr.-Moss asked
that thev should be allowed to sail under
false eolonrs and call themselves veterin-
Then to protect the pub-
lic he proposed that they should not de-
seribe themselves in advertisements or in
signs as veterinary surgeons unless they
made it clear that thev were veterinary
practitioners. It was desired to get a
hizh standard of qualification amongst the
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veterinary surgeons, and he asked the-
Commitiee to support the deletion of the-
proposed Subclause 3.

Hon. C. A. PIESSE: Mr. Moss in his-
eagerness to do justice to those who were
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 would.
come in under the Bill. Whilsi doing jus-
tice to the good men already in the State-
we must be protected against imposters.
Personally he would preseribe for the un-
qualified praetitioner a simple practical
examination. He would support Mr. Cul--
len's amendment.

Hon. Sir E, H. WITTENOOM : There-
was no doubt that Subclause 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
Subelavse 3 mixed up the two. The sub-
clause should be struek out and also all
the words after “registered veterinary sur-
geon” in the proviso. He was of opinion
that the three years should be altered to
five years, but every preecaution was taken
in the words “the board may until the:
thirty-first day of Decemher, 1912 This
gave a permissive and not compulsory
power so that if a practising veterinary
surgeon who was uot qualified applied to
the board for registration, the board
might use their diseretion.

Hon. M. L. MOSS8: The amendment
was scientifically drawn by the Parliamen-
tary draftsman, and was in correct form..
Subclause 3 did not say that these veter-
inary practitioners should be veterinary
sargeons, but that they should be deemed,
for the purposes of the Act to be veterin-
ary surgeons. In Clanse 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 Clanse 25 imposed penalties on
all persons “other than a registered veter-
inary surgeon” practising veterinary sur-
wery. If Suhclause 3 were cut out, and
the veterinary praetitioners were not
deemed to be veterinary surgeons, they
wonld 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 proseeution for anything they did. The
Parliamentary drvaftsman knew what he
was about when he inserted Subeclause 3.

Hon. J. F. CULLEN: Mr. Moss must
know that he was trying to throw dust
in the eyes of the Committee.

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

Hon. J. P. CULLEN: 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 inserfion of Subelanse
3 was to make consequential amendments
by inserting the words “or veterinary
practitioner” after the words “registered
veterinary surgeon” wherever that ocecar-
red.

Hon, A. @ JENKINS: Mr. Moss was
correct in saying that it was necessary lo
have Subelavse 3 inserted. This subelause
only provided ihat these men should be
deemed to he registered veterinary sur-
geons, and a registered veterinary surgeon
was defined in the definilion clanse as a
person who appeared in the register.

Hon, V. HAMERSLEY : The clanse as
drafted by the Parliamentary Draftsman
was satisfactory, and the thanks of mem-
bers were due to Mr. Moss for hving got
over a difficully which had given the Com-
mitiee considerable trouble at previous
silfings. It was at the instance of country
members that a great deal of atlention
had been bestowed on this clause; they
recognised that inland and in the [ar
north there were many places where it
might be impossible to get registered
veterinary surgeons, and the proposal to
have veterinary practitioners who would
be able to make some reasonable charge
for their services wonld overcome the
diffienlty. The amendment was satisfac-
tory and neeessary.

Amendment {Hon. J. F. Cullen’s) put
and negatived,

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

[COUNCIL.]

Hon, A, G. JENKINS: If 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. Wittenoon : Where did
it say that?

Hon. A. G. JENKINS: In the clause.

Hon. Sir E. H. Wittenoom: It simply
said “the board may.”

Hon. A. G. JENKINS: 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
Siates bul it was a mistake here. He
hoped suvmme examination would be pro-
vided for.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY: An
endeavour had been made for over a week
to preseribe some examination and the
only support he had received was from
the hon. Mr. Jenkins. One could not do
more.

Hon. R. LAURIE: It was surprising
that Myr. Jenkins could make the state-
ment he had done, because when passing
the Medieal Praclitioners’ Bill vears ago
men who had practized in the Stale were
allowed to go on praetising.

Hon. A. G. Jenkins: That did not make
the prineiple good.

Hon. R. LAURIE : But it protected the
man who had served the country well
Take the case of the examination of offi-
cers poing to sea, when the examination
was first made compulsory tlhe long ser-
vice men were allowed to continne {heir
services. If it was made plain to the
public that the man was only a practi-
tioner and not a qualified veterinary sur-
geon no harm eould be done.

Hon. Siv E. H. WITTENQOM: It was
not his destre that any person should be
allowed to be registered who was not com-
petent. If a man could prove to the satis-
faction of the board that he was capable
of discharging the duties of a praefitioner
then he was allowed to practise. The Bill ©
gave a cerftain amount of protection lo
the public by saying that the board might
regisler as a veterinary practitioner any-
one who had been practising. If a person
applied for registration the first thing the
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board would do was to find out if that per-
son was qualified and if bhe was not then
he would not be registered. There was a
great deal of discretion allowed. Ha
would be sorry to allow anyone who had
been praetising for three years to claim
to :be registered as a right.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY: The
Committee should not be left under a
misapprehension. If Mr. Moss’s ameni-
weht was carried there conld not be any
examinalion .whatever. The Commitiea
had decided that there shounld be no exam-
ination and any man who had continu-
ously practised in Western Australia for
three years, if he had ouly performed
some simple operation, could claim to be
registered as a veterinary practitioner.
According to the Bill as introduced pro-
vision was made for examination in only
one simple subject, diseases of the horse
or otlier domestic animal; but a duly
qualified veterinary surgeon had to pass
in twelve subjects,

Hon. M. .. Moss: The person who
drafted the Bill was thinking of a large
city like Melhourne.

Hon. E. McLARTY: Because a man
had practised for three years that was not
proof of his competency. There were
men going about the ecountry 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
men who had been in praetise whether
they were qualified or not, but there was
net sufficient provision to protect the
public against impostors.

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

Hon. E. McLARTY: OQunly 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.
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New clause, as amended, put and
passed.

Bill again reported with further amend-
ments.

Further Recommitial.

On motion by Hon, M. L. MOS8, Bill
again recommitted for the further eon-
sideration of Clanse 25. -

Clause 25—DPenalty for practising when
not registered:

Hou. M. L. MOSS moved an amend-
ment—

That the following be inserted after
Subclause 2:—(3) Any person other
than a regisiered wveterinary surgeon
who skall advertise or hold kimself out
as being a registered veterinary pracii-
tioner shall be deemed guilly of um
offence under this section and liable to
the penalty mentioned in Subsection
two. (4) Any person who shall by ect
or omigsion coniravene the proviso to
Subsection three of Section twenty-one
shall be liable on conviction fo a pen-
alty not exceeding Ten pounds. '
Amendment passed.

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

That afier “section” in line 3 of
Subclause 3 the words “or Section 217
be inzerted.

Amendment passed.

Rill again reported with furiher
amendments.

BILL—LOCAL COURTS ACT
AMENDMENT.

Recommittal.
On motion by Hon. J. . CULLEN,
Bill recommitted for the purpose of con-
sidering a new claunse.

New Clause—Signatures on garmshee
orders:

Hon. J. F. CULLEN moved—

That the following be inserted to
stand as Clause 13:—8Bection 145 of the
principal Act is hereby amended by
the insertion of the words “or the clerk”
after the words “the magistrate.”
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‘This was a clause dealing with garnishee
orders, It was necessary Lhat a signature
be had before effect could be given to the
order. 1f a magistrate had to be found
on every occasion the garnishe might as
well not be given.

New clause put and passed.

Bill again reported with a further
amendinent, .

BILL—DIVORCE ACT AMENDMENT.
Second Reading.

Debate resumied from the 25th Novem-
ber.

Hon. J. F. CULLEN (South-East):
The Bill is a very litile one, one of the
shortest that has been tabled this session,
but it touches the family interesis 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
publi¢ opinion to be expressed on the
matter, and time for hon. members to
maturely eonsider it. The mover of the
second reading mentioned that several of
the neighbouring States had very largely
extended their laws on divorece. In the
mother State, for 20 years there have been
five legalised provisions for divoree, five
causes for divorce. There are the canses
of adultery, desertion for three years and
upwards, habitual drunkenness with cru-
elty or neglect, imprisonment for three
years out of a sentence of seven yeas,
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 distinet. T want to impress this
upon the House: they are entirely dis-
tinet things, and to my judgment would
much better huve been separated. These
are, first to place the wife on an equality
with the husband onder the present law
in the divorece court and, secondly, to ex-
tend the law. T hold that the first pro-
posal is not an extension of the law; it is
purely an adjustment of the law; but the

[COUNCIL.]

second proposal is a distinet extension of
the law, namely, to admit of petitions for
divorce on the grounds of desertion for
three years and uwpwards. I see no diffi-
calty whatever in regard to the first

proposal. 1 cannot econceive of any-
body clearing |himself of old-time
prejudices and studying it with an

open mind saying that there should
be one law for the husband and another
for the wife. At the same lime I see no
opening at all for the cheap eclapirap
about despising women. I do not see that
readers of the present law are shut up to
any such conelusion as that. TIndeed, the
differentiation that has existed may be
interpreted in another way. If greater
forbearance, fortilude, and self-sacrifice
have been expected from women, that ex-
pectation is in itself a testimonial. There
is no donbt about it. In all such gualities
women are far above us. From the point
of view of the time when the law was
passed there inust 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 2 man 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 commitied by the husband,
building up a wall of abhorrence that
would maie auy possibility of reunion out
of the gnestion, the woman could be ex-
pected not to seek release.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 {o 730 p.am.

Hon. J. F. CULLEN: 1 take up the
ground that equality of right of wife and
husband before a divoree 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 Rill, and there are no doubt some hon.
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members who will vote against it as a
whole without making allowanee for
whatever differences of value there may
be in different parts of the Bill. They will
wote against the Bill as a whole, purely
or largely from a iraditionary view, so
that it is necessary for me to go a little
more deeply into the matter.  Before
dealing with objeciors who are outside
the House, I would like to ask any
lien. member who is disposed to oppose
the Bill in toto—“What is your posi-
tion? Yoo admit, I am sure, in the ab-
straet that a wife and a husband should
have equal rights in the eourts. Now, is
it an answer to this Bill to say that you
are opposed to divorce altogether?” 1
say it is not an 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 statute-book. The first part of the
Bill simply asks hon. members to do what
their sense of justice must itmpel them to
do, that is to say. to right a wrong that
has heen imposed on wives—suffering
wives—ever since this law was enncted.
I want to press this view upon hon,
members who are disposed to oppose
the Bill. They are not asked to enaet
divoree or to take any such responsi-
bility; but, divoree for adultery heing 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 hushand goes to the
ecourt and gets release under the law;
the hushand falls; but unless he commits
what is happily a very rare offence, the
offence of incest, unless he eommits 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 torturons to his wife. Vet 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 be will be a party to that? We
are not asked to enaet divoree 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
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these years. I have preity clear-
ly indicated my intention ¢o vole
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 seecond part of the
Bill, and to say straight out that 1 can-
uot vote for divorce for three years’ de-
sertion. I cannot understand how the:
houn. member responsible for this Bill
should go to the statutes of the other
States and find four or five causes for-
divoree and select out of them the least
serious, the least heinous of them all. No-
hon. member could put desertion for
three years alongside attempted murder
of a pelitioner, or long continued aets of’
cruelty, or erime which involves a sen-
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 before? If it is-
desirable to submit te TParliament the
cause of deseriion, then I would sunggest
to the hon, member in charge of the Bilt
that he should withdraw the second part
of the Bill and weigh it with the other-
causes rvecently placed on the Notice-
Paper, and then submit a more compre-
hensive Bill.

Hon. M. L. Moss: You can add them-
in Commiliee if you desire.

Hon. J. F. CULLEN: 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. Ii{ cannot he 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 charaecter.

Hon. A. G. Jenkins: Ts it not the same
principle?

Hon. J. F. CULLEN: The prineciple-
of divorce underlies it; but each of
these grounds invelves an enfirely differ-
ent proposition and a very debatable pro-
position; and I snbmit it would be very
undesirable for the Hguse ab 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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divoree. I strongly recommend this view
-of the mafler 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
wonld not be fair to the public if this
House, without allowing opportunity for
the disenssing of these important addi-
tions, stele a mareh, so to speak, upon 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 can be really
no valid ground of objection to the first
part, and with the omission of the second
part we may hope for a fairly unanimous
aceeptance of the Bill. Now I want lo
deal with some of the objections and some
of the objectors to this Bill. The objee-
tions are mainly from the clergy of tha
Christian churehes. T think T can say
for every member of the Flouse that eriti-
cism from sueh sourees will receive in
this case the weighty consideration that
it always receives. The Government of
the Empire is based upon Clristianity.
The Christian elhureh—and by that 1
mean not one denomination or another,
but all the followers of Christ by what-

ever name they may be called—
the Christian  ehureh 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 light that
the ehureh ean throw upon such questions
as this now before us. The objectors are
divided into two great schools. There ars
those who ohject to divorce in toto, who
insist that marriage is indissoluble; then
there is the other great school that
recognises one ground for divoree and
one only, the ground of adultery; but,
strange to say, these two schools have
contented themselves with objecting to
the Bill in toto. They have not diserimi-
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 ont” I think the members
of the second schoo! of thought I have
referred to have done themselves an in-
justiee, TIf an adviser or a critic would
commend his advice he must diseriminate,
must show fairness in his eritleism, and

[COUNGIL.]

I say this is not fair eriticism, 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 would fake the ground that
the Legislature should not equalise the

position of husband and wife be-
fore a divoree court. Not one
of them buot would give that right.
As T have already argued the

first part of the Bill does that. Ay com-
plaint against our ecritics is that they do
not differentinte, they simply say, throw
ont thai Bill because some of us do not
helieve in divoree at all and others of
us object 1o inerveased facilities for
divovece. If asked, “Do you believe in
equalising Lhe position of husband and
wife before the court; are you prepared
to dismiss it as a facility for divorce; are
you concerned as men to do justice lo
women?” there could be no answer. The
ohjeetors say, “We are Christians and we
take the pronouncement of Christ “What
God hath joined together let not man put
asunder,’ ¥ and yet the very narrative that
gives that proneuncement adds an execep-
tional cause, the cause of adullery, 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 diserimination the Bill is eon-
demned in toto. Let man be convinead
that the Head of the Christian
choreh taught a certain thing, and he
muast feel it his duty to obey. I want
to remind hon. members that the Head of
the chureh was not a law. He never at-
tempted to lay down a code of laws. It
was a mere answer to an incidental ques-
tion that bronght forward this pronounce-
ment which is printed against the Bill
Christ was not a law giver. Christianity
was not a code of laws. I want to say
further to the objectors, “You still have
a very great difficnlty before youn if you
are taking your ground en this “What
therefore God hath joined together
let not man put asunder.” Yoa
have still the question, “IWhat therefore
hath God joined together?’ A Christian
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marriage is a beautiful thing, the idea
is beautiful ; a man and a woman
are united under the sanction of
religion. Il is a beautiful thing, but
what is to be said of the marriage
shop coniracis ¥ Foviunately this State
has not suffered as mueh 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 vather doubtful char-
acters on the State registries who are on
the fringe of the churches, to come at his
call and earry out the marriage service.
Such an adventurer, with a little room, a
table, and a couple of chairs, and his
buttoners and witnesses, can earn from
£100 to £1,000 a year. In these mar-
ringe shops sometimes the parlies are
«drunk and sometimes they are drugged.
What is to be said of the produets of
these marriage shops ¥ 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 goed Christians,
but very bad Christians, and non-Chris-
tians, and the State has to legisiate 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 fo be broken because
of the foundations they rested upon.
It would be impessible for the State
to shat 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 husband. What I want to impress
on hon, members is that the Chureh musi
not expeet, it is unreasonable for it to
-expeet, that the State, which has to govern
people of all stages of development and
eivilisation, should at once and in every
instance be equal to the law of the
Chureh. Furthermore, I want to point
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ont that in legislating for divovee, the
State does not interfere with the high
standard and freedom te rise on the part
of the Choreh. There 15 no attempt on
the pnrt of the State to say that the
Christian wife who has been aggrieved
must seek divorce. If she has sirength
and fortitude to bear her burden and
submit to the self sacrifice, she need not
go to the divorce court, As for an aggves-
sor surely he has ne ground for complaint.
If the law forees divoree on the azgzressor
surely he enmnot plead that his Christian
conscience forbade him to go to the conrt!
I want the Christian objectors-—=Lor
whose views with regard to this Bill I
have the greatest respeect—1o look nt the
matter from the point of view of the
plain legislator. It is easy for the
churchmoan 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 Chuarch ean still preach and in-
culeate the highest ideals of Chris-
tanity. I want further to ask how
they can reconcile their advocacy of
judicial separation with their stringent
interpretation of the pronouncement,
“What God hath joined together let not
man put astuder.,” T have already argued
that the divorce court does not pnt men
and women asunder, it simply recognises
the sundering that has already taken place
and legalises the release of the aggrieved
parties. [t is not the court that puts them
asunder., The court deals with the viola-
tion of the marriage bond thal has already
taken place. I want to ask the objectors
wherein lies the great difference heiween
judicial separation and divoree? They
will say, no doubt, judical separation
leaves the way open for reunion. So does
divorce. They may say, “Yes; bul it is
a very diflerent condition.”” Judieial sep-
aration does not claim for the State the
right to pronounce divorce. Is there not
a possibility of our objeclors making a
fetish of that? The State must intervene
so far as marriage is concerned. No one
will argue to-day that religious warriage
would be complete without recognition of
the eivil contract. No one takes that
eround lo-day, and insofar as the eivil
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contract enters inlo 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 and ob-
jectors 1o look at this in the light of
every day knowledge, the knowledge of the
world, the knowledge of human nature.
Which is the miore dangerous; whieh is
the harder position to maintain the posi-
tion of the judicially separated or the
position of the divorced9 The judicially
separated are condemned to all tempta-
tions of celibate life after marriage. I
do not think that, apart from the fore-
rone eonclusion that the State must not
interfere, there is any logieal ground of
objection to divorce for those who consent
to judicial separation. I do not say at
this stage that I will not recognise any
effort (o 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 anolner part which covers five or
six debatable causes of divoree. I trust,
thevefore, that the member in charge of
the measure will eonsent to the second
part being deleted.

Hon. Sir J. W, HACKETT (South-
West): I do not intend to enter upon
this snbject 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 Lhis matter, however, not to give a
silent vote bnf to express the views which
1 hold with regard to this, perhaps the
most important mntter—T nse the words
without any qualifiecation—the most im-
portant matter that has ever come hefore
this Chamber, My hon. friend Mr. Cul-
len has gone inte matters which T think
may be left to the committee stage, and I
am not going to enter into any conlroversy
with him as to the technicalities, morally
or ethieally speaking, of the grounds of
separation or divorce, which are so num-
erous and which are being yearly added
to in all civilised countries. What I want

[COUNCIL.]

to make clear is why T am going to vote
for the second reading of this Bill,
wlich 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
resls on several grounds. In the first
place, we know that our social system
as we have reeeived it developed throngh
a course of thousands of years—what is
aalled the social as opposed to the social-
istie system, nccording to the language of
historians and eritics of the subjeet—
rests and was in the pasl supposed to be
impresnably founded upon two main pl-
lars, viz., the family, and the right of
private property. The right of private:
property receives dally 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 1s best in our eivilization must
wither and decay;: and because it is ne-
cessary to wafch both the origin of the
Bill and the consequences which it may
bring abount that I claim it is important
10 keep belore us the main principles to
be aimed at in the matter of divorce. May
I be allowed io elaim that the econcession
which i1s made that women are to be
treated on an equality with men is a great
one. Ii is easy to speak in hyperbole; it
is easy to give voice to sentimeutalities,
which, when a matter of this kind comes
up, often usurps the position of pure
veason, but every one of us knows that
there is a fundamental distinction between
the fall of man and the fall of woman—
the long siege, the siubborn 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 about the difference in the
family, the difference is as great as
that between man and woman; it is
physical. Man’s sin stops ouiside the
family as a mule—I am not speaking of
those indirect happenings and infln-
ences on family purity—hbut, as a
rule, it stops outside the door, but it is:
not so with the woman. The gross taint
of illegitimacy pervades the whole fam-
ilv and ineurably poisons it for all time
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from descendant to desecendant. In those
-cireumsiances, it argues a eoncession on
the part of men which is to their credit,
fo say that whatever the consequence of
he sin way 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 divovee court. A difficulty in disecus-
sing this question arises from a charae-
‘terisiic which is essential to tiis matter
but is peenliar to it; it is that opinion is
not so much a matter of argument or
reason to the moltitude of the people as
it is a question of conscience. The
Churches have laid down their rule for
«ivorce, 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 faee with the
faet that, while the religious world may
hold one set of religious views, that very
world may on its eivil side hold it right
and expedient that it should give way to
some extent and that the eivil law should
be called into existence to direct and eon-
trol the ecclesiastical. The Churches have
1aid down their rnles for divorce, and in
doing so have placed themselves on an Im-
pregnable basis; they have refused to go
a step further than they are warranted in
going by either ecclesiastical authority or
seriptural injunetion. On the other
hand, and it iz the weakmess of those
who urge laxity of divoree, 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 tha{ is mutnal consent, or the simple
demand on the part of one of the parties.
‘That is the state of thinps that exists in
more than one of the European coun-
tries, Hon, members will remember that
in the later days of the Roman Ewpire it
was the prevailing rule that anyone counld
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
-carried to ifs nitermost extreme, and the
wian or woman was granted a divoree
simply because the ¢laim was set up that
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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 withont delay. The same
thing, I am sorry to say, is creeping into
our great Anglo-SBaxon country, America.
If we do not wish to go rushing on Lhat
downward path—I1 do not 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 lale the second
great pillar, and the most essential of
all, of society, will fall to the ground,
and earry with it, perhaps, the civilisa-
tion of the western world. T 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 1 may use the expres-
sion, are 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 Bill of this
character. That divoree is a necessity in
the present day we all admit, but I think
we might very well spare the House, and
the reporters, those references to the sor-
rows and (trials, the life-long martyr-
doms, and agonies that end only with
death. We know of those cases; they
are all around us, and it is beeause of
the impression they make on us that we
are anxious to see a sane and rational
divoree law placed on the statute-book.

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

Hon. Sir J. W. HACKETT: I am
coming to that in a moment. In tamper-
ing with the marriage law we not only
get rid of the main safegnards of soci-
ely; 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 divoree law,
mere passion; and it is because it mives
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so little attention to the higher side of
man and woman’s natare, to the need for
the exercise of discipline and self-control,
to all the higher purposes for which we
are given an 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
laws to bring them inlo eonsonance with
the feelings rather than with the logie and
reason of the community. T object on
many grounds to this Bill, even though
it seems to wme my ohjection does not
weigh against the weightier argumenis in
favour of it. We are rushing into cer-
tain econfusion, something like chaos, un-
less we allow the central authority, the
Connuonwealth Parliament, to undertake
the duty of bringing our marriage laws
inlo unison and seeing that the one prin-
cipie rules the divorce court in the six
States of the Commonwealth. Tt was
particnlarly and expressly reserved for
the Commonwealth Government in the
Commonwealth Constitution Aet, and it
is there we should look for the legisla-
tion which was fo regulate our divorce, fo
control onr marriages, to introduce end-
less amendments such as the question of
the enstody of the children, and a ques-
tion of far greater importance than it
seems on the face, to allow a divorced
woman 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 trving to go a
liftle further than the one hefore it. for
that is the tendener in the legislation in
Anstralia and has been for years. TEach
trvine to do what it ean do. and assented
fo by men giving verv little attention to
the matter. and without the high re-
sponsibility which attaches to the Com-
monwealth Parlinment, as compared with
a member of the State Legislatnre. Under
the cirenmstances. however, as things
stand. T am prenared to snpnort the Bill.
but certainly with the qualifieation that
the term of desertion be altered. To
make it three vears is absolutely an in-
vitation to eollusion allowing for the
natural chapter of accidents innumerable
warriages will be dissolved. At one time
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Western Australia was the home of
thousands of husbands from Vietoria, a.
large number of whom either obtfained
divorce themselves or their wives ob-
tained divorce. I shall not detain the
House longer, I believe the Bill stands
safely within the danger zone; if it went
further I should be one of those to render
the most strennous opposition to it. I
think it not only stands within the dan-
ger zone but it is a proper answer to the
claims of nalural justice, and to the de-
mand on the part of the community at
larve. I shall vote for the second reading.

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY (North-Iast) :
I certainly must, as the last speaker has
done at the end of his remarks, express
my surptise at the introduction of the Bill
in the Stale Parliament at all. When the
Federal Constitution was framed, as the
last speaker has remarked, the power to
legislate in regard to marriage and divoree
was wisely placed in that Constitution
Act. I say wisely, not that I believe in
divoree at all, as I shall make it clear
later on, but if we are to have a divorce
law, and that is inevitable T fear, then it
should wisely be left to the Commonwealth
Parliament. Undoubtedly the framers of
the Commonwealth Constitotion had the
rather Indierovs example of the various
States of Amerien before them, where in
nearly every Slate of that union a differ-
ent law on the question of marriage and
divorce exists. It iz true this Bill was
not introdueced by the Government, it is
a private member’s Bill, but T think the
Government have 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 faet, that the law the BRill
is seeking to amend is not an Aect that was
passed by the State Parliament, at any
time during its existence; it is an Ordin-
ance handed to us by the Imperial Parlia-
ment dating back (o the year 1863, and,
lhat being so, does that not furnish an
additional reason that the law having been
on the statute-hook sinee 1863, and though
we entered Fedecation 10 or 11 years



(& Decexber, 1911.]

ago, and that Parlianment bas not sought
to amend the Act, now after Federation
has been accomplished we should be dis-
cussing the guestion in ithe State Parlia-
ment. That is one reason, and I main-
tain, with all due respect, it is sufficient
reason to reject the Bill, but 1 oppose the
Bill not merely on that ground, but 1
hope on broader and higher grounds than
thai. I stand here as a tirm believer in
the ~ sanetity and indissolubility of the
marringe tie; that being so it goes with-
out saying that 1 intend to vote against
the second reading of the Bill. Divorce
fo my mind, especially easy divorce,
15 a menace to any country. It
undoubtedly lowers the soeial and
patriotic ideals of any country. It
is proved, if members will only think
or read the history of countries wheve
divorce has been made easy, that il is an
evil whieh tends to undermine all that
is good and sacred, to the very founda-
tiens of home life. Ii produces, as I have
already said, and has produced not only
social but national disaslers, and it ought
ceriainly to be fought with the utmost
vigour by any person having not only
the religious and moral well being of the
tamily life at beart, but also the well
being of the nation. I admire the speech
just delivered by Sir Winthrop Hackett,
a very forcible speech indeed, and I en-
dorse his remarks, but unlike him I.am
going to follow it up by voting against
the second reading of the Bill.  The
principle objeet 1 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. Divoree, I do not eare if in
this form or any other form, under-
mines that eardinal principle which we
should strenuously uphold, What is
likely to become of the children of
divorced parents? What an example is
set to those very children? TIs not the
fact of their parents having become
divorced, a temptation for them fo be-
come reckless? The object of this Bill
is, as I have already said, to make divoree
easier. True, we have a divorce law at
present but the Bill makes it still easier.
I know of no more important Bill that
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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 ave going
to end. Not only will it tend to make
the children of divorced parvents reckless
in moral principles, but it will tempt
them later on to go and do likewise.
Divoree under certain eiveumstanees may
be justified, but when 1 say divorce I
mean judicial separation, without per-
mission to ve-marry. This and every
amending Bill of its kind is a license to
marry again, or commit bigamy in a legal
sunse, 1t is eertainly a very mischievous
aud o rvelrograde measure, not only for
the reasons 1 have mentioned, but also
for others, which I shall toueh on later.
No doubt Lhe author of the Bill will tell
you—I do not refer lo Mr. Moss, he has
taken charge of the Bill here—the author
of the Bill will tell you it is done in the
interests of liberty and progress. Good-
ness knows o great many things are done
in the name of liberty and a good many
lhings are done in the name of progress
now-n-days. Have we nol a shocking
example in the United States of America
on the question of divorece made easy.
It is constantly held up to us every day,
and we, with our eyes open, are aboul to
enter on the same road. It has been
canstieally said in the United States of
America that, under the operation of the
ill-advised laws, a system of progressive
polygamy is enforced, and progress has
been made in the direction of a slichily
veiled promiscuity, from which even de-
craded savages might well reeoil in
horrer. We have a notorions ease in Am-
erica in the State of Nevada, where at
Reno we are told people go in thou-
sands——

Hon. A. G. Jenkins: Come nearer home,

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY : T am not ecom-
ing nearer home at present for this reason,
I am arvzuing that we are amending the
divoree law in a very loose direction, tha
member might very well interject “ecome
nearer home” TIf members look ai the
Nofice Paper—il is time we came nearer
home—they will see the awmendmenis
slanding 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 info a hospital for the insane, and
comes ont in 12 months, he or she may
fird the husband or the wife married
again.

ITon. A. G. Jenkins: Say 12 years, not
12 wmonths,

Hon. J. D. CONNQLLY : That is the
state of things which the bon. member
wishes to bring about. I shall deal with
ihese mallers in detail later on and will
show ihe hon. member what is likely to
arise if we go on indiscriminately widen-
ing our laws of divorce. Recently 1 saw
quoted in the local papers a case which
oceurred in, 1 think, Germany; the hus-
band was granted a divorce on the secore
of his wife wearing a hobble skirl, Lhe
plea being that she tried to reduce her
weight in order to more effectively wear
this garment and that it caused her to
be bad-tempered and spoilt her com-
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. He said— .

If divorce was to be permitted for
separation, why not alse for other
things and reduce the posilion 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 very
absurd, but they were fold that in
Sweden to-day if either a man or a
woman bore hatred or ill will towards
the other, and the one left the other a
divoree could be obtained, frequently
within one week.

Now let me quote a few figures io show
the exteni this system obtains in the
United States of America. I am quoting
from a well-known Ameriean publication
issned by the Department of Commerce
and Labour in the United States. It gives
pages and pages of statisties showing the
almost incredible extent to which divoree
obtaing under their iax laws. On the in-
crease of divoree 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 eovering
20 years from 1867 to 1886 disclosed the
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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 divorees in continental
United States in eaeh successive 5-year
period was as follows: from 1872 to 1576
the divorees obtained numbered 68,000,
the successive totals being 59,000, 117,000,
157,000, 194,000, 260,000 and 332,000, the
last otal being for the period 1902 to 1906,

Hon. A. . Jenkins: These figures are
of no value unless yon can give us the

grounds on which the divorces were
aranted.
Hon. J. D. CONNQLLY: There are

hundreds of examples in this book deal-
ing with the individual cases and the
grounds on which they were granted,
and the hon. member will have ample
opportunity of going into that phase of
the question. According to these statis-
tices 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 heen a
period of commercial depression and hard
times. But taking the broader view, the
actual quinquennial inerease in the num-
ber of divorees bas risen from 14,000 in
1872-6 to 72,000 in 1902-6.

Hon. C. A. Piesse : The population has
increased.

lon, 4. D, CONNOLLY : But the num-
ber of divorces has inereased out of all
ratio to the inerease 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 794 per
eent., whereas during the same period
the population inereased by only 30.1
per cent. There is here given a
further table, which I need not go
into, showing the increase in the
vumber of divoreces together with
the percentage increases. However, let
me draw attention to the faect, that in
1905 there were 82 divorces fo every
100,000 persons. Now, bearing this in
mind, it will be secn that we have only to
extend our divarce laws a little further,
and so bring them into line with those of
the Uunited States, and with our 300,000
population we should have, in round num-
bers, 250 divorees every year.
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Hon. M. L. Moss: You must remember
that many people not resident in America
travel there in order to get a divorce.

Hon. J. D, CONNQLLY: There is a
further table here which shows exactly
the namber of divorces granted to for-
eigners, and they are not nearly so nuwm-
erous as the hon. member might think.
I want to emplasise 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 with those of Amevica, when
on cur present population we would have
250 divorces per annum. And mark you,
nof all the States of Ameriea are as bad
as lhose I have mentioned, Some of
them have no divoree laws at all, while
in others the divorce laws are very striet.

Hon. C. A. Piesse: Does the hon. mem-
ber know the grounds for these divorces?

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY : They ean all
be found in this work., I propese 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 the members of that committee.
We get an even more startling comparison
in the tables showing the growth of di-
vorce on a percentage basis as against the
married population of the United States.
However, I have guoted 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 liltle
discusion.  Those people who are op-
posed to divorece have been lulled inlo
security in the belef that if anything
were done it would be done by the Fed-
eral Parliament, notwithstanding which
this has been suddenly sprunz upon
them, That in itself is sufficient reason
why the Bill should go to a seleet ecom-
mittee, where the important facts will
be bronght fo light. There are iwo other
anthorities I will quote as showing the
state of affairs in Ameriea, 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 whai does the
Archbishop of Baltimore, Cardinal Gib-
sons say 7 He is a very renowned citizen
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of the United States, as both of those
reverend gentlemen ave. He is a very
patriotie ecitizen, 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 he say on the
question—

The veckless facility with which di-
voree is procured is an evil searcely less
deplorable than Mormonism; indeed, it
is I sewe respects move dangerous than
the latter, tor divorce has the sanelion
of the cvil law which Mormonism has
not. 1s vot the law of divoree a virtual
{oleration of Mormonism in a modified
form? Mormonism consists in simul-
laneous polygamy, while the law of
divoree prachieally leads to suceessive
polygamy. Fach State has on its statute
book a list of eauses, or rather pre-
texts, which are recognised as sulficient
ground for divorce a vinculo. There
are in all twenty-two or more causes,
most of them of a very trifling ehar-
acter, and in sorne Stales, as in Maine,
the power of granting a divorece is lefl
o the diseretion of the judge.

And then he gives a very ludierous in-
stance of a divorce being granted, but I
will not detain the House by reading it.

From the special report on the stat-
istics of marriage and divoree made to
Congress by Carroll I, Wright in Feb-
ruary, 1889, we condense the following
startling faets. .
Now this bulletin of statistics was written
by Mr. Wright at that time, and Cardinal
Gibbons brings it up to 1882, T have al-
ready «uoted these, and given a later
edition whieh brings them up to 1906.
Therefore I need not traverse these figures
again. Then he goes on to say—

Ouy neighbour Canada presents a far
more ereditable attitude on this subject
than we do. ¥From 1867 {o 1886 in-
clusive, only 116 divorees 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 1836.
During the same period of 20 years,
there had been only 11 divorees in all
Ireland. From the fizures quoted above
it is painfully manifest that the caneer
of divorce is rapidly spreading over
the community, and poisoning the foun-
tains of the nation. Unless the evil is
checked by some speedy and heroie re-
medy, the very existence of family life
is imperilled. How can we ecall ourselves
a Christian people if we violate a fun-
damental law of Christianity? And if
the sanetity and indissolubility of mar-
riage does not constitute a ecardinal
principle of the Christian religion, we
are at a loss to know what does.

Then e zoes on to quote other figures and

says in the last passage, whiech I ghall

rezd—

This social plague calls for o radical
cure; and the remedy can be found only
in the abolition of our mischievous legis-
lation regarding divorce, and in an hon-
esl applieation of the teachings of the
Gospel.

I would like some hon. members to listen
to this—

If persons contemplating marriage
were persuaded that, once united, they
were legally deharred fromn entering
into second wedlock, they would be more
cireumspect before marriage in the
choice of a life partuer, and would be
more patient afterwards in bearing the
<yoke and in tolerating each other’s
infirmities.

That is what hon. members want fo bring
abount by having a Divorce Bill. Are the
parties to a marriage likely to tolerate one
another’s little faults because divorce is
easy? No, quite the contrary. This is
what that very eminent citizen of the
Tinited States, the Archhishop of Ralti-
more, Cardinal Gibhons, says. Take again,
our estimahle Bishop Riley, who delivered
a very able and foreible sermon on Sun-
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
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citizens, He has remarked, “Here in
America we are compelled to strain
every lerve in our insistence upon the
sanctity of marriage, because 1 grieve
to say that the country has gained a
shameful and sorvowful pre-eminence
in what one might almosi call the di-
vorce habit, the statistics of which are
alavming and shocking to the last de-
cree. Slowly and steadily the publie
conscience is being stivved. Not only
in ecclesinstical bodies, but in the Legis-
lature and in conferences called by the
civiec authorities, there is a widespread
and strong movement towards veducing
the causes for divoree a wvincule, and
towards arvesting the possibility of re-
marriage, if not to the only posmble
seriptural exception, at least to only
siv causes at the ouiside. Meanwhile
the safeguards against hasty and ill-
constdered marviages are coming to be
more carefully defined and in many
States increased. With the door of en-
trance into the holy estate guarded and
conseerated it is hoped thai the door
of exit, the shameful divorce court,
may some day be closed.”
Now, that is the opinion of the Bishop of
Albany on the law as they have it in the
United States. We have the opinton of
these two eminent bishops. Here are two
renowned men, representing different de-
nominations, speaking to their own
people. Both are American citizens who
have lived all their lives there and
seen ihese laws enacted, and this is
their opinion of the law as it stands
now. When the law in Ameriea started
it was just as striet probably as our law
on the statute-book, but it has gone on
step by step to the ludicrous stage il has
now reached in Reno, in Nevada.
Let me say again before I proceed that
the ease of Ameriea, as shown from these
reports given to us by these two eminent
gentlemen, is quite sufficient to the Honse
in insisting that the Bill should have the
fullest inquiry; and T maintain it eannot
by any amount of second readings, or
Committes 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



[5 DeceuBER, 1911.]

it is true—I do not think it is of them as
-8 body, and I would be very sorry i
believe such a thing, but it has been
stated that they are enemies of the
sanetity of the marriage tie, and I have
no doubt it is true to a certain extent
—I warn that party by the introduetion
of this Bill they have laid a number of
their supporters and, indeed, the party,
open to that charge.

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

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: Certainly it
contains the socialisis we find in politieal
life fo-day. 1t is idle for these men to
prate about their patriotism and their
ideals in building up a nation and in
building up a White Australis. What
are they huilding up a White Australia
for 1f they seek in this direction to set
@ sure foundation for Mormonism?

Hon. B. C. O'Brien: This is mot a
party measnre.

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

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

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: The hon.
member ¢ould not elimb up to this Cham-
ber 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.

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

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: The hon.
memhber, who seems (o be a great advo-
cate for the Rill aud knows all about 1t,
has sat here a good many evenings when
the Bill was under discussion, and has not
made a speech on it. It was a private Bill,
and in the ordinary way one would have
supposed it was only a matter of form to
ask for and he granted an adjournment
of the debate.

Hon. A. @, Jenkins: I am not adve-
eating that. .

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: I think you
are. You are throwing the blamé on the
Liberals. Every one ¢of the Opposition
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naturally walked into the Ilouse not pre.
pared to speak that evening, but the Bill
was simply read a second lime.
That is my reason for saying the Labour
party must bear the 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 me say it to his evedit—said right
from the beginwing he would afford every
opportunity; and so he has; he has not
hastened the Bill. I understood him to
say he would 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 he would not oppose
the Bill going to a select ecommittee.
That is fair treatment, when the
sporsor for a Bill tells wuns that
he is quite willing for it to go to
a select committee. T 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. T notice now that his
words were that he would not offer any
opposition to the Bill coing to a select
committee, and he does nol now offer
any oppasition fo 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 recognise
it. There was a general, almost unani-
mous, e¢ry against the introdunction of this
class of legislation. It is only as late as
1857 or 1858 that the first law of the
kind was put on the statute-book of
England. Tt is quite a modern thing
even in Australia. T think it was in 1870
that the first law of the kind appeared
on the statnte-book of New South
Wales, the first time it was en-
acted in Australia. Divorced people at
that time were shunned, especially were
they looked down npon when the divor-
cces were women, Now, I said in the
beginning that I am a firm believer in
the saneity 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 jnst the reverse

effect, Tt is an Ineentive top commit
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crime and to take liberties in the way of
immerality thaf wonld not be dreamed of
if it were not se. I think above all, and
there has been nothing said during this
debate about it, that some eonsideration
should be given to the children of di-
vorced persons, Look at the shameful
position these children ocenpy. I know
it will be argued that we have to consider
the liberty of the. contracting parties.
Let me say this, is there any law that
does nol press heavily on someone, and
let me remind hon. members also that, in
my opinion, no State law should
atlempt (o override the Divine law.
The Chuareh does make provision in
this vespect and allows persons to
get a separation, and you can get that to-
day, but not the right to remarry. This
Bill then does nothing else bul make legal
bigamous marriage.

Hon. C. A. Piesse: The Chureh con-
demns inmocent ones to a living death.

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: T expected
to be told about the poor woman who is
tied to a drunken husband; that woman
the hon. member wants fo 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 their mother is living le-
zally with some other man. What does
the law do in that case? It says that the
woman can get a judicial separation and
she is a long way better off with sueh a
separation because she ean get mainten-
anee from her husband. But that is not
what hon. members want, they iwant
to give the right to remarry indiserimi-
nately,

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

Hon. J. D. CONNOLLY: The hon.
member interjects “why not eome mnearer
home™; let me get nearer home. T have
quoted American authorities and I will
quote now from a very able and instrue-
tive sermon delivered by Bishop Riley in
the Anglican Catbedral on Sunday even-
ing last. What does that gentleman say?
He saps—

An atterapt was now being made to
alter the marriage laws and to make
it easier to break the marriage cou-

tract, Very few, it seemed to him, had
lifted up their wvoices against this
change. Why, it was almost impos-
sible to say. There were many who
objected to it, but he presumed that the
many were, &8s usual, imagining that it
was someone else’s duty, forgetting
that if there had been a protest mere
largely 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 one would have thonght that those
who followed that law would have
made lheic voices more fully heard.
The subject was of interest to all—to
the religious man, to the student of
man and his life on earth, to the sei-
entist, to the lawmaker, to the philoso-
pher, and to the political economist.
Kveryone 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, some of
whom seemed fo imagine that those
who believed that holy matrimony was
simply a contraet of convenience, pos-
sessed all the purity, all the decency,
and all the intelligence that was to be
found. . . . In German socialistic lit-
erafure they would find that the family
was the greatest hindrance to social
development. He 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 life of
the people, the hardships that some
had to bear. But eould anything else
he expeeted when women were some-
times bought and sold? Could they
wonder at it when marriames were
“arranged”? The marriage 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 striet? People were careless; they
entered into the marriage contract
without any care at all, and when there
were matrimonial agencies and such-
like things conld they wonder that the
State stepped in and safegmarded the
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marriage contract?  There were re-
forms required, certainty, but not in
the dirvection proposed. What was to
be done? Well, he thought that young
women and young men shonld 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 1889, These two genilemen represent
different churches and express the same
views on that particular point. I have
read the protest from Bishop Riley and
undoubtedly we wonld have had a strong
protest from Dr, Clune, the Catholie
bishop, if be 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 Viear General, Reverend
Father Verling, which was also published
in the TWest Australion on Monday last.
The Reverend Father Verling speaks as
follows—

The attitude of the Catholic church
towards divorce is well known. Dauring
the long years of her exisience she has
been nneompromising in her opposition
1o divorce. The church holds that by
the law of God the hond uniting the
husband and wife ean be dissolved only
by death; no buman power can sever
the nuptial knot, for “What God hath
joined together, let no man put
asunder.” 1In the mwind of the church
marriage is the most irrevoeable and
indissoluble of coniracts. The family
is the source of society; the marvried
couple is the source of the family, and
hence any weakening of the marriage
tie is bound to bring aboui disastrous
results in society. Divoree is an evil
that wrecks the home and robs marriage
of its sacred character. It was with
deep regret that we read of the iniro-
duction of the Bill to amend the divoree
laws, and we were surprised at the
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indecent haste with which the measura
was rushed through the Legislative
Assembly. In the interesis of morality,
and therefore in the true intevesis of
the State, we protest against this Bili
or any other Bill that tends to facilitate
divoree.
Herve are two dignified and forcible pro-
tests against this Bill, from the heads of
these two chorches, which represent a
majority of the Christian people of the
State. Together I should say they repre-
sent abont 60 to 70 per cent. of the
Christian population. I 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 question of divorce; they have
heard hundreds of witnesses and almost
every judge of the courts of England,
but the report is not vet out. T'iat is the
manner in whick they are approach-
ing this question in England, Is
not that an additional argument against
the House adopfing such legislation
hastily, as it is proposed to do to-
day? At a later stage I will vote
against the second reading of the
Bill for the reasons T have given. It is
a Bill that is not necessary, but at any
rate it would only be a decent thing to
do to refer it to a select committee, seeing
the protest we have had from the leading
churehmen of the State, and remembering
that ibe divorce law has not been touchad
since 1563, and was never enacted by
this Parliament at all, and that the people
were lulled into the belief that it would
not be touched hy the State Parliame.tt,
This now comes as a thunder elap, and
there are many who are in distant parts
of the State lo-day who cannot liave a
voice on the subject. The matter which
is contained in the volume of the United
States statisties, to which T have re-
ferred, would at least warrant the matter
going before a select commitiee. I thank
Myr. Moss for the opportunity he is goine
to give us to vote on the guestion being
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submitted to a select committee, if the
second reading is agreed fo—and I earn-
estly hope it will not. Tf the measure
dves pass the zecond reading stage I
shall vote in the direction of a reference
to a seleet commitiee.

Hon. A. G, JENKINS (Metropolitan) :
I am sure we are very grateful for the
excellent speeches we bave heard this
evening from the gentlemen who repre-
sent difterent ideas and different thoughts
in this community. But let me first of
all lake the arguwment 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 matter that should be dealt with solely
by that legislature. We have waited 10
or 11 years for the Federal Parliament to
move in the malter in the hope that they
would do something. The matter was
mentioned in the Siate House many years
ago by Mr. Moss, who then said he hoped
the 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
have declined to do, are we to wait until
they make up their minds to effecet such
a reform?

Hon. Sir L. H. Wittenoom: Have they
been asked to move ¢

Hon. A. G. JENKINS: I onderstand
Senalor Lobson introduced & Bill, hut it
must he apparent to the hon. member
to-night that it raised sueh issnes that the
Bill never got any further than a contro-
versial debate in the Senate.

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

Hon. A. G. JENKINS: It has unever
been mentioned in the Governor’s Speech
from that day to this. Are reforms to
wait on the Federal Government 3 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 sore a
vast majority of the people in this State
will weleome if action is not taken by the
Federal -autherities, then I say all honour
to the private member who has the cour-
age lo do so. T can remember many years
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ago, when a similar Bill, with some addi-
tions which I propose later on to move
in Committee, was intvoduced into the
Vietorian Parliament by Mr, Shiels—
wlether he was then a private member
or a member of the Government T forget,
The same objections were made then
that have been wade in L(he House
this evening, and the same arguments
were used. But despite that the
Rill was earried into law, and I
think if hon. members, instead of refer-
riug Lo the United States refevred to the
other States of the Commonwealth where
the Vietorian measure has since been
copied, the statisties would he Far move
useful to the House, 1f the Bill broke
any new ground the arguments uged to-
night might be of some effect, but so far
as Australia is concerned the Bill breaks
no new ground, The Vietorian Bill was
assented to on the 13th May, 1890, and it
gave the rights of <ivorre to any marvied
person on the following grounds :—
Adultery, desertion for three vears, habi-
tnal drunkenness fov three years, habi-
tually leaving a wife without means of
support. habitually being guilty of
cruelty, imprisonment for three years,
imprisenment under ecommuted sentence
for a capital evime, penal sevvitude for
seven years or upwards, or frequent coun-
victions for crime aggregating three
years, and leaving a wife without means
of support. Then there were the further
grounds of having attempted to murder
the pelitioner or having assaulted 1le
petitioner with intent to do grievous
bodily harm, or having assaulted and
cruelly beaten the petitioner.  Those
grounds for divoree have obtained in Vie-
toria ever since. In 1898 that Aet was
practically embodied into the New Zea-
land statute, with the addition that an
attempt to murder the child of the peti-
tioner or respondent was made a further
ground for divoree; so, too, was the hav-
ing been detained in a lunatic asylum
for an aggregate of 10 years in a period
of 12 veurs, while, on the other hand, ila
period of desertion was extended to five
years. In New South Wales the same
grounds were adopted, wilh 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 statnte-books of two States
of the Commonwealth and of the
Dominion of New Zealand for many years
past. If the House think there is need
for an amendment of the divorce law, that
the present divorce law is utterly inade-
guate to meet the requirements of the
community, I ack where ean we betler
look for these amendments than in our
own sister States? We do not want to
look to Ameriea, for searcely a member
of the House wounld vote for some of the
ridiculous laws in foree in Ameriea, but
we require to look to onr own sister States
and see if the amended divorce laws have
worked satisfactorily. Is the marriage tie
any the less dutifully regarded in Vietoria
or in New South Wales than it is here;
is the sanetify of marriage in any way
infringed in ihose Siates; are the people
of those States becoming less moral; have
they degenerated? DBecause 21 years,
though not a long period in a nation’s
lifeiime, gives ample opportunity so far
as erime and moral behaviour are con-
cerned, to disecover which way the nation
is lending. Do we find erime is inereasing
or the moral feeling of the people in those
‘Stoies degeneraling; is there one hon.
member who will stand up in his place in
the House and say (hat the people of
those States are deteriorating in any way?
Ralher, ave not the people of those {wo
wereat Slates of Vietoria and New South
Wales and of the Dominion of New Zea-
land progressing faster than those of any
ther Slate of the Commoniwealth towards
Dbeing happy, prosperous and conlenled
«eommunities.

Hon. J. D. Connolly: Canada with all
her millions had only 116 divorces in one
year,

Hon. A, G. JENKINS: In Canada
the great majority of the popuola-
tion do not believe in divoree of
any sort or description. I hope that
in seeking to introduce these amendments
into the Rill when it ecomes inlo Com-
mittee I shall not be aceused 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
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opposed to divoree in auy shape or form.
With all vespeet 1 say that according io
that section the woman seems to have no
rights under the law at all, The man
may sin as he likes, bul ihe woman.must
nobt sin at all. We have another very
large seclion of the community saying,
“Qh, yes, we will gvant divorce for
adultery,” and another saying, “We will
grant divorce for adultery and divorce

for desertion, but only for deser-
tion for a long period” Now
when doctors differ where is the

remedy to be? Whieh are we going 10
cbey, the chureh law or ihe broader law
rf humanity? No doubt the clergy arve
brought pretty closely into touch with the
varions unhappy marriages that do exist
and will exist for all time, but I think
the profession to which T have the honour
of belonging are alse brought closely into
the very human sufferings that obtain in
these ill assorted marriages, There ap-
pears yet to be discovered a remedy in
the Siate to improve the condition of
things that undoubtedly does exist. So

far the churehes have suggested no
remedy. Apparenily they ean suggest
none. That being so it hehoves us fo

endeavour to improve the state of things.
And may I point out that if these amend-
ments do hecome 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 ex-
ample though.

Hon. A. G. JENKINS: Let us expect
the moral teaching of the various ¢hurches
will be sirong enough to prevent the ad-
herents of those churches taking acdvant-
age of the amendmenis. But why should
the innocent people who are not adherents
of those religious bodies suffer because
the chnreh law says there shall be no
divoree? 1f the people do not wish to
take advantage of the law they are not
compelled to do so, but T say if there are
people who do desire to take advantage
of the law they should be allowed to do
s0. 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 give me any reason why the
innocent person should be compelled to
live with the guilty one in such cases?
Is a marriage more than one in name
where drunkenness, habitual cruelty, or
capital crime enlers into the home? Does
the innocent wife or husband, as the
case may be, live such a lLife as a
God-fearing human being ought to dof%
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
shonld, if possible, be allowed to live in
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 erime in the
ealendar and yet compels the innocent
parly to continne to live with the guilty?
If this is church law then the sooner the
State steps in the hetfer. Personally I
am going to vote for the second reading
of (he Bill. I ecan see no reason why the
Bill should be referred to a select eom-
mittee. There has been no indecent haste.
so far as this Hounse is concerned, in de-
bating the matter. We have had every
argument that can possibly be used, at all
events against the Bill; we have had every
fact that can tell against the Bill, and I
have no doubt many faets will yet be
brought in favour of the Bill. That being
s0, I hope the Bill will receive encourage-
ment from the Flouse, and that we will
endeavonr, if possible, to amend the ex-
isting state of things and treat the wife
as a human being, and give her the un-
donbfed 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 angd in the Dominion of New Zea-
land, if placed on our statufes will do
much to remedy the great many causes of
uithappiness, ecruelty and nealeet that
exist to-day in this State,

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

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

PAPERS PRESENTED.

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

By the Minister for Mines: Report of
the Royval Commission on Miners’ Lung
Diseases.

QUESTION—SEWERAGE DEPART-
MENT, PLUMBERS' LICENSES.

Mr. HARPER asked the Minister for
Works: 1, Is it a faet that the board of
examiners connected with the Sewerage
Department has issued a certificate en-
titing a eertain person te oblain a sani-
tary plumber’s license without passing the
usual examinafion. 2, If so, to whom was
it issued, for what reason, and on whose
authority ?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS re-
plied: 1, No. In some inslances candi-
dates have produced certificates from
other waler and sewerage authorities,
wlich have exempled them from porfions
of the examination. 2, See above.

QUESTION—BRICKWORKS, STATE
CONTROL.

Mr. O'LOGHLEN asked the Premier:
1, Is he aware 1hat the New South Wales
Govermment propose to extend the State
brickworks so as to turn out 1,000,000
bricks per week? 2, Is Llhe Premier
aware that the price of bricks has been



