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" The DEPUTY .PRESIDENT took the Chair
at ¢-30 p.m,, and read prayers.

QUESTION—TREASURER'S FINANCIAL
STATEMENT.

Hon. A. SBANDERSBON (without notice) asgked
.the Honorary Minister: Does the Jeader of the
House propese to follow. our uswal procedure
by adjourning this -evening in connection with
the Financial Sbat.emenu to be made in another
place ?

The HONORARY MINISTER : Yes.

© QUESTION—DROVING ACT AMENDMENT
BILL, :

Hon. Sir E. H. WITTENOOM. (without notice)
agked the Honorary Minister: Will the hon.
gentlemen obtain for the House. reliable legal
- information with regard to the following point
arising in connection with the Droving Act
Amendmeént Bill } Suppose a road runs through

a ferming district between two fences, would .

that road he a run ¥ Suppose a man has a farm
of 2,000 acres, and has 1,000 aores on one side
of the road and 1,000 acres on the other, and a
drover comes along the road, which has a fence
on oach side ; is that drover technically or legally
passing through that mar's ron, and in such
a case has he to send a statutory notice to the
‘owner ? According to the Bill as it now stends,
s drover coming within 10 miles of & homestesd
must send a notice to the owner. T beliave that
the giving of the information for which I have
"asked would facilitate discussion.

The HONORARY MINISTER replied: It

is_unlikely that the Droving Act Amendment -

Bill will reach the Committeo stage to-day. I
shall have pleasure in furnishing the mformation

desired by the hon. member when the Bill is

- beidg dealt with nexy week,

BILL—KALGOORLIE FRIENDLY
SOCIETIES INVESTMENT VALIDATION.

Report of Committeo adopted.

BILL—DIVORCE AMENDMENT,
.In Committee,

Rosumed from the previous sitting ;> Hon,
J. P. Allen in the Chair; Hon, .J. tholaon in
' cherge of the Bill.

. “Hon. J. W. KIRWAN :

{COUNCIL,]

Clause- 7—Amendment of Section 23 of prin-
cipal Aot (partly considered) :

Clauge put and. passed,

Hon. J. NICHOLSON : I move—

‘That considoration of Clauses 8, 0, and 10
.Ye deferred until after the consideration of
the new clause, to stand as Clause 12, of

- which notice hag been given by the Hon,
J. W. Kirwan.

_ Motion put and passed ;

" New clauso :

the olauses postponed.

This new clause
is, I think, of greater importance than sany
other provision of the Bill. Its purpose is to
provide that in all cesce of divorce the court
must first be satisfied that an effort has been
made to conciliate the partics. It has been
drafted with considerable care and patience,
and I think it explains itself. I move an amend.
ment—
- That the following be addod ¢o stand as
Clauge 12 :—(1) Before a petition for dis-
solution of marriage is filed, notice of intention
to file the petition shall be lodged in the
contral offico of the Supreme Court. (2) Such
notice shall set out the names of the proposed
petitioner and respondént, and the ground
upon which a disolution of the marriage it
sought. (3) The proposed petitioner, on being
required 86 t0 do, shall attend before a judge
at a time and place to bo appointed, and shall
rolate gthe circumstances under which relief
i sought. If, after the ]udge haé conferred
with the proposed petitioner, such person
atill desires to proceed with the petition, the
judge may issue the certificate reforred to in
Subsestion (5) ‘or adjourn the inquiry, and
by summons require the proposed respondent
to attond before him with a view to a re
‘éonciliation between the parties. (4) Where
by reason of distance of residence of the
proposed petitioner or respondent, or for other
suflicient cause, it appears to a judpe that the
" inquity should be held at a place where he
caunot conveniently attend, the judge may
delegate his funotions under this section to a
resident magistrate. (5) A petition for dis
golution of marrisge shall not be filed unles:
it is certified in writing by a-judge, or by a
resident magistrate acting under a-uthunty
delegated to him as aforesaid, that the petitione:
has been heard under the proviaions of this
seotion, and that a reconciliation has not
been effected. (6) All proceadings under thie
agction shall be held in camors, and the parties
. ahall- attend in person and shall not be re
presented by any legal practitionor or agent.
"The record of such procesdings shall not be
open to public inspection.
In drafting the new clauso, I have had several
interviews with -the Solicitor General, who has
gone to considerable trouble. 1 have discussed
it with eeveral lm\'yers Twg of the most

“Tespeoted lawyera in this. Stato have ssid it wil

do good and cannot possibly do harm. On the
other hand, ons ‘equally reepected lawyor ex-
prossed the contrary view. ' The new clause

" may be objected'to on the ground thet it is an

innovation, but- unloaa we mtroduce innovations,
there can be no reform. This is not such ar

- innovetion &8 it' might appear to be at firsl
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sight. Means to effect reconciliation, before the
extreme gtep of divorce proceedings is taken,
have beon adopted in France. One of .the
:lawyors 1 interviewed was educated in France
and he informed me thet it had worked well
there. However, no records are kept of the
preliminary proceedings and one- cannot as-
cortain the number of oases in which reconciliaiion
hag been effeoted. The same ides is expressed
in our industrial contracts—conciliation before
arbitration. When coneiliation. is applied to
an induetrial contract, it is reasonable, before
we sever the most sorious contract snyone can
undertake—the marriage ocontract—that the
oourt should have evidence that an attempt
+ has been made to reconcilo the parties. We have
heard of parties to a divorce subsequenily
remerrying. Surely such divorce was due to
a misunderstanding or to a failure to bring the
parties togother, This principle also exists “in
legal procedure. In many cases, leave must be
obtained to appesl, and this new clause prae-
. tically amounts to leave to proceed in the
divorco ocourt. When persons seek divorce,
reputable lawyers endeavour $o reconcile the
parties and, in many oases, successfully, but
howover persussive a lawyer might be, he would
not carry the same weight and influenco as a
Supreme Court - judge. The procedure laid
down is simpls. A shrewd judge could impress
upon the parties the gravity of the step con-
tenmplated and how it would affect their lives and
the future of their children. In a large number
of cages the judge would grant s certificate
straight away, as for instance, in cases of insanity
and desertion. But if, in only a percentage of
cases, the parties sould be resonciled, tremendous
good. would be the outcome. I have heard no
sound argument against my proposal and I hope
it will be adopted.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON : Many arguments may
be advanced in favour of the new clause.
'The Honorary Minister : Just as many against
it. o

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: There are many
againgt it. One must recognise that, if recon-
ciliations can be effrcted between couples who
have become estranged, it,is our duty to {ry
to effect them, T am a lawyer, and there are
vorious points at issue between Mr. Kirwan
and mysolf. When we seok to introduce a
principle which would represent & ‘sorious de-
parture from the aystem of jurisprudence founded
on old eatablished practica—

HAon, J. W. Hickey: That is an srgument in '

favour of an alteration, -

. Bom. J. NICHOLSON: When we hegin to
altor an cstablished praciice in law, one cannot
tell how far-reaching the effect might bo. Thore-
fore, I hesitate to accopt the new clense, I

. approciate the motive underlying -it.

Hon. J. W. Kirwan: If the hon. member
were not- a lawyer, he would accept it. Is not
that 80 ¥ :

Hon, J. NICHOLSON : Being a lawyer, 1
may detect dangers which are not apparent to the
layman.  Thore sre other grounds against the
new claues, Bofore proceedinge could bo started,
it would be necessary for a notice to .be filed,
That would mean bringing the partiep before a

_ judge or magistrate and- would entail an increase

in cost. Now one of the things that a lawyer

. doea abhor & any incrosse. in -costs,
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Hon, J. J. Holmes : Not if he is getting them.

Hon, J, NICHOLSON : Thers has actually
boen an effort by the legal fraternity, not only
here but in the Old Country, to.make applioations
of this nature cheaper instead of more expensive,
‘The new clause will have & dinmetrically opposite
effeot to those admirable desires,

Hon. J. W, Kirwan : Could not anyone give
notice of intention ? .

Hoen, J, NICHOLSON : Yes, but when a hus-
band and. wife have become estranged, what
is the position ?

Hon, J. W, Kirwan ;
have a printod form ? .

Hon. J. NICHOLSON : The court may or
may not. When a couple become estranged,
the lawyer for the time being is a doctor to them.
If a reconciliation could bo effected, I admit
a good thing would be accomplished, Every
decent lawyer ondesvours to bring about - a
reooncilintion at all times, The question is,
would -the proposed inquiry before the judge
be more beneficial than interviews the parties
would have through their respective lawyers.
A great deal can be said in support of the suggea-
tion made by Mr. Kirwan, that the fact of the
-parties being summoned befnre a judge might
have some influence, but 'if the parties are
determined not to live together again—

Hon. J, W. Kirwan : No harm will be done.

Hon. R. J. Lynn : Would any good he done ?

Bon, J. NICHOLSON : It i3 questionable
whether any actual good would be done, It
would mean a cortain amount of delay and
added expenss and departing from what is the

Would not the court

.established procedure which has boen obasrved

for many years past, and it would be & most
serious thing to make that departure without
going more thoroughly into the matter,

* Hon. J. J. ROLMES: I cannot support the
smendment. 1 do not think it is the duty of a
auprems court judge to get mixed up in & quarrel
between husband and wife., The hon. member

-roferred to our arbitration courts, but the judge
in an arbitration court does not decide that a

certain man will have to work with a cortain
employer or vice varsa, He meroly decides the
hours and the rates of pay. No judge has
over yet attemptod to dictate that an employer
phould employ & certain individual or that an
individual muost work for a particular employer.
In this case a judge will be asked to make a
husband live with his wife when the wife has
no longer any desire to live with her husband,
With all due respect to the profession to which
the hon. membor. who is responsible for the
Rill, helongs, I desire t0 say that there nre
lawyers and lawyers, My experience is that all
are anxious to earn all the foos they can and

-the proposed amendment will add to the costa.

Leave will be obtained to appeal and that will
go through the lawyor, and the lawyer will
charge a feo for it. Thon there is theé cost to
the Stato. Every time the Supreme Court is

.88t in motion some expenss is incurred on the

part of the State, .

Hon. A. SANDERSON: As one who haas
tried to preserve aomo consistency in dealing
with this measure, I would like to say thot if
the amendment provided for the parties appearing

. before & judge before’their marriags, it would be
a0 innoyation. which would have benefibial
- rgsults. Tho .hon, member who introduced the
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Bill wants to frame it on the English system.
1 want it to go through on the Australian system,
Can the hon. member tell me whether thereis
‘sioh & provision in any of the Australian States ?
-~ Hon, J. Nicholson : There i8 not,
" Hon, A, SANDERSON : The hon. member
replies very cdnfidently. I asked him about
another aspoot of the Australian legislation but
he did not know anything about it. I am
inclinod to favour this propossl. It ocannot
do eny harm and it may do some good, but 36
far as [ am porsonally concerned, I have nothing
but contempt for the Bill as it stands and for
the way, insido and outside the House, and
‘partionlarly inside the House——

~Mr. CHATRMAN : The hon. momber cannot
discass the Bill as a whole,

Hon. A. SANDERSON : This is in acoordance
with the remainder of the discussion of the Bill.
The proposed new olause is another innovation
which, if we were at liberty to rodraft or re-
consider it, as applying to the whole of Australia,
would demand the most careful consideration.
How does the hon. member attempt to justify
the olausa ? He says it ia taken from France,
where it i8 in operation. Is that to appeal
to Westorn Australia or to Australia ? Arve
-the conditions in France socially, religious, and
national, similar to ours? What weight does
the faot that it is in existence in France carry
with us {

Hon. J. W. Kirwan : If it does good thore it
~will do good here.

Hon. H. J. Saunders : Why waste time ?

Hon. A, SANDERSON: I am not going to
wagte any more time. 1 have put my views
‘before the Committee and we can deal with the
matter elsewhers. So far as the amendment
is concerned I do not propose to vote for or
againgt it. The arguments used on this most
important question have not been edifying and
have not helped to put the House in the strong
- position which it should always maintain.

Hon. J. CORNELL: I agree that the proposed
.new clause i an innovation and a novel one
.ot that. In British speaking countries we know
that the rule of the road is to keep to the left,
~In Franoe the traffic is all on the right side of
+#he road. What is moral in Frenoh countries is
immorsl in British countries ; 8o that there is no
.analogy betwesn conditions as they exist in
. France and in England.  Just a& it is the function
~of those vitally interested and their parenta
to bring about & marriage, so it is also the function
of the parents and triends to hring about &
-reconciliation between the disaffected parties.
If the friends of tho parties desiring divorce
eannot bring about reconciliation, I fail to see
how the court is going to do it. Personslly 1
:do not think it is for us to insert such a pro-
|.vision in the Bill. T will oppose it. ‘

*. Hon. J. W, HICKEY : I will vote for the
*provigions of the new olause, In this instance
"Mr, Holmos objeots to any attempt at recon-
toilistion ; yet I have heard the hon. member
advocate conciliation before arbitration. )

* Hon. J. J."Holmes: I would wipe out the
+ Arbitration Court altogether. ‘
' Hon. J. W. HICKEY: The hon, member
".declared that he was not prepared to drag down
*the divorce dourt to the level of the Arbitration
“Court. In almost every divorce oase in Aus-
**tralia the judge makes some attempt to bring

[COUNCIL.]

the parties together. If the judges aré prepared
to do that to-day, without spacial warrant,. surely
it is not wrong to give them legel power to do-i,
Me, Kirwan’s amendment merely contemplatds
that an attempt at conciliation shall be one of tho
fiest aots, - No one is bettor qualified than the
judge himself to bring about a reconciliation
boetwesn the partics. Me, Nicholson holds that
the lawyer is bost qualified of all, but it ecems to
me the lawyer is not go woll fitted for the task
a8 is the judge. Provision i§ made that all
proceedinge shall be held in camera, and that
the parties shall appear in person and not be
represented by counsel. It will not then be
necessary for any person potitioning for divorce
to consult a legal practitioner. Under the
amendment it will be quito possible to go to the
court without consulting a legal practitionor at
all. Thess provisions will bring about & much
néeded reform.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: The smendment seoms
t¢ me somewhat unnecessary. Divorce in this
oountry ¢an only be obtained for very sorious
reagond, and, with the exception of adultery,
thoge reasons must have been in operation for
& congiderable time. In these circumstances the
porson seeking relief is not, likely to have under-
taken his quest lightly. That being s0, I do not
believe that any intervention in the way of

‘reconciliation by a judge wili be productive of

much good, whereas, on the other hand, it will
cause delay, which means expense. I do not
know that the efforts of tho judges at rooon-
cilistion are likely to bo crowned with success,
Veory often, indeed, it is to the interests of both
husband and wife that those efforts should not
be successful. Chiefly on the ground of delay
and exponse, I cannot support the amendment.

Hon. H. MILLINGTON : I cannot support
the amondment. It sete out specifically thas
before a petition is-filed this provision must have
been complied with. I object to ita mandatory
charactor. If it were permissive it would have
much to recommend it, As it is, in many cases
it would be mersly so much ocumbersome
muachinery.

Hon. J. W. Kirwan :
than two minutes.

Hon. H. MILLINGTON : But it is mandat-ry
that the parties shall avail themselves of this
soction before they proceed in the usuel way.
I object to that. In most cases that come before
the court efforts at reconciliation have been made
previously, On the other hand, there are many
cases where a person would absolutely refuse
concilistory meagures and where it would be
waste of time to ask a judge to go through all

It might take not molre

that is set out in the proposed new clause. My
objection to it is its mandatory nature, .
The HONQORARY MINISTER: Thore are

meny points against the proposed new clause,
It will mean added expense to those who want
to sasure.a divoree, On the question of publicity
my opinion is that the less the public know about
theso divorce cases, the better. This proposed
new clause will, I fesl oertain, .cause greater

- publicity to be given to them than is the omas

at present.
"Hon. J. W. Kirwan : Not at all.

" The HONORARY MINISTER : There is

‘already snough published about these matters
‘without making it podsible for further details

to be given. In-the matter of reconciliation
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X ahould not say that a divorce would be taken
iunless on vary serious grounds. If there be'a
possibility -of a judge reconciling two ‘partics,
one of whom had taken ateps to seoure & divoroe
ton very. gerious .grounds, I do not think any
reconciliation would be lassing. It would' be
wiser that it should not take place. :

Hon, E. M. CLARKE: When persons dre
“married, they are married in & church add also
-before a court, as it were. I hold the opinion
that this is a simploe sontract between two
parties. Are there not scores of cases where
two partics go to a court and nothing in the world
will recongile them, but after' they have heard a
word or two from the judge and hoard each
other, & case is frequently settled out of court ?
If the proposed new clause will-only bring about
the reconcilistion of a fow unhappily married
-people it will be a good thing. If it were not
~for innovation we should be stagnant for ever.
. This may do a lot of goed, and it should do no
harm whatsoever. There is always a cortain
-amount of expense atbached to divorce pro-
.oeedings.” Whon s person wants a Separation
tho first thing he does is to gc to. & lawyor, and
“that legal practitioner is paid a fee for the advice
he givea. I am suro tho measure.is well worthy
of = trial.

" Hon. J.W. K]I{.WAN It seems to me tlm.t
“the Honorary Minister has not read. 1the pmposed
 how clanse or grasped the intention of 1. The
'main purpose is to if possible settle procpedings
by recongilintion before any publicity is given
“to them, or hefere the mattor goos inte open
, eourt, In the’ drafting of the clause special
‘attention wes paid to making sure that the
;procsedings would not, as far as possible, be
“made. public. It is ulwa.ys ‘more dlfﬁcult. to
soffect a recorsiliation between two parties aftor
.the dgse has boen published in' the- papers, ‘and
pedple wre talking abous it.
oumhnrsoma shout the propoea.l A lotter
-1ilerely has to be sent to the courl mtuua.tmg that
‘proceedinge will be taken, ‘How much will a
la.wyes: charge for proparing & notice of mbentwn
"o filc & pst.mon or to take divorco proceedmgs?
"Would not ‘even a fee of Ibs. 6d. be an
_pitravagant chs,rge'! "I a reoon.clhn.tmn ‘te
effectod as would be dome in many eaes, all
further costa would stop, so that this propésal
"would - make -diverce proceedings’ very much
‘cheaper- then' they are st present. * There has
not been one sound .argument advanced
against tho proposal. No matter how serious
may be the offence committed by .ong, party
or the other, there is always. abfoad a
spirit of forgiveness, and it froquently happens
also that there are faults on both sides. 1 am
sute that & shrewd common.sense judge, with a
knowledge of the world, talking with two people
in camera, would undoubtedy have 'a good
influence in the direction of sottling the difieulty.
In cases whore this would be of rio effect no hirm
vcould be- dbme.” Further, L' think this would
tond to lesson the number of divorces. -~
.Hon. H. STEWART: 1 intond to support
the, -proposal, and I think that Mr. Kirwan has
effectually answered all the arguments used
against it. -The proliminary examination pro-
-vidod for here is quite a simple one’and cannot
be expensive. I hope a division will be calléd
for. may say that I have paired with Mr.
Miles in ths ewvent -of the* Comumittss ‘dividing.

There is nothmg.

“ind{strial - arbitiation, for example.
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Hon. H. MILLINGTON : My objection to
-the proposed new clause is that it is mandn.tory
"The- hoading is * Preliminary inguiry” It
‘should - surely be **Compuldory- preliminary
JAnquiry,” - I would prefor to give persona both
the oxdma.ry method ' of procedure to follow,
‘and the proposed new ‘method of procedure if
‘they desired to take it. - In-ceriain cases it would
‘be a farce for people to go bofors a judge, who
would conduct a preliminary inquiry, because

. -nothing would induce them to meke up their

differences, There are cases, however, where
'this would possibly have a good effect, If the
new clause could be re-drafted, and it wore
made optional for persons to adopt this form
of procedure, I would -be prepsred to support
it, but T will vote against it ag it stands,

"Hon. J. W. KIRWAN: The new claugb
provides that in every case the petitioner must
sppear before a judgo, and I do not think. that
iz aglking too much when an impertant pro:
coeding of this natore is to-be taken. No doubt
in a number of cases the appearance before the
judge would be a mere matter of form, but. it
ia no hardship to require the potitioner to make
‘that appearsnce. The whole of the machinery
‘provided by the new clause will not be com,
pulsorily brought into operation. That will
_take plage only when the judgo is of opinion.that
,Bome good might resylt. \

Hon. J. W. HICKEY: "I appreciate Mr.
Millington’s objection, for I rocognise that eom-
pulmon in any rvespect sape the at.rongth of any
Jeform. Tt is guite posmible that in some cases
‘the bringing of the petitioner befors = judge
would be a mere farce. On tho other hand,
8 mamed uoupla of whom one is pemt.mnm.g
for divoree will nof, except in the rarest of cases,
voluntarily appmach a judge with a view to
‘eoneiliation. A third pa.rt.y, however, can often
“bring togef.her two who are at variance ; and
I beliéve a judge would froquently find a way
‘outt of the difficulty. I hope Mr. Mxllmgt.on wﬂl
'hot perdist in his objection.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: The point raised l‘ly
\the Honorary Minister appeals to moe—ghat bj
'the new clauso we &hall be piving additioda
Eubhclty to divoree proeeedmgs, through the

liig of the notice of intention fo filo » petition
‘for divorce.” Further, under tho olause the
petitioner ia to be enabled to wave the magie
wand before the judge without reference to the
respondent, who will not be present to hear what
w said of him or her, Mr. Millington's point
Y8 hlsd important. Why should we compel
people who have absolutely decided om pri-
oeeding: for divorce ‘to incur the unnecessary
exponge of a preliminary inquiry from which no
"good can resuls ? ‘

_~Hon. A. H. PANTON: I opposo.the amend.-
meng, One factor which appears to have beon
- ovarlooked is that, as a rule, both pariics to a
‘marriage” aro not suing’ for divorce, To sak
. & judge to bring about a reconailiation would be
.in many casss to ask him to do the impossible.
I oppose tho amendinent also betause I d¢ not

MNike to see our legal procedure overburdened '
!wu;h the cost ¢f preliminary proceedmgh, which

represent, a serious disability in the matter of
With re-
Ehald to the exclisioh of logal practitioners fron

¢ preliminary procéedings. under this clause,
we know that the same’ reemchbn a.pplws ‘to
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prooecedings in the Arbitration Court, in con-
nection with which, however, all the evidence
is, as & rule, prepared by lewyers. My fear is
thet the pasting of the new clauvge may lead
to the growing up of & lot of divoree bush lawyers,
who wil] only lead the parties astray.

Hon. J. W. EKIRWAN: With regard to
Subolause 6 of the new clause, it is only fair to
eay that the Parliamentary Draftsman, in order
to make it perfectly certain that the preliminary
proceedings should not come before the publie,
&dded to that eubolsuse the words “ The record
of such proceedings shall not be open to public
inspeotion” Those words, owing to an accident,
do not appear upon the Notice Paper; but [
read them out when moving the new clausa,
My purpose is that an attempt should be made to
stay proceedings before any publicity is given
to the matter. Mr. Holmes's objection waa that
the judge who undertook the attempt at con-
oiliation might subsequently be influenced thereby
in the trial of the case in open court.

‘Hon. J.J. Holmea: I never said anything of
the kind, I said that the judge would hear the
petitioner in the absence of the respondent.

Hon, J. W, KIRWAN : The judge would
aimply hear from the petitioner that he intended
to proceed for divorce, and the reasons why.
Then it would rest with the judge to deécide aa
to summoning the respondent. If the judge
thought there was no chance.of reconeiliation,
ke would issue his certificate straight away, and
the mattér would be decidéed, However, it by
nio' meana necegsarily follows that the judge who
heard the preliminary. procoedings would sub-
soquently heai the.diverce proceedings in-court.
That would be a matter for arrangement between
the judges.

Hon, H. STEWART: There is one point
which has not been brought elearly before the
Committee. Under Subolasuse 3 of the proposed
new clauge, the petitioner shall first appear
before & judge, There ia no need to make an
offort at conciliation in such ocircumstances as
Mr. Millington and some other members have
in mind, If the grounde for divorce were so
woll established, the petitioner would simply
appear before the judge and the certificate would
‘be granted -without the respomdent being called
upon o appear, '’ .

New clause put and negatived.
Clauses 8, 9—agresd to. )

_ Clauge 10-—Ante-nuptia) incontinence a ground
for-diseolution of marriage.

Hon. J.J. HOLMES : T move an amendment—

That after “‘any " in lino 1 of Subolauee- 1,
the words “ wife or" be inserted.

The amendment aims at extending equal con-
sideration to the wife as to the husband. If we
wigh to convinee the women that we can legislate
justly in their behalfi withont them being re-
presented in Parlisment, we ehould filace the
wife on the same footing aa-the husband in laws
. of this kind. There has been one set of legis.
lation for the man, and ome for the woman,
"Bither man has put himeslf on the pedestal
or womsn hae done it for him Wherice the
authority carie, I do oot know.

. Hon. J. Cornell: [ do not think the hen.
.member ia too seriois.

3 ’

.. [COUNCIL.]

Hon, J.J. HOLMES : I am serious. The hon.
member c¢an go back to the time of the flood
and find no distinction there, Nosh's instruc-
tions were to take himself and his wife and
enter the ark. There was no first class for him
and second olssa for his wife,

Hon. J. NICHOLSON : I have no objection
to the amendment, and the churches all are in
accord with it. The representative of one
ohurch said he thought what was sauce for the
goosn was sauce for the gander.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon.J.J. HOLMES : I move an amendment—

That after ‘‘that ” in line 3 of Subclause 1,
the words * her or  be inserted.

Hon. J. CORNELL : I undomteod Mr, Nichol-
gon desired the clause to apply to a woman who
begame pregnant to & man and then married
another man, I think the elause goes so far as
any petitioner for a divorce would go, and eo
far a8 any judge would conaider this & ground
for divorce. As a man of the world, I hold
the amendment will do something for which we
shall probably be sorry and which we shail be
unable to rectify later on. ‘

Hon.J.J. BOLMES : The effect of the clause,
if amended, would be that if a woman was
pregnant fo one man and married another,
her husband would have the right to obtain
divoree. Surely tho hon. member will admit the
justice of giving the wife the same privilege,
If she finds that some other woman is pregnant
by hér husband, she should have the right to
divorce. The women would have much more

‘difficulty to prove her case agsinst the husband

than the husband would have to prove his cado
againgt the wife, The hushand ooculd say,
“It is not mine,” but the wife could not eay to
the hushand, **It is yours.”” I am surprised to
hear Mr, Cornell's objection.

Hon. J. CORNELL : Undar the exiati.u& law,
& women whe is pregnant can avail herself of the
Bastardy Act, and oan restrain the man concerned
from leaving the State. A man heretofore has
had no protection if he married & woman who
wag pregnant to another man,

Hon. J. J. Bolmes : This is not a question of
leaving the State. )

"Bon. J. CORNELL : Thers is a limit to Mr.
Nicholson's proposal, but not so o Me. Holmes's,

" [The Deputy Prosident resumed the Chair.]
Progress reported.

BILLS (4)—FIRBT READING.
1, Traffic.
. 2, Wheat Marketing,
3, Anzao Day.
4, Slaughter of Calves Restriction,
Rececived from the Assembly and read s first
time,

BILL—MENTAL TREATMENT ACT
- AMENDMENT.

Returned from the Assembly without amend-
‘ment.

House adjourned at 6-17 p.m.



