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The PRESIDENT took the Chan' at 4.30
p.nt, and read prayers,

BILL — KEALGOORLIE FRIENDLY
SOCIETIES INVESTMENT VALIDA-
. TION,

Read a third time and passed.

+

"BILL—DIVORCE ACT AMENDMENT.
_ In Committee.
Besumed from'October 9

Hon. J. F. Allen in the Chair; Hon., J.
Nicholson in charge of the Bill

Clange 10—Aute-nuptial incontinence =
ground for dissolntion of marriage:

The CHATRMAN: An amendment had
besn moved by Mr. Holmes that after
‘“that'’ in line 3 of Subelause 1 the words
“‘her or’' be inserted.

Amendment put and paksed.

Hon, J. J. HOLMES:
amendinent—

That in line 5 of Swvbelause 1, after the
word ‘‘thereof’’ the following be added—
*“in the case of a wife on the ground that
prior to the celebration of the marriage
the busband. has been guilty of incontin-
ence whereby at time of such marriage a
woman other than the wife of such mar-
riage is pregnant to such hugband, and
in the case of a husband.’’

Amendment put and passed.

I move a farther

Subclanse (2) was consequently amended

by inserting sdfter the word *‘herself’’ in
line 19 the words ‘‘or himself.”’

New claunse:
Hon. J. DUTFEL;:: I move—

That the following be added to stand as
Clause ll:r“vghere a husband and wife

have Heen living soparate and apart, either
by mutval consent or under any agree-
ment, or deed, or under order of any com-
petent court for a consecutive period of
three' years or upwards, either party may
presept a petition for dissolution of the
marriage, and the court may decree dis-
solution thereof if satisfied that either
of the parties refuses to cohab:t with the
other.”” -
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In’ineving this new elause, T am guided by
the faet that there are, vnfértumately, peo-
ple whe are living apart from cach other on
tlie gronnds set forth in this new clavge. My
main objeet-is to avoid the extreme measures
that ave likely to occur 1n certain instances
where a man and wife bhave been living
apart for three years, and where there is no
reaspuable chance of their ever coming to-
gether again, T reanlise that the green-cyed
mivnater 18 still ‘present, and. wiicss mochinery
is provided whereby that married couple tan
liave their wmarriage legally dissclved, T con-
tend that it is certain, sooner or later, to
lead to crime. The machinery does not at
present exist, but it would be put into opera-
tion nuder my proposal, if either of the par-
tics 'applied to a judge of the Supreme Court

to invoke the aid of the ecourt to dissolve the -

marriage tie. This could be done at very
little expense and with very little trouble.
Tn the beginning of the career of this Bill,
the religions side of the matter was dominant
but the civil element has now leen imported
into it. I may say that this provision has
the backing of the National Couneil of Wo-
ien. and * is supported by the various
women’s societies of the State.

-Hon. H. CARSON: If a dissolution .of
marriage was to take place under this pro-
posed new claunse, would the agreement be-
tween the two parties hold good?

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: No. If the marri-

. age tie was dissolved the deed of separation
would cease to operate, hecause the parties
would cease to be man and wife. TIf a dis-
solution were pronounced, the court would
take into consideration the clause in that
deed providing, say, for the maiutenance of
the wife. TUnder the principal Aect the eourt
has power o fix the maintenance to he paid
to a wife, even after a disselution. If a de-
cree he pronounced under the Divorce Act
of 1911, or under this Bill when it hecomes
Inw, the court may exercise all the power it
hag nnder the principal Aet or the amending
Acts,

Hon, J. J. HOLMES: If the new clause
is adopted divoree will be made easy. All
the husband and wife will have to do will
be to live apart for three years and ‘then
appreach the court for a dissolution.

Member: Aierica up to date.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: If is almost as bad
as that. In America, [ ‘understand one ean
take a train to the divorce court and return
by the next train with another wife. We
do uot want to go so far as that, The pro-
posed new clause goes altogether ton far,

Hon. J. CORNELL: I cannot support the
new clause. The husband or wife ecannot
get a divorce on the ground of desertion
until the desertion lhas extended over five
years,

Hon. J. DUFFELL: If, after three years
of separation, there is no reasonable chance
of bringing the parties together again, that
should be sufficient ground - for divorce,
Otlierwise, there is a danger of erime result-
ing. The Natioual Council of Women sup-
port the proposed new clange and their ap-
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proval shows that théy consider the women
will be protected, as far as is possible, under
this measure.

“Hon. A. SANDERSON: Tins i3 probably
“the most serious legislation which’ could be
brought before us. I strongly protest against
the new clause as it will break up the whole
system of our marriage laws, 1 suppose
this is to nsher in the new era we ave told
is to come. The Governmeént must accept a
certain measure ‘of respongibility in this
matter and should either aectively snpport
or aoppose such a Bill.  The proposed new
clnuse goes to the very foundation of society
ae it exists to-day, and I am disappointed
thot the Government do not take o stromg
Tine of action and say they will not tolerate
gncl a proposal. In Vietoria it was made a
* Government  measure, but unfortunately I
am unable to obtain a copy of the Victorian
‘f Hansard?’ to get the full explanation .of
the position. ‘The leader of the Honse has
recently retwrned from a visit to the East-
‘ern States and I hope he will put to his
eontlengues that it is not in accordance with
sound constitutional government to allow
this mensure, equal in importance to a ﬁmu-
cial measure—-

Hon, 8irv E. H. Wittenoom:
says it is supported by the Women’s Coun-
eil,

“Hon. A. SANDERSON:
erielit that statement;
misnuderstanding.

Hon. J. Duffell: T assure you there is not.
1 have a lefter to that effact.

Hon, A, SANDEBRSON: It is diffienlt to
eredit. it. But even if that were the ocase,
if would not mnke the slightest difference to
wy  attitude, To accept the new clanse
would reflect very little credit on us, but
the responsibility of the government of the
conntry is in the hands of Ministers of the
Crown. Extraordinary restrictioma have very
properly been placed on the finaneinl aspect
of our public affairs, and yet the Govern-
ment take very little interest in the guestion
of+ divoree, which goes to the very fomnda-
tion of society. The leader of the House
has explained his attitude as a member of
the Committee, but the matter is one whicli
should be. brought before his colleagues
when considering these questions of publie
policy.,

Fon. J. CORNELL:

That the amendment be amended by
striking out ‘‘three’’ and ingertiug the
ward ‘‘five’’ in lieu.

This will bring the proposed new claunse into
line with the Act relative to desertion. The
two cages, after all, are largely parallel. The
proposed new clause states that the judge
““may?’’ not ‘‘shal)l’’ grant divoree, so that
the judge would still have to consider eases
on their merits. We should diseard the
goody-goody sentiment and look at things
s we know them to be; not as we should
like them to be. '

It is difficult to

I move—

Mr. Duffell’

there must be some

[COUNCIL.}

Hon. §. DUFFELL: The National Gouncil
of Women have sigrified .in the Press their
full approval of the proposed new  clause,
and a-letter i§ held by Mr., Nieholaon to
the same effect.

Hon. H. STEWART: T support the amend-
ment. 1 do not approve of the -inclusion -of

“cawes of separation by mutnal consent, agree~

ment, or deed.

Tlle CHATRMAN: The hon. member must
diseuss. the amendment to the proposed new
clause,

Hon, H. STEWART: The approval of the
Nutional Couneil of Women (is not soflicient
to” induce me to acecept the proposed new
clanse even with the five years’ limit. The
wotnen of the State have not been able to
eonsider this watter. The National Couneil
of Women alone have congidered it and half
the married women of this State are not
associated with woemen’s organisations.

Hon, J. W, HICKEY: I weleome Mr.

Duffell’s  supgestion that Mr, Nicholson
gshonld  read the letter from the National
Couneil of Women, though pergsonally I

ghonll uot be influenced by it one atom. It
is well to have the opinions of such associa-
tions. I am opposed to the new <launse,
eveun wubjest to Mr. Cornell’s ameudment,
becanse the teundency of the clanses wounld be
to sap the foundations of soeiety. The
divorce laws are already sufficiently elastie..
Tuder the new clause a mere domestic growl
would be a sufficient -ground for divorce. In -
faet, the earrying of the mew clause would
défeat the object of the Bill. I wonld be-
interested to learn how many people attend
the meetings of the National Coupeil of
Women, Tf the women of this State under--
gtood the new glause, they wounld ask for its
rejection.

Hon..J. J. HOLMES: The substitution. of
five years for three years would not improve.
the new clanse. My amendment merely
aimed at putting both parties ow the same-
level. What troubles me is that under the-
new clangse divorce will be made too easy
and simple altogether T agree with Mr..
Sanderson’s view. .

Hon, J. NICHOLSON: There appears to-
be a misapprehension in the minds of hon.
members regarding the effect of the new
clauge. Their idea seems to he that if this.
new clanse is carried divorece i going to be-
secured very easily. I do not think the effect
will be to make divoree any casier than it
is mow. But the new clause will provide a
ground of divorce which “at present does not
exist, #nd which is very much needed. We-
very frequently see in the yewspapers reports
of cases in which wives apply to the police
court for a separation order with eustody of°
children. Such an order would be granted
under the Smmmary Jurisdiction Act, which
eontains a section known as the non-cohahi-
tation section, under whieh, if a woman asks.
for it, she may be granted dispensation from
ecohabiting with her hnshand. In the case
Harriman v. Harriman, in 1898, it was held
that where a non-cohabitation clause was in- -
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serted in a separation order, and where the
husband, having been ordered to pay a eer-
tain amount per week by way of mainten-
ance, failed to pay that amount, then, not-
\\1thstaudmg that failure, there was no de-
sertion in the eyes of the law and the woman
could not proceed for divoree on the ground
of desertion. One feels it is monstrous that
stich, a condition of affairs shonld exist.

<Hon. 8ir E, H., Wittenoom; Could the hus-
band apply for a divorce?

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: No. The insertion
‘of the non-cchabitation clause renders the
order practically equal to a judicial separa-
tion, and where a judieial separation exists
there can be no desertion in the eyes of the
law., One of the objects of this ¢lauge would
Le to remove that stunibling-bloek, and thus
relief would be provided in cases of the most
dmt]eqsmg character. The FEnglish Reyal
somnnisgion on divorce law came to the fol-
lowing conclusion :—

Our conelnsion is that thie remedy of
jodicial separation is an’ nnnatural and
unsatisfactory , remnedy, leading to evil con-
sequences, and that it is inadequate where
married life has become practically im-
possible.

The majority of the Commissioners held the
view that these judicial separations, granted
as a rule by the police courts, were alto-
gether a wrong method of procedure and
should e abolished. That is what is being
aimed at in Tngland at the present time, If
parties have finally determined never to co-
habit again, why should they be kept locked
in auw embraee which has been deseribed by
Mr. .Tustice Bargrave Deanc as a sort of
living death?

The CHATRMAN: Will the hon. member
show how he conneets those remarks w1th the
amendment on the new clause?

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: There is a good
deal to be said for the amendment on the
new clanse. This Chamber, by a vote taken
a few days ago, expressed its opinion that the
period of desertion should not be reduced,
as was suggested, from five years to three;
and there would be an anomaly created if we
had a period of three years in this new
elanse. Therefore I am inelined to think
that the mover of the new clanse shonld ac-
cept the amendment.

Amendment on the new eclause put and
passed.

Hon, J. J, BOLMES: In spite -of Mr,
Nicholson’s heroic statements, if this new
clause passes all a husband would have to
do would be to convinee the court that he
will not ecohabit with his wife any longer,
whereupon the marriage will be dissolved
and the husband will have no further re-
spousibility as regards his wife and children.
That was what Mr. Nicholson teld Mr., Car-

Bon.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: I hope Mr.
Carson did mot. understand. me to
sax what Mr, Holmes understood me to say,
that the husband’s obligations ceased upon

divoree. What T did say was that if a deed

“nationalised women.
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of separation was in existence at the time
wlhen the deeree of dissolution of marriage
was pronounced, that deed would autom-
atieally go by the board and cease to exist by
virtue of the decree of dissolution of mar-
riage, The marriage hasa ceased to exist by
the decree of the court, therefore, any decree
of separation also ceases to exist. But that
does not free the husband from his obliga-
tions to his wife or children, The court has
the fullest power to order maintenance, and
the husband is bound to comply with that
order.

Hon, J. CUNNINGHAM: A few wmonths
ago it waz reported throughout the Press
that the bolshevikg in Russia had practieally
Judging by the remarks
of some hon, members, I am inclined to
think there is a movement in that direetion
in-this Chamber. Until recently the charge
was laid at the door of the Labour party, that’
Labour was out to smash the marriage tis;
to-day it seems to me that is the object
rather of certain members of this Chamber.
I admit T do not altogether understand the
clauge. It provides certain things where a
husband 'and wife have been living separate
and apart. Does that mean geenpying differ-
ent rooms under the same roo‘f, or does it
mean oceupying different beds in the same
room? Mr. Holmes pointed out that the
clause affords an cpportunity for any man or
woman to come along and say it js his or ‘"hor
intention not to cohabit with the other party..
Judging by the hon, member’s remarks, in
conjunction with the clanse, it seems that co-
liabitation can take place up to within a few
hours of the petition for divorce. I am going
to vote against the clause, gand I hepe hon.
members will get this bolshevilk propaganda
out of their minds. It might be well enough
for Russia, but we are living in Auastralia.

Hon. H. STEWART: I move an ameod-
ment—

That all words after ‘‘apart’’ in line 2,
down to ‘‘under’’ in line 3, be struck ont.

The CHAIRMAN: TUnder Standing
Order 130 no amendment can Lie proposed to
any. part of a question after a later part
has been amended. We have already amended
the clanse at a later part. The bon. meni-
ber’s amendment is not in order.

Hon, H. STEWART: I will ask that the
clanse be re-committed.

The CHATRMAN: The hon. member will
give notice of that.

New clanse as amended put and a division
taken with the following result:-—

. Ayes .. 8
Noes .. . 11
Majority against 3
AYESR,
Hon., J. Carnell Hon. A. J. 1. Saw
Hon. J. A. Greig Hon. SIrE. H. Wittenpsom
Hon. . McKenzie Hon. J. Duffell
Hon. H, Millington {Teller.)
Hon. J. Nicholsan
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- ; Nogs,
Hon. H. Carson Hon. J. J. Holmes
Hon. E. M. Clarke, Hon. G. W. Mites
Hon., H.;P. Colebatch. | Hon, A. H, Panton
. Hon. J. Cunningham | Hon., H. Stewart
Hen, V. Hameriley Hon. I. Mills
Hon. 1, W. Hickey {Teller.)

New ¢lause thus negatived.
- New clange.
Hon. [J. NICHOLSON: I move—:

That the following be added -to stand as
Clause 11:—* "The powers eonferred by the
‘principal Aet and the Acts amending the
aame shall apply to any deeree pronounced
under the said Acts as ameniled by the
Divorce Amcndment Act, 1911, and this
Aet.’’

This is to remove all doubts as to whether

. the court ean carry out the powers given
_under the principal Act, providing alimony

for the wife, custody of the children, ete.

New clause put and pasgsed.
Title—agreed to.

{The President resumed the Chair,)
Bill reported with amendments.

Recommittal.

On motion by Hon. H. Stewart, Bill recom-
mitted for the purpose of further considering
Clause 7.

Hon, J. F. Allen in the Chair;
Nicholson in charge of the Bill.

Hon. J.

Clause T—Amendment of Section 23 of*

principal Act:
Hon. H. STEWART:
ment-—-
That the following be added to the
clanse:— ‘And is further amended by
adding after the word ‘institution,” in
third line of Subsection {d) of Section 2
of the Divorce Amendment Act, 1911, the
words ‘in Western Australia’; and also
by inserting after the date ‘1903 ' in fifth
line of said subsection, the fo]lowmg
words:—‘or has been confined in any
asylum or institution in any place outside
of the State of Western Ausfralia in ae-
cordanee with the laws of such place re-
lating to lunatics or insane persons.’ ’’
The hon. member who is in charge of the
Bill has no objection to the amendment and
he has been good enough to state that it will
have the effect of improving the clause.

Amendinent put and passed; the clande ag
amended agreed to.

Bill again reported with a further amend-
ment. .

I move an amend-

-
BILL—DROVING ACT
AMENDMENT.

In Committee,

Hon. J. F. Allen in the Chair; the Col-

onial Secretary in charge of the Bill.

[COUNCIL. |

. Clause 2—Amendment of Seetion 3:
Hon. J. A. GREIG:
ment—

I move an amend-
. 4

“That in line 2 the word ‘‘twenty’’ Lo
_ gtrogk out for thé purpose of.insert-i.ug'

another word.
The ofiginal Act was trawn. np to deal with
pastoral properties. Tt the clause is earricil
ag it is, redweing the distance to 20 miles, it
geems to me the farmers travelling their
stock to market that distance will be cow-
pelled to go through all the junnecessary
‘tormula in econnection with having to send
unetice on 24 hours ahead.

Hen, 8ir B. H. WITTENOOM: It is my
intention to move anVamendment on the
amendment. The distance is a wery im-
portant inatter becanse unless stock are
travelling beyond a certain distance, they do
not come wmder the definition of travelling
stock and therefore are not subject to the
provisions of the Aect, It is, consequently,
important to arrive at a distance which will
he satisfactory fo the vavious parts of ble
State. It is necessary to say a few words ns
to the conditions which exist in the different
parts of the State. Take a line beyond
Geraldton, going eastward to north: there,
nearly all the pastoral leases comprise large
areas, and te make the travelling distance
10 or 20 miles will entail a lot of unnecessary
work. It was proposed that the distance
should "be 40 niles before stock became
travelling stock, and before they would come
nder the Aet, Going further south to
places like Greenough Flats, we find that
even 20 miles is tou far, because the boli-
ings along the tracks and roads might be
only one mile wide, and those who were
travelling stock would have to give notice
directly they came within 10 miles of a home-
stead. A drover would therefore be cou-
tinually sending out notices. . I would sug-
gest that the distance in the present Aet he
retained for the northern parts of the State
and that the distance of 10 miles be inserted
for the southern parte of the State.

Hon. J. A, Creig: No, give vz 50 miles
for the SBouth and. you can have what yom
like for the North.

Hon. 8ir E. H. WITTENOOM: Doas not
the hon. member want a shorter distance?

Hon. J. A. Greig: We want a longer dis-
tanee.

The CHAIRMAN: The only question be-
fore the Committee is that the word
‘"twenty’’ be struck out for the purpose of
mgerting another word.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. J. A, GREIG: T move an amend-
ment—
That the word ‘‘thirty’’ be inserted.
Hon. Sir B. H. WITTENOOM: I would

like to move an amendment that the word
‘“forty’” he substituted.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: If
the word ‘‘forty’’ is inserted it will be
equzvalent to striking out the Llause, . That



is the distance in the existing Aet and the
cinuse before hon. members proposes to re-
duce the distance from 40 to 20 miles.

Hon, 8ir E, H. WITTENQOM: Then I
will propose to move that the clause he
stroek out.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon member can
vote againststhe eclause.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: I
have been informed that certain amendments
desired by the Pastoralists’ Association, who
are naturally interested in the matter, have
been discussed with the Crown Law Depart-
ment. Perhaps Sir Edward Wittenoom ecan
state whether that is a fact.

Hon. 8ir E. H. WITTENOQOM: I do not
know whether the amendments were disenssed
with the Crown Law Department, but I know
that leaving the distance as it is in the ex-
isting Aet will suit the Pastoralists’ Asso-
ciation,

Hon. H. STEWART: TUnless the deflnition
of ‘“stock’’ ig altered, the Bill will be detri-
nmental to the agricultural interests of the
State. The Aect as it stands shonld not have
been put on our Statute-book. If it were put
into operation it would cansc a consideraile
amount of trouble.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: Im
view of what Bir Edward Wittenoom has
said I would prefer not to proceed with the
Bill this afternoon. The Crown Law author-
ities have not given me any information
with regard to the proposed umendments, and
I prefer that progress be reported at thig
stage.

(The President resuméd the Chair.)

Progress reported.

BILL—ANZAC DAY.
Second Reading.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION (Hon.
H. P. Colebaich—East) [5. 47} in moving the
second reading said: This is a very short
Bill, and I am sure it needs fex words
from me to comumend it to the favourable
congideration of hon. memhbers. As the House
is aware, under the present circumstances
there is no power in the Government to pro-
elaim Anzac day as a public holiday. A re-
quest was made to the Government early in
the year that Anzac day should be made a
public holiday, and no doubt had we dome
what we could have done, namely, made it a
bank holiday and a public service holiday,
the great majority of the trdders would have
fallen inte ling and observed it as a holiday.
Tt would have been competent, however, for
those who did not desire to do so to continue
their “business to the detriment of those
who desired to observe the wish of the Gov-
ernment, a8 expressed’ in the declaration of
Anzac day as a bank holiday and a public
service holiday. Tt ig intended in the amend-
ing Shop and Factoriés Bill, which will be
stthbmitted shortly to mdke provision by which
public holidays shall be declared, but that
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Shopr and Faetories Bill is a very big meas-
ure and a very contentious one, involving the
interests of many sections of the comimunity.
It is not intended or desired by the Govern-
ment that it should be passed. without
mature consideration, If the matter were
left to be dealt with in a Bill of that
kind, which deals more comprehensively with
publie holidays, it ia doubtful if, when the
time came round for the celebration of Anrac
day next year as a public holiday, we should
not be in the same position as we have been
this year. The Govermment, therefore, have in-
troduded a Bill dealing with the oune subject,
the declaration of Anzac day as a publie
holiday. The only two guestions which could
possibly arise in anyone’s mind in connection
with the Bill are these: Tirstly, is it desir-
able that any particular day should be set
apart ag a public holiday in commemoration
of the part Australia played in the great
war and, seeondly, if that question be an-
swered in the affirmative, which day should
it be? I think that or the first question
there must be unanimity. of opinion, and that
all will agree that it will ‘be well for the
future, for our children and for the develop-
ment of a healthy Austrglian sentiment, that
some day should be set’ apart for a public
holiday in ecommemoration of Australia’s
part in the war. That being so and that be-
ing admitted, what day shall we select? It
was suggested very early in the war that
Anzae day should be made a public holiday
throughout Australia, hwat no steps were
taken for the reason—probably a good one
—that it was premature to come to a decision
at that stage as to whichk day should be
regarded as Australia’s day in conneclion
with the war. It was thought, perhaps, that
other things might happen which would
make it preferable to choose some other day.
The war is over, and the choice can now he
made with a full knowledge of cverything
that has happened. I believe that in another
place, although the Bill received general sup-
port, the suggestion was throwa out that
Armistice doy would be a more suitable day
for a public holiday, I find myself unable
to agree with that suggestion, becanse Arm-
istice day is the day in which the whole
of the Allied armies have an equal interest.
It could not be regarded as o peculiarly Ans-
tralian day. Anzac day, however, could I
think be regarded partienlarly 28 an . Ans-
I am not suggesting that our
Australian soldiers in other fields of the
conflict, and at later periode of the war did
not earry out their duties with a heroism
equal to that of the soldiers who fought as
Gallipoli, I know that wueh larger numbers
of Australian soldiers took part in subsequent
phases of the war, but Anzuc day may he de-
seribed as the baptlsm of fire so far as the
Australian troops were concerned. There ean
be no question that the manner in which the
Justralian and New Zealand troops acquit-
"tad, themselves on this oceasion brought Ans-
traliz, as a nation, into prominence in the
minds of the people of the world such- as it
had never before received. For that reason,
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sinee it is desirable that a day should be set

apart to cclebvate "Australia’s part in the

great war, it ghould be the day on which

- onr soldiers, after a wonderful prepara-
© tion that ‘reflected the highest credit upoen
the men and officers, first took their place in
the fighting iine, anil proved themselves not.
weirely: the equals of any other soldiers in
the world but eapable of achieving what in
the minds of niany people. was the im-
possible. I think that the proelamation
of Anzoac day as a publie holiday will
be generally approved throughout the
State. I am confident, too, that the other
States will follow our c¢xample, so that
throughout Australia generally this day for
all tiine will he obgerved as a public holiday
in recognition of the performances of our
troops,

Hon. A, T. H, Baw: I shonld like o hear
from the Minister what will happen when the
25th day of April falls on a Sunday.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION :
Under the Public Holidays Act it will he
obgerved on the Monday, I move—

That the Bill be now read
time.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

a second

In Committee.

Bill passed through Committes without de-
bate, reported without amendment and: the
report adopted.

BILL—DOG ACT AMENDMENT.
Second Reading.

Order of the Day read for the reswmption,
from 7th Oectober, of the debate on the
sacond reading. :

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee.

Hon. 7. F. Allen in the Chair; the Min-
igter for Eduoeation in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1—agreed to.
Clause 2-—Amendment of Section 3:

Hon. JJ. DUFFELL: When I spoke to the
president of the Jennel Club, he informed

mc that he knew nothing about the Bill, and .

expressed the hope that consideration would
be deferred. until the members of that body
are able to state their objections. Tt was
evident, when the Honorary Minister moved
the second reading, that he did not under-
stand the Bill. His reply to my interjection
proved thas, I suggest that progress be -re-
ported until this day week, as I shall have
important amendments to buug forward.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION: I
understand the hon.. member is speaking on
behdlf of a society interested in the matter
and, as there is mo wish on the part of the
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(‘ovunmcnt to deprive them of an oppor-
tumtv to state thieir 0b1eetmns I agrec to
Teport Progress.

IThe President resumed the Chair. |

Progress reported.

Hanse adiewrned at 6.4° pom.

Legislative Hssembly,
Wédnosdey, 15th Qotober, 1919,

PPAGE,
Questlons : Lakeside Private Railway ... B70
Chifldren's hospltal board 370

Select Commlt.tee, Hospitnl for Insnne, extcnsmn
time . 871
Leave of ubsence . 871
Papers r Firewootl wmpanlcs “concesalon and agrcu-
ment ,,. 874

Motlons : Meat sxportors and. producu'e conforence 871
Wheat production, price guarantee .. B8

Agent Gencral's Office, Secretary and BEni-
gration Offocr 887
Agrlcultural Bank and Tndustrics Asslstance 588
:Bl]ls Snle ot‘ chaf? in’ bnga regula.t-ion, 1R 871
Marriage Act Amendment, 2R. 876

Kalgoorlle Frietdly Bncietles Investment Valid.
wtion, retd, .- 893

4 COnshitutlon Act Amendment, g 308
Municipal Corporations Act Amendment, 2R, 803
Prices Regulation, report . 897
Pearling Act Amendmeut reporb 897
General Loan and Tnscribed Stock Act Amend-

ment, Coungil’s amendinent 887
Stata Chlldl'cn Act Amendment, Council's

modifications 98-
Justices Act Amendment. "Council’s aulondment 899

The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p-n., and read prayers.

QUESTION—LAKESIDE PBIVATF
RATLWAY,

Mr. MUNSIE asked the Minister for Rail-
ways: What charge, if any, was made by
the Government to the Lakeside Firewood
Company for the use of Government wagons
ronning on the company’s line, prior to the
present agreement being arrived at?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS re-
plied: Charges in aceordance with page 30
of the Merehandise and Live Stock Rate
Book were levied, These provide for any
distanee np to 25 miles 3d. per tom, and in-
ereased charges for longer distances.

QUESTION—CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL
BOARD.

Mr. ANGELO asked the Colonial Secre-
tarys. As women dre - represented on tha
hoards. of m_anagemept of the Perth. Publia
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