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Mr., PICKERING:
tn such a  party.

Hon. P. Collier: I did not say that.

Mr. PICKERING: You may not have
szl it in so many words, but you said it,
and T thank you from the bottom of my heart.

Amendment put and a division taken with
the following result:—

I am proud to belong

Ayes 11
Noes 12
Majority against 1
AYES.
Mr. Broun Mr. Pickering
Mr. Denton Mr. Plesse
Mr. Durack Mr. J. H. Smith
Mr. Harrison Mr. A. Thomson
Mr, Johnston Mr, Lathem
Mr. Money (Teller.)
Noes.
Mr. Angwin Mr, Mann
Mr. Carter Sir James Mltchetl
. Mp»r. Chesson Mr. Sampson
Mr. ColMer Mr. J. M. Smith
Mr. Gibson Mr. Underwood
Mr. H. K. Maley Mr. Mullany
(Teller.)

Amendment thus negatived.
Progress reported.

House adjourned at 10.48 p.m.
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The PRESIDEXT took the Chair at 4.30
pm., and read prayera.

QUESTION—RAILWAY CONSTRUCTION
AUTHORISED AND IN PROGRESS,
Uon. J. W. KIRWAN agked the Minister
for Education: 1, What arc the railways the
construction of which has been authorised by
Parliament but not completed? 2, What
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length of rails has been laid and what
]cngath remiaing to be laid, of each authoriscd
line?

THE MINISTER FOR EDUCATION re-
plied,—

Length | Length
Name of Rallway I?’mti?;';e l.:", o:ombléa
ladd lald
Esperance-Noﬂhwnm Rall- i1 60
Bun;valblon l;_lnrgaret. River 40 14 384
Wyalcatchem-Mt  Marshall 23 234
Kond‘l‘ntu-sfenmdln Rallway 85 81 53}
Nyablog-Pingrup Bellwoy ... 21} ¥ 21
Dwardn-Narrogin Hallway... 333 334
Pia:::;lng-Nort.hwardn Radl- 24 24

QUESTION—ALCOHOL: INSANITY AND
DESTITUTION. .

Hon, H. SEDDON asked the Minister for
Education: 1, What percentage of the cases
treated in the Hospital for the Insane can be
attributed to aleohol—(a) dircetly, (b) in-
directly? 2, What percentage of the expen-
diture of the Charities Depar‘ment ean be
attributed to the same cause?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION re-
plied: 1, The Inspector General of Insane ad-
vises that to get out the percentages in re-
spect of the 1,000 cdd inmates would take a
censiderable time, He kas, however, furnished
the following statistica in respect of the last
three years’ admissions, but points out that
the figures can be regarded only as approxi-
mate, for the reason that the ‘‘contributing
causes’’ on which these are based are as at
the end of seven days only after admission,
and later information in the way of letters
and atatemeats by friends frequently adds al-
cohol as a contributing factor. His figures
are:—Admissions three years ended 1921,
574; directly attributable to aicohol, 88; in-
directly attributable to aleohol, 120. 2, So far
as the Charities Department is cvoncerned, no
records are available from which the poreent-
ages could be worked out. The ouly reference
to this aspect is contained in the following
extract from the Royal Commission’s find-
ings or Causea of Distress:—*With one ex-
ception the Departmental officers were unani-
mous in the opinion that intemperance is the
largest factor responsible for the need of the
operations of the Department.’’

BILLS (3)—RECEIVED FROM THE
ASSEMELY,

1, Married Women’s Protection.

2, Attorney General {Vacancy in Office.)
3, Pensicners (Rates exemption.)

Read a first time.
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BILL—COMPANIES ACT AMENDMENT,

Introduced by the Minister for Edueation,
ang read a first time.

BILL—ADMINISTRATION ACT AMEND-
MENT.

8Second Reading.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON (Metropelitan)
[4.839] in moving the second reading said:
This is a short Bill, and has run the gauntlet
of a good deal of eriticism in another place.
It was introduced there by Mrs. Cowan, and
its objeet is to effect an anendment in the
Administration Aect, 1903, Section 14 of that
Act provides—

(1) A husband or wife shall be entitled,
on the death of the other, as to the pro-
perty as to which he or she dies intestats,
to the following shares only:—(a) Where
the nei value of the property of the de-
ceased does not exceed the sum of £500, to
the whole of such property; (b) Where the
net value of such property exceeds the sum
ol £500, to the sum of £500 absoclutely, and
also to one-half share of the residue where
there is no issue surviving; and where such
issue survives, the husband or wife shall
be entitled to one-third share of the residus
and such istue to the renaining two-thirds,
the division among the issuc being per
stirpes and not per capita. (2) Subject as
aforesaid, the property of sueh deceased
husband or wife shall be divisible among
the next of kin.

The amendment which the Bill now before the
Houze proposes to cffeet is, in my opinion,
highly beneficial. The intention is to eonfer
upoun the mother an equal share where the
father survives a son or a daughter dying
intestate. Clause 2, paragraph {a), provides
that in the case of any person who dies in-
testate leaving—

a father and a mother but ne issue, then

if the whole or any part of the estate of

such intestate would now by law be distri-
butable to the father, the same shall be
distributed equally to and between the
father and mother.
The rosition under the law as it stands is
that if a son dies intestate and unmarried,
leaving & father and mother surviving him—
the position would be the same if the son had
been married and his wife had pre-decensed
him without issne—then the father by virtue
of these ancient Statutes passed in the reigns
of Charles IT, and James 1T, known as the
Statutes of Distribution, becomes entitled to
the whole of the property of the child who
dies intestate. That is most unfair.

Hon. J. W. Kirwan: Would it not he
equally unfair if the mother became entitled
to the whole of the property?

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: I do not think so.

Hon. J. W, Kirwan: If it is unfair in one
case, it is unfair in the other.

The Minister for Education: This Bill con-
templates equal distribution,
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Hon. J. W, Kirwan: But perpetuates the
unfairress.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: No; we do not want
to perjetuate any unfairness.

The PRESIDENT: I think we had better
hear what the hon. member has to state.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The amendment
that is desired to be effecteqd is to bring about
an equal distributien between the father and
mother in such a case as that. Clause 2 pro-
vides for that, and that would be an equit-
able distribution of the estate. An amend-
ment to that effect was carried in Victoria
in 1916 by the Intestate Estates Distribution
Aet. It was found in Vietoria, I believe, that
many cases of hardchip oecorred during the
war. Many of the yoong men who made the
great saerifiece did not leave wills.

Hon, J. Cornell: Not too many of them
did not leave wills.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: Most of them left
wills.  The military authorities, of course,
took the wise precaution of seeing thet wills
were made as far as possible. Soldiers on
active servi.e, moreover, enjoy a certain ex-
emption in connection with the making of
wills which is not enjoyed by the ordinary
civilian,

Hon. A, Lovekin; But this is not the whole
of the amendment made in Viectoria.

Hon, J. NICHOLSON: No. I am going to
explain that. It was recognised that certain
hardships had been suffered by mothers whoe
did not participate. One can easily imagine
a case where the father and the mother were
living apart, the mother possibly su' porting
the children of the marriage, while the father
was more or less a ne’er-do-well.  Under the
existing law, the ne’er-do-well father would
be entitled to the whole of the money left
by the son who died intestate. We can think
of many cases where the mother is working
hard to support children who are not getting
support from the father. The money left by
a son dying intestate would be of great value
to her. One might also view the matter in
another light: Assuming a son on making a
will were asked, *‘To whom do yon wish to
leave your property?’’ In 99 cases out of
100 that som would say. *‘T want to leave it
to my mother,”’ All will agree that the son’s
anxiety would be to extend every possible
comfort and benefit to his mother,

Hon. J. Duffell: Do you think he would
close his howels of eompassion to his brothers
and sisters?

Hon, .J. NICHOLSON: No, but that iz not
the point.

- Hon. J. Duffell: It would be the point if
the mother were to get marrvied again.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON : Agsuming there are
children, the mother hasg the care and re-
gpensibility of them.

Hon. J. Duffell: T do not think too much
septiment should come in here.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: T am not introduc-
ing any more sentiment than is necessary to
expound the provision.

The PRESIDENT: Hon. members might
let the hon. member explain.
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Hon. J. NICHOLSON: Paragraph (a) of
Clause 2 will effect an amendment which is
seriously required. Such an amendment has
been passed, and is law, in Victoria. But in
coming to paragraph (b) of Clause 2 we
find a difference. That paragraph provides
that where the intestate dies leaving a mother
but no wife, husband, issue or father,
the whole of the ecstate shall belong
to the mother absolutely and exelu-
sively. That is a provision to which Mr,
Duffell’s interjection might more properly
apply. He asked, did I think it right that
the mother should get the whole estate if the
son died intestate, without leaving a father,
but leaving brothers and sisters? The anawer
is that the mother would be as much en-
titled to the estate as is the father under the
present law.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Is mnot the  father
primarily responsible for the maintenance of
the family?

" Hon, J. NICHOLSON: Either parent is
resronsible.

Hon. J. Duffell: The father is usually
referred to as the breadwinner.

Hon, J. NICHOLSON: But where the
mother is in a position to maintain the family,
the mother can be held responsible.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Our law provides that
the father must come first.

Hon, J. NICHOLSON: Yes, beecause he is
reeognised as the breadwinner. However, the
Act provides that either parent shall be held
responsible.

Hon. A. Lovekin:
come first.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: Yes.

Hon. J. Cornell: Paragraph (b) does not
operate where the father survives,

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: That is so. It is
only in cases where the father has pre-
deeeased the son that the mother becomes
entitled to the whole of the estate. More-
over, if the intestate dies leaving issue or a
widow, the position will be wholly differept.

The Minister for Eduention: What is the
present method of distribution in cireum-
stances contemplated in paragraph (b)?

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The whole of the
estate ig then divided equally between the
mother and the broth-rs and sisters. Where,
however, the mother survives, it is intended
that she shall get the lot.

Hon. J. Cornell: So she should.

Hon. J. NTCHOLSON: I think this is just
giving cffect to what sons themselves would
decide if they were making wills; that is to
say, every son would make the will in favour
of his mother. In the Victorian Act para-
graph (b) limits the mother’s right to £500,
the balance to be divided amongst the next of
kin, whoever they may be.

Hon. A. Lovekin. Including the mother,

Hon, J, NICHOLSON: Yes. The Act pro-
vides that the father and mother shall share
eaually in ease there be no issue, and pro-
vision is made that in ¢ase of the mother
alone surviving she shall have the estate up

But the father must

to £500. But that provision is pot eguitabls,
partienlarly when one bears in mind that the
father, if he had survived, would have taken
the whole. The mother should be placed in
equal pogition with the father. If a man has
any property to leave, almost invariably does
he make a will. It is an obligation which
he should discharge. By will he ¢an leave his
property in such a way as he pleases. In
introducing this amendment, we are only
striving to do what is fair and equitable.

Hon. J. Duffell: Tn what way is it unfair
to provide that the’ mother shall have the
estate up to £500, and that the remainder be
divisible among the brothers and sisterat

Hon. J. NICHOLBON: The brothers and
sisters are in much better position to fend for
themselves. Swvrely they are not going to feel
themselves dependent on what they may get
from a brother who diest

Hon, J. Duffel): It might matter consider-
ably to their education.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The mother will
discharge those obligations, It will be her
duty and her pleasure to see that the youngér
children are assisted in every possible way.

Hon. J. Duffell: There will not be much
ascistance for them if the mother gets mar-
ried again.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: T do not know what
assistance they would get if the father, hav-
ing rcceived the procceds of the estate, were
to get married again. From the point of
view of the children, the position probably
would be very much the same whether it were
the father or the mother who got married
again.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Suppose the father or
the mother had been divorced; what would
happent .

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The one would be
the father and the other the mother. It
would not matter at all. Tou eould not have
two fathers or two mothers of the deceased.
The relationship will remain.

Hon. J. Cornell: The blood relationship.

Hon, J. NICHOLSON. Precisely. You
¢annot get away from that. T move—

That the Bill be now read o second time.

The MINTSTER FOR EDUCATION (Hon.
H. P. Colchatech—East) [5.0]: I have pleas-
ure in seconding the motion, but I ask the
hon. member to defer, at all events until next
week, consideration of the Bill in Committee.
1 support the Bill, hecause I think it does set
out to remedy what is at present a wrong. But
ir. remedying that wrong, we must be eareful
to see that we do mot do a forther wrong. 1
ean see in paragraph (b) of Cluuse 2 the pos-
sibility of creating a wrong even greater than
that which we seck to remeidy. The hon. mem-
ber speaks of what should be. Buat we cannot
afford to legislate on the gromnds of what
ought to be and what is in the majority of
cases. Under the existing Aet there i3 an
injustice in regard to the father inheriting
the lot, but the distribution of intestate
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estates is otherwise made equitably, TUnder
paragraph (b) of tlis Bill there is & possi-
bility of something monstrous being done.
All people who have large properties do mnot
make willa, Quite 2 number of wealthy people
‘die intestate. =

Hon, A. J. H. Saw: There aas an instance
of an cstate worth o quarter of 21 million
pounds the other day where no will was made.

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION:
Mr. Nicholson says the mother would desire
to do this, that and the other, There are
cases of mothers whe are not worthy, Take
the ease of a father -who has died and has
left a family of children, The wmother msy
be unworthy to look after them. Happily this
is not often the case, but it does happen. One
of the sons may be wealthy and may die intes-
tate. Under our Act an equitable distribution
‘would follow. Under this Bill the whole of
the family which this wealthy svn might have
been maintaining will be cut out completely,
and the whole estate may go to the mother
‘who may be unworthy. - We cannot afford to
pass legislation which would permit anything
of this kind being dome. No doubt it was
for that reason the amouunt was limited in
Vietoria to £500 in the ease of the mother.
8he was the mother and was of c¢ourse en-
titled to something, but to say thal the
mother should get the lot and the brothera and
sisters should be cut out completely is to
threaten an abuse even greater than the one
we gre attempting to remedy. We ghould
alep eonsider whether we should not make &
better job of our existing law, and whether
in the case contemplated the awm:ount that the
father and mother between them would "be
entitled to take could not be limited so that
the brothers and sisters might have the same
proportion. T hope members will look care-
fully into the question. It is essential that we
should protect the bréthers and eisters in the
cage of large estates. Mr., Nicholson will
agree with me that there are many cases of
large estates where no wills have been left.
We should be losing sight of our duty if we
passed this Bill upon the assumntionr that all
mothers are certain to do the hest possible
thing for their children, and that wills are
left in the case of all large estates.

Hon. J. W. KTRWAN (South) [58]: I
am pleased that the Leader of the House has
taken a sensible view of this Bill. It should
bave general support in the Chamber. Tt is,
hnwever, one which requires most careful ex-
amination on the part of members, An
examination of paragraph (b) shows that if
we pass the Bill as it stands, it will he nos-
sible for a property, which might for genera-
tions have heen in one family, te pass away
to strangers without any consideration being
given to the next-of-kin who wounld be more
entitled to it. A property, which mav have
been vested in an infant, may on the infant’s
death pass to the mother. The mother
may marry again, and possibly the property
would be willed by the mother, either to her
ovwn children by another husband, or to her
atep ehildren, or to her own family. In that
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way the ariginal holders of the property may
lose it altogether and it would pass to strang-
era who were not really entitled to it. A
grave injustice might thus be done to the
next-of-kin, That is one of the injustices
which may arise from the Bill as it
is now before ws. 1 am ip favour of it,
hut there are some amendments which ought
to be passed before we finish with the Bill.
I have here a statement of the law as
it is to-day concerming persons whe may
die intestate. The position as it has been
presented to me is as follows: If a
person dies intestate leaving a husband or a
wife, as the case may be, and children, then
the surviving partner of the marriage, the
hushand or wife, as the case may he, gets
£500 plus one third of the residue. That, 1
think, iz quitc clear. Tf a person dies in-
testate leaving a husband or a wife, but no
children, then the surviving partver, the hus-
band or wife, as the case may be, gots £500
plus half the residue. The other half goes
to the father if living, and if dead to the
mother, the brothers and sisters, and the
children of the deceased brothers and sisters.
In that case the next-of-kin receives consid-
eration. If a person dies intestate, leaving
children only, then all the property goes to
the children.

Hon. J. Duffell: In equal parts.

Hon. J. W. KETRWAN: If a person dies
intestate without a husband or a wife or
ehildren, but leaves a father, then the father
takes the lot. It ia that particular part of
the Jegislation as it stands at presemt that
this Bill seeks to remedy. Where a person
dies intestate without a husband or & wife or
children, then under existing circumsiances
the father takes the lot. Thia Bill would pro-
vide that the mother should take the lot.

. Hon. J. Nicholson: No.
Hoon. J. W, EIRWAN: If a person dies
intestate and leaves no father, then the

mother, if living, takes an equal ghare with
the brothers and sisters of the deceased, and
the children of the decezsed brothers and
sisters, such children taking their parent’s
share only., I claim that the law as it
standa at present, where the father takes the
Int, ia unjust. If that be so, it would be
eaually unjust if we said that the mother
sliould take the lot. This Bill ought to be
anended to provide that the next-of-kin
should receive some consideration. The
father, to my mind, should not get the lot
unless there is no mother, brother or sister,
or nephew or niece.  Paragraph (b) seems
to be manifestly unfair, inasmuch as the
brothers and sisters, and vparticularly the
children of the deceased hrothers and sisters,
may be in absolute want. Like fathers,
mothers fail sometimes in their parental obli-
gations, particularly at the change of life
period. They may re-marry, and their
hustands, total stranzers to the family to
which the property originally belonged, may
waste the money. I would suegest that a eer-
tain amendment be embodied in the Bill and
it should be somewhat on these lines. This
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is not the amendment as it will appear, but
it is the purport of it. If both the Ffather
and wmother are living, then, up to £1,000,
they should divide that sum equally; they
should have ome half of the residue if there
are brothers or sisters, or brothera’ or sisters’
children; and if there are no brothers or
sisters or brothera’ or sisters’ children, the
father and mother ghould take the lot. The
father should have no further rights than the
mother. The present £500 allowed to the wife
urder Section 14 of the principal Act should
be similarly allowed to the parents. When ia
committee I will propose an amendinent
which will give effect to what 1 have sug-
gosted. My idea is that the existing law is
unjust. The father should not take the lot
without some consideration being given for
the next-of-kin, whe may be entitled equally
with the father. If the existing law is un-
juat, and we say that the mother shoutd take
the lot without regard to the brothers or
gisters of next-of-kin, we shall be doing
something equally wnjust. It should be
remembered that very often property is not
merely the property of the individual, but it
is the property of practically the whole
family. A family may have been responsible
for building up a large property. It hap-
peng now, and will happen agdin, that in
this country of land settlement there will
be estates practically the property of the
family, although nominally held by the head
of that family for the time being. If the
Bill were to be passed as it stands now, it will
be possible that the resulis of the efforts of
two or three generations who have worked
together to build up a valvabie estate, may
pass over to total strangera through the widow
marrying again and willing away the property
to people who have no claim wvpon it, o the
detriment of the family originally in posses-
sion. It is as n safeguard against cases of that
sort oeceurring under the Bill that 1 propose to

. bring forward the amendments T have outlined.
These amendments will not interfere with the
prineiple underlying the Bill, which is that
the father and the mother shall have fair con-
sideration equally under the amended law.
The amendment which has been drawn up in
proper legal form, will be placed upon the
Notice Paper in due course, and it will then
be found that the objeet is to institute a safe-
guard against the dangers that may arise
under the Bill as it stands at present.

Hon. J. CORNELL (South) [5.16]: 1T rise
only to deal with another side of the picture
to that presented by members who have pre-
ceded me in this discussion. As the Bill stands
now, it appeals to me as a layman to be
perfectly logical in comnection with the law
as it exists to-day. I understand from the
debate that if a person dies integtate to-
day, leaving no issue, the father gets the
whole estate. The Bill provides that,
notwithstanding anything in the principal
Act, the father and the mother shall share
on a fifty-fifty basis. That merely perpetu-
ates the principle operating to-day under
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which the father grabs all and the brothers
and sisters gét nothing. As the Bill stands,
it merely continues a system that operates
now. The esgence of the existing law has
characterised legislation baek to the times of
‘King Charles, in which times women were
ruled with a club.

Hon. A. Lovekin: The Karrakatta Club%

Hon. J. CORNELL: No, a constitutional
club. .

Hon. A, J. H, Baw:
rule ladies with a club,

Hon. J. CORNELL: He certainly ruled
them otherwise. Women to-day are regarded
in a different apirit, and it ia proposed that
a mother shall be given equal rights with the
father. That 18 in keeping with the trend of
modern legislation. It has been pointed out
that in the event of paragraph (b) of Clause
2 becoming operative and the estates going
to the mother, che may marry again and che
may will the estate ount of the family who
have possessed it for generatioms. That can
happen, but it can happen just the same in
the case of the father. .

Hon. J. W. Kirwan: It is legs likely in
the case of the father than of the mother
beeause she may marry again.

Hon. J. CORNELL: It is true that if an
old man marries a young woman, it is mnot
easy to say what he will do.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: You are not far out
there.

Hon. J. CORNELL: It is much more
°likely that a father wonld marry a young
woman than that the mother would marry a
young man, hecause a woman is ag young as
she looks and a man is ag young as he feels,
I think the law requires tightening up. I am
in aecord with the Leader of the House and
other speakers, that if there is any amendment
it should apply with equal force to the father
and the mother, and with equal justice.
There is another point: The ne’er-do-well
father has been mentioned. There may be
ne’er-do-well mothers, but if my life has
taught me anything, I think that it is more
likely to be 75 per cent. in the case of the
man and 25 per cent. in the case of the
woman that such characteristics may be dis-
eovered. It has been suggested that the
ne’er-do-well mother may benefit even when
she has been divorced, or that a me’er-do-well
father may be favoured. You, Mr. President,
are a worldly man, and you know that when
one begins to use that line of argument and
bring in brothers and sisters. you extend it
very considerably. We will find ne’er-do-well
brothers and sisters who have not got any-
thing like the right to participate in the
estate as the ne’er-do-well father or the ne’er-
do-well mother, because after all the latter
are the persons respansible for these ne’er-do-
well brothers and sisters existing on earth.
When we endeavour to set un these lines of
argument we bring about considerable com-
plications which will tend to perpetuate the
ne’er-do-well people and place them in a
position they are not entitled to accupy. I

Charles II. did not
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am amxious that all rights shall be protected,
and I simply refer to these aspects as they
appeal to me as a layman

Hon, A. LOVEKIN (Metropolitan) {5.24]:
Mr, Nicholson omitted to wmention that this
Bill is tue first Bill presented in another plaee
by the first lady member of the Parliament
of Western Australia.

hon. ). Nieholson: I mentioned it was in-
troduced by Mrs. Cowan,

lTon. A. LOVEKIN: It is probably the
first Bill introduced by a lady wmem-
ber of Parlinment that is on record, That
being so, I anticipate we will treat it with
that courtesy for which this House is gener-
ally noted. The Bil is a simple one from
my peoint of view. If we wish to continue the
evisting law of distribution, this Bill is all
rizht, »s the ouly amendment it makes
i9 to put the mother on the same plane as the
father, leaving the distribution the same as
it i3 now, The discussion that has taken
place, however, very properly and rightly in-
dicates that the present law of distribntion is
incquitable and uajust, The Minister has
pointed out a case by way of illustration that
goes to show that the present law is not right.
Mr, Kirwan followed along similar lines, and
Mr. Cornell did )ikewize. ¥ agree with what
has been said. I think with the Minister that
we conld improve the Bill very materially,
regarding both paragraphs (a) and (b) of
Clunse 2. I snggest that after we have read
the Bill the second time, we should refer it
to a amall select committee.
Bill and the alterations desired must be care-
fully {ramed, otherwise it may make matiers
worse than the law is at present, We do not
want witnesses before the solect committee [
suggest; it will be merely to draft the amend-
ments necessary to meet the views expressed
by the House. Should no other member
move in the direction I have suggested after
the Bill has heen read a second time, I will
move to refer it to a select committec, I
support the Bill in question and I will work
to improve it in the direction 1 have sug-
gested.

The PRESINENT: Will you move that az
an amendment?

Hon, A, LOVEKIN: I will move that mo-
tion after the Bill has been read a second
time, JInatead of maoving you -out of the
Chair to consider the Bill in Committee, I
will move to refer the Bill to a select com-
mittec. That I think is the proper course to
pursue.

The PRESIDENT: Very well.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Will Mr. Lovekin be
satisfied if the Bill ia held over for considera-
tion in Committee till next week? That wili
give mcmbers an opportunity to discuss it
and consider necessary amendments. I do not
know that we woold get any further by rve-
forring the Bill to a select committee. Th>
Bill is a short one, but I do not think it is
neeessary to refer it to a select committee.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: The only reason I
advocate a select committee is that we can

It is a technieal

[COUNCIL.)

get legal assistance in drafting the amend-
ments,

“The Minister for Education: Yon can get
that without referring the Bill to a select
committee.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Quite so.

On motion by Hon, J. Duffell debate ad-
Journed.

DBILL — WYALCATCHEM-MOUNT MAR-
SHALL RAILWAY (EXTENSION
No. 2).

Second Reading,
Debate resumed from the previous day.

Hon. J. CORNELL {(South) |5.29]: The
attitude T am about to adopt regarding the
Bill is ene that is somewhat repugnant t¢
me. ‘To think that I would oppose the second
reading of a Bill to autherise the construetion
of a railway of seven miles is gsomething that
is altogcther foreign to the attitude I have
adopted towards similar measures that have
been intreduced since I entered the House
some ten years ago. T feel forced into this
josition through cireumstances over which 1
have no control. To-day T made a hurried
rotrospeet of the railway Bills which have been
nuthoriszd since I entered this House, nnd
1 found that the number authorised in the
agt 10 years is 15, Doring the years 1816-17.
1917-18 and 1918-19, T could find none. The
Coolpardie-Merredin section of 183 wmiles of
4ft. Bi4in. gange was authorised in 1912
and other railways passed in the sane yem
wore the Hotham Crossing extension of 5%
miles, Newcastle-Bolgart 31 miles, Wagin
Bawelling 58 mileg, and Wyalentchem-Mount
Marshall 50 miles. In 1913 the Flinders Bay
Llargaret River railway of 31 miles waz aun
thorised. The autherisations in 1914-15 wer¢
the Boyanup-Busselton 37 miles. Esnerance
Northwards 60 miles, Katanning-Nyabing 214
nmiles, Pinjarra-Dwarda 36 miles, Waain
Kukerin 2515 miles, and Yillimining-Kon
dinin 88 miles. In 1915 the only extensior
was one of four miles of the Neweastle-Bol
gart line. The next year in which a rai'wa)
was authorised was 1919, when the Wyaleat
chem-}it. AMarshall extension of 30 miles wa
pasced, and in the following year the Pia
waning-Northward railway of 24 miles wa:
approved. The total mileage authorised ir
the 10 years is 68414 niles, and if we sub
tract the 183 miles representing the Merre
din-Coolgardie section of the 4ft, 81l4in
gauge, we find that 5011 miles of new lin
have been sanctioned te distri-ts where pre
viously me railways existed. The total mile
age approved in 1812 was 14414 and th
whole of that line has been completed. Th
Flinders Bay-Margaret River railway of 3
miles, authorised in 1913, still remains to b
constructed.

Hon, G. W_ Miles: T thought that railwa;
was purchased from a timber company.

Hon. J. CORNELL: The one authorise
in 1913 was a new railway. Of the railway
autherised in 1914-15 172 miles have bee
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completed. The railways autborised and not
constructed are the Esperance-Northwards
of 60 miles, and the Pinjarra-Dwarda of 36
miles. Regarding the latter railway, a mem-
ber of this House and a member of another
place are talking of resigning their seats,

The Minister for Education: No, that is
over the Narrogin-Dwarda railway.

Hon. J. CORNELL: That is s0. The four
miles of railway authorised in 1915 have been
completed, The 30 miles sanetioned in 1919
lave been built, but the 24 niles passed in
1920 have not yet beem carried out. Out of
the total of 350114 miles authorised, 35014
miles have been gompleted. The railways au-
thorised and not built represent a mileage
of 151 and comprise the Pinjarra-Dwarda
and the Esperance-Northwards lines. I have
given unqualified support to proposals for the
conatruction of railways to meet the needs of
settlers in this State. Of the 501 miles of
new railway authorised, only one railway was
in the province I represent, and there was
nane at all in the province represented by Mr.
Seddon. Members may search the records
of the House since the goldfields have had
representation without finding an instance of
a goldfields member having voted against the
anthorization of any railway. On the other
hand, it ean be said that pra-tically the only
line in their portion of the State for whirh
authorisation was sought—the Esperance-
XNorthwards railway—was voted out. Tt ean-
not be said that goldfields members have been
parochial in the matter of railway construe-
tion. On every conceivable occasion they have
suprorted railway proposals. Tn February,
1415, the Esperanee-Northwards railway was
aszented to. This proposition had been op-
poscd, horse, foot and artiliery by three mem-
bers of the present Government, two in an-
other plare, and the Minister in this Hoase,
on the secore of the prevalance of salt in the
Esperance district. After a battle extendinz
over many vears and against many oppon-
ents a majority of this Iouse favoured the
construction of the railway. The suecess~g
of the Government who sponsored the Bill
include the three Ministers I have indicated,
and their oppesition to the measure haa been
followed by various subterfuges to delay the
construction of this railway. A Royal Com-
misgion was anrointed. Some members of the
Commissi-n admitted at the outset that they
were hostile to the proposal, and yet they
brought in a report strongly commending the
Esperance district and its possibilities for
cercal growing. Since then the Government
have resorted to proerastination. The war
was mafe an excerse for mot undertaking the
construction of any new railways. This might
have been justified to a large extent, but I
maintain there was an obligation on the Gov-
erunment to construct the Esperance line in
the crder in whi~h it was authorised. Al
kinds of subterfuges have been adopted. We
have been told that rails were not avail-
able. Yet 23 miles of rnils lifted from
the Kalnoorlie-Coolgardie line—rails whi~h
bhad yaid for themselves over and over
again by the traffic they had -carried—

[43)
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were taken from the goldfields and used for
the building of the Mt. Marshall line. Not-
withstanding all the promises made to ths
goldfields people and the settlers in the
Esperance district, these raila were utilised
for agricultural centres. The settlers in
those centres had no more right to the rails
than had the settlers of the Esperance dis-
trict, and it should be remembered that the
Esperance-Northwards railway was author-
ised in 1914-15, whereas the Wyaleatehem-
Mt. Marshall extension was authorised only
in 1919. I understand that a large sum ot
money has been expended om prelimiaary
work in comnection with the Esperance-
Northwards railway,

Hon. H. Seddon: A sum of £79,000.

Hon. J. CORNELIL: In ordinary circum-
stances that sum should have been sofficient
to cover the cost of the line, Yet not one
mile of railway has been laid.

The Minister for Eduecatien :
eirthwork has been done.

Hon. J. CORNELL: Yes, but it is wasteful
to form carthworks in light country and not
proceed with the construction work; the
formation frets away. I doubt whether wo
shall ever get this railway. That is the
eandid conclugion of one who has honestly
endeavoured to bring this work to fruition
during the last 10 years,

Hon. J. W. Kirwan: When the present
ffovernment go ovt, it will be all right.

Hon. J. CORNELL: If T were asked
whether this railway would ever be com-
pleted, T ahould have no hesitation in
answering that it would not, so long as the
present Goverpment remain in office,

Hon. J. W. Kirwan: Not so long as the
Minister for Works and the Premier remain
in oftice.

Hon. J, CORNELL: I am nnted for
candour and honesty, and I believe in can-
dour and honesty being asacciated with ail
these thinvs. I have stated what i3 my
honest opinion in connecetion with the con-
struction of the FEsperance line. It is a
wark whieh could he carried out by a man
with a glass eve, for thers are no engineer-
ing difficulties of any deseription, no cul-
verts or hridges needed. We find that no
less a sum than £80,000 has already been
spent on this work up to date, a fact which
makes the position a Jot worse. Not only
has there been procrastination, but the
attitude of the Government has made con-
fusion worse confounded, and the pelicy of
procrastination is heaping sin upon sin and
evil upon evil. We know that without this
railway it will be impossible to carry on
cereal prowing, beeause there are 15 miles
of sand plain to cover before the good land
can be reached. If the line were economi-
cally constructed, the position would not be
g0 bad, but there has been so much drift
that there is boond to he what we can ounlv
call a double ineubus, The construction wil)
cost twice the amount it was thought would
be invoived, and consequently it will take
twice or three times as long for the line to

A lot of
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beecome a payable concern. My attitude in
opposing the second reading of the Bill be-
fore the House may secem petty, but we
know that when we are in trouble, or are
on our trial, it is the small things which are
the last resort left to us. This Bill now is
the one thing on which we can make a pvo-
test. In asking for suppert for the carly
completion of the Esperance line, the gold-
fields members are probably Dplacing a
burden on the other hon. members which,
perhaps, we bave no right to impose. We
do so, however, because the farmers who are
to be benefited by the Bill we are now con-
sidering have to eart their produce a ecow-
paratively short distance, whereas the
Esperance people, or at any rate many of
them, have to earry their produce in some
ingtances a distance of 40 miles. 1f hon.
members will not go so far as to reject the
second reading of the Bill as a protest
againgt the delay in the construction of the
Eaperance line and the policy of do nothing
and promise averything, I trust that they
will agree to do what was done in connec-
tion with the Machinery Bill, namely, insert
a clause which will bring about a delay in
carrying out the work. This may be a new
departure, but I am perfectly satisfied it
can and should be done, We can affirm the
second reading of the Bill, and in Committee
we can make provisien for the postponement
of the commencement of the work for six
or nine, or even 12 months.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: And what will prevent
the Government building the railway in the
interval®

Hon. J. CORNELL: I admit the Govern-
ment ean ignore Parliament, but it will give
us the opportunity of having a go at them
for flouting the wishes of Parliament.

Hon. C. F. BAXTER (East) [553]: 1
admit there is justification for the references
made by hon. members to the delay in the
construction of the Esperance railway. T was
one of those who supported the building of
that line which, unfortunately, for the Esper-
ance digtriet, has been hung up for a period
of years. It does scem remarkable that the
Government are not able to discover a wWay
by which they can expedite ihe delivery of
rails to that part of the State. When it is
decided to build a line, the Government should
pse every endeavour to have the rails and
fasteninga available so that the particular
work may be completed. But while there 18
justifieation for the goldfields members’ criti-
cism, T hope that the outcome will not be to
retard the huilding of the suggested exten-
gion, bt rather that it will have the effect of
gpurring on our Minister for Railways, who,
were he as efficient in his administration as
he is with his tongue, would have had the
works entrnsted te his eare completed with-
out undue delay. I do not consider that mem-
hers are jnstified in adopting the attitude of
heldinz up the construetion of railways which
are of considerable importance. not only to
particular arens but to the State gencrally.

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. J. Kirwan: What would rou do it you
ropresented & goldfields provincef

Ilon. C. . BAXTER: 1 have no doubt
that 1, tes, would voice as strong a protest
as the members representing goldfields pro-
rinces have done. I would not, however, go to
the length of saying that I wauld vote againsc
the extension of a line which was urgently
needed.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: You would not call a
meeting of the primary producers executive?

Hon. C. P. BAXTER: Whawver the Gov-
ernment may have done in otber directions
should not justify the House in rejecting &
Bill such as the one we have before us. There
are many settlers in that particular district
and all are attempting at the present time to
make wheat growing pay by carling over long
distances.

Hon. J. Duffell:
there?

Hon. . F. BAXTER: Some have becn
there a conaiderable time, It is one of the dis-
tricts which, we are told, will be very success-
ful. The land ie good and it will respond by
producing wealth, which is what we are look-
ing forward to at the present time. We have
heard a grent deal about the construetion of
lines of railway over long distances in the
south-western part of the State. But that is
not the only part of the State that needs to
be developed. T admit there is good counmtry
there, but that country will respond very
glowly to the work of the settlers. If that
part of the State becomes occupied, as has
been suggested, there will be no revenue ot
any consequence for 15 or 16 years. There-
fore, it is in the direction of building rail-
ways such as the one proposed in the Bill be-
fore the Houge that we should turn our atten-
tion, for it will be from Jand like that which
the suggested railway will serve that we will
derive a quick return. Tt wonld be folly to
vote against the second reading of the Bill
as everything is available to permit of the
carly and rapid completion of the work.

Hon. J. Duffell: And when this seven-
mile extensrion is completed, nnother sever
miles will be asked for.

Hon. C. P. BAXTER: That is a matter
which can be dealt with at a future date. But
T do not think that there is so much need fora
further extension as there is for the one asked
for at the present time. The cxtension now
sought I am convinced will pay, and the time
may not be far distant when it will be found
neceszary to earry the railway even further.
The whole of this country, probably as far
as Bullfineh, will be producing wheat within
the next 15 years. All that will be required
will be modern methods, that is to say, not
the methods which are mostly in vogne to-day.
I hope hon. members will not vote against the
second reading of the Bl

Hon. J. W. Kirwan: Your constituents
do not have to eart 40 miles.

Hon. €. F. BAXTER: I svmpathize with
the constituents of the hon. member, but the
position in which they find themselves does not
justify the representatives of those people
opposing the Bill nnder review. T trust that

How long have they been
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the House will agree to the sceond reading of
the Bill.

On motion by Hon. R. (. Ardagh, debate
adjourned.

House adjourned at 6.0 pm.

Legislative Hssembly,
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30 p.m.,
and read prayers.

QUESTION-—RATLWAY CONSTRUCTION,
MARGARET RIVER-FLINDERS BAY.
Mr, PICKERING asked the Minister for

“Works: 1, When js it intended to proceed

with the reconstruction of the Margaret River-

Flinders Bay railway? 2, Has an eatimate of

cost been prepared? 3, If so, what is the

ertimated cost of currying out the necessary
works? 4, Has the site of the Margaret River
station been decided upon?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS replied: 1,
2, 3, Undeér eonstrnetion. 4, Yes,

QUESTION—LOCAL PRODUCTS AND
GOVERNMENT ORDERS,

State Sawmills Tenders.

Mr. MecCALLUM asked the Minister for
Works: 1, Is he aware that the tender forms
of the State Sawmilla Department speeify
Eastern States manufactured bisenits, jams,
preserves, efe., to the detriment of the locally
manufactured article? 2, Will he take the
necessary aection to assure the locally produced
article having at least an equal chance of com-
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peting for Government orders with the im-
ported product?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS rephied: 1,
Where the buyers insist on special brands of
Jjams, biscuits, ete., the sawmill stores have
to stoek same, but every effort has heen and
will #ontinue to he made to put forward West-
ern Auatralian productions, and certain lines
are regularly stocked. 2, The sawmill stores
are in competition with g\:imte storekeepers,
either local or in Perth, Fremantle, Bunbury,
and Bridgetown, and accordingly must ecater
for their sustomers.

LEAVE OF ABBENCE,

On motions by Mr. Mullany, leave of ab-
ssuce for three weeks granted to Mr. Boyland
(Kalgoorlie) and to Mrs. Cowan (Waat
Perth) on the ground of ill-health,

MOTION—GOVERNMENT BUSINESS,
PRECEDENCE.

The TREMIFR (Hon. Sir James Mitehell
—Northam) [440]: T move—

That for the remainder of {he session
Government business shall take precedence
of all motions and Orders of the Day on
Tuesdays and Wednesdays and on each
alternate Thursday beginning with Thurs-
day, 19th October,

Mr. PICKERING (Sussex) [4.41]: This
presents a favourable opportunity to move in
the direction of reverting to private mem-
bers’ business being taken on Wednesdays in-
stead of Thursdays as at present. With this
objeet in view I move an amendment—

That the word ‘‘ Wednesdays’’ be struck
out, and that ‘Thursdays’’ be inserted in
lien.

Mr. WILLCOCK (Geraldton) [4.42]: T
sapport the motion, and in speaking against
the amendment I contend no reason has been
given for an alteration. The reason may be
obvious to the member for Sussex, but it is
not obvious to the House., I have carefully
watched the attendances of members since the
alteration from Wednesday to Thursday and
there bas been no difference. If anything,
there has heen a botter attendance of mem-
hers on private members’ day than in past
sessions when their buginess was taken omn
Weidnesdays. For instanee, on last Thursday
night when private members’ business was
tuken there wag o larger attendance than
tlere was here last night when (overnment
business was under consideration. The Min-
ister for Works was not preseat last night.

The Minister for Works: If you want to

know, the Minister for Works was ill last
night,
Hon. P. Collier: He has enough to make

him ill nowadays, too.

The Minister for Works:

Don’t you worry
ahbout that.



