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The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the Chair
at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE
OFFICE ACE AMENDMENT BILL

-Second Reading

MR TONKIN (Morley) [2.20 p.m.] -I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The essence of this Bill is to enable an
individual to make a choice which the Opposition
believes is fundamental in a democratic society.
People should have the freedom to insure with any
insurance company they wish. Apart from being a
part of a democratic society, it is also basic to a
market economy, which this Government
professes to espouse, to have freedom of choice. In
fact, a market economy cannot work at all if this
freedom is not present.

The Opposition believes this freedom should
apply to' insurance as it does to any other
commodity. People would not stand for a law
which said that they could not buy their groceries,
their fruit, or their clothes from a particular store;
but they are required by law to not buy their
insurance from a particular firm which is
reputable. This firm has been in existence for over
half a century. In fact, one could make out a case
that insurance, in many respects, from the
consumer's point of view, is more difficult to
purchase than are apples and pears.

One is accustomed to examining apples and
pears to see whether they are rotten or not. It is a
fairly simple choice although some still make
mistakes. However, with insurance it is a far more
complex matter and it is an area in which the
consumer is most vulnerable because he often
does not know what he is buying. This means that
because he is not aware of the many pitfalls, it is
possible for a company or companies to hide
behind their high premiums inadequate contracts
and therefore the consumer, when purchasing
insurance, really does not know when he is being
got at. That is why it is so important for a
reputable company to have freedom in this area.

The people of New South Wales, Queensland,
South Australia, and Tasmania have the freedom
of choice about which I am speaking. All we ask
is that the people of Western Australia should
have the same freedom of choice. What right have
we to tell the people of Western Australia that
they' shall not insure their houses with the State

Government Insurance Office? That is what we
are saying. Almost 100 000 people currently
insure their motor vehicles with the SGIO. They
are people who prefer to trade with the SGIO, yet
this Government tells those tO00000 policy-
holders that they shall not insure their houses
with the SGIO. We ask: Where is the free
enterprise we hear so much about?

The 5010 is accepted by the community. It is
an unwarranted slur on that office to suggest that
people should not have this freedom.

Mr Bertram: I heard the Minister say on
television recently that he believed in freedom of
choice in all things.

Mr TONKIN: I will quote from an editorial
which appeared in The West Australian on the
14th August, 1976. It is headed "SGIO shackles",
and reads-

Judge Heenan has given good reasons why
the State Government Insurance Office
should make the transition from public utility
to public enterprise.

For the past 30 years it has been saddled
with the unpopular and less profitable areas
of underwriting-motor vehicle insurance
and workers' compensation insurance-and
is now incurring heavy losses on the latter
business despite efficient operation.

It has met the loss from accumulated
reserves, but there is a limit, because of
skyrocketing claims, to how long that
situation can continue. There will have to be
a massive increase in workers' compensation
premiums, a highly inflationary move which
would add to the heavy burden already being
carried by industry.

That prospect lends weight to Judge
Heenan's recommendations-framed when
the SGlO was operating profitably in both
fields of insurance-that it should be allowed
to expand its portfolio and achieve a More
balanced income.

The commissioner produced a solid
argument when he said that the case for
expanding the SGIO's franchise rested not so
much on the fact that it would be more
efficient than private insurers, but rather
that it was concerned with public needs as
against the private insurers' concern for their
financial standing.

There is little doubt that the operations of
the SGIO in the field of motor vehicle
insurance have had a stabilising influence on
premiums and efficiency. The public would
benefit if its unrestricted entry into general
insurance and life insurance achieved similar
results.
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The Government's objection to the
unfettering of the 5010 has validity mainly
in the light of its historic preference for free
enterprise. That attitude is hard to sustain in
the face of Judge Heenan's contention that
there is a strong need for the people to have a
personal stake in an important
industry-especially as the control of policy
and profits of the vast majority of insurers
operating in WA is in the hands of overseas
companies.

The judge's proposed legislative safeguards
to prevent unfair competiton by the SGO
are reasonable. They seem to leave little basis
for Sir Charles Court's fears that advantages
could be manipulated.

The editorial from The West Australian has
within it several important points to which I will
refer. In fact, it has covered many of the
particular problem areas that need to be looked
at. I will summarise those points, because they
will be reflected in my remarks. They are-

(I) The editorial points out that the SGlO is
forced by this Government to insure and
to trade in an unprofitable area. In other
words, it is not permitted to trade in a
profitable area.

(2) It points out the unfair trading ability
from which the SGlO suffers; the unfair
way in which it is not allowed to have a
properly balanced portfolio. It refers
particularly to the losses associated with
workers' compensation, which other
offices can offset against highly
profitable areas of insurance such as fire
and general.

(3) The editorial points out the needs of the
public as against the over-emphasis of
private insurance companies on financial
profit, one which we accept as being the
way in which they operate. However, we
should not avoid the issue that those
other companies are there to make
money. They are not there necessarily to
serve the community.

(4) In the motor vehicle field the SG010 has
had a stabilising influence on premiums
and efficiency. We believe it would have
a similarly stabilising influence upon
premiums and efficiency in the other
areas in which it is not permitted, at
present, to trade.

(5) There is a need for the people to have a
stake in such an important industry.
That comment is of great significance to
the community. The people, as a whole,
have a right to a stake in the industry.

(6) The control of our insurance industry is
in the hands of overseas people. It is not
patriotic of any Government to ensure
that the control of any industry remains
in the hands of overseas interests, while
preventing local interests from having a
share.

(7) There should be safeguards to prevent
unfair competition by the State
Government Insurance Office, and we
agree with that contention.

Those seven points which I have drawn out of the
editorial which appeared in The West Australian
really indicate that the. editorial was carefully
written, and does have a very wide application.

The 5010 has already engaged in all or
certainly most areas of general insurance in one
way or another. The record of the 5010 is sound
and evidence does not suggest it would not
continue to be sound if it were permitted to trade
in those other areas without the restrictions which
are at present imposed upon it.

The State Government Insurance Office is
represented on various industry committees,
indicating a wide acceptance of its role in the
community. For example, it is represented on the
Workers' Compensation Joint Insurance
Committee and the Insurance Emergency
Services Committee. The General Manager of the
SGlO sits with other industry representatives as a
member of the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust
and on the Workers' Compensation and Motor
Vehicle Third Party Premium Rates Committees.
5010 employees are prominent in the activities of
the Insurance institute of Western Australia and
for many years they have been represented on the
executive committee of that body. The SGIO has
for many years covered some of the largest risks
in the State.

When a Bill relating to the 5010 was last
brought to this House in 1972, when we were in
Government, I spoke on it and referred to the
ludicrous and dishonest comments with respect to
the 5010 which had been made by conservative
politicians. Queries were raised as to what would
happen in the event of a tidal wave hitting
Fremantle if the SGIO were permitted to trade
generally. It was suggested if an atomic bomb
were dropped on Perth it would destroy the State
Government Insurance Office. One of the leaders
of the attack when the H-awke Government was in
office was the member for Nedlands at the time,
who as a member of the Opposition made those
ludicrous comments. I find it hard to believe the
member for Nedlands really believed his
hyperbole when he said that if an atomic bomb
were dropped on Perth it would destroy the State

3708



[Wednesday, 17th October, 1979] 30

Government Insurance Office. I think the
member for Nedlands had heard of reinsurance
and would know if that could be said of the SGO
it could be said of other insurance companies.
That is the kind of exaggerated and deceptive
argument which has been used to deny the SGO
the right to trade freely.

To indicate that the SGlO is capable of
handling these large risks I point out that it has
had the responsibility of insuring marine hulls for
the State Shipping Service fleet, and of public
liability for Westrail-which is a considerable
liability-and of public liability for the State
Energy Commission where there is tremendous
capacity for damage to be done. It covers the fire
and public liability for the Fremantle Port
Authority and all the other port authorities
throughout the State. In addition, it has acted as
a pathfinder and stimulator in the insurance
industry.

When I spoke on the previous Bill in 1972 1
referred to the fact that the 5010 was the only
insurance company which would insure vehicles in
the north-west. At that time no private insurance
company would insure those vehicles; but the
private insurance industry has now moved to
cover vehicles in the north-west, and I have no
doubt it has used the experience of the SGlO in
that area to help in setting rates. That is an
example of the SGlO being a pioneer in a remote
part of the State, where the profits are not likely
to be great, and performing a service to the
community which the private insurance industry
would not provide.

The SGlO is not bound to seek the highest
profit, as is the case with the private insurance
companies. On the other hand, it must operate
profitably, so it establishes a mean between
excessive profits on one hand and unprofitability
on the other hand. In other words, it is required to
operate successfully as a commercial venture, but
it does not have to try to make a fortune.

Since its formation the SGlO has managed the
self-insurance funds of the Treasury, giving the
State Government efficient and economic
management of those funds. Another SGO
function is to advise the Government on insurance
matters, and there is no doubt that if the
conservatives had had their way and destroyed
this office, as they tried to do in the late 1920s, it
would not have been available to give its advice.
The only avenue of expert advice on insurance
matters available to the Government would have
been the commercial insurance companies, which,
of course, would have had their own axes to grind.

All these roles have been fulfilled by the SGO
in a highly efficient manner and with the high
degree of ethics which the people of Western
Australia have come to expect as the norm for the
State Government Insurance Office. Unlike most
other organs owned by the people, the SGO
operates as a commercial venture and is subject to
all the problems and pressures of companies
transacting the same line of business. It holds its
own with other insuring underwriters, not only
Western Australian or Australian companies, but
also insurers from all over the world.

The SGlO's capital structure has been financed
from its own activity. In spite of' the fact it has
not been permitted to trade in the most profitable
area, it has managed to finance itself from its own
activities so that the people of the State who are
in fact the shareholders of this office have never
been called upon to contribute one cent to it.
Surely that is desirable for any Government
which wishes to reduce taxation. Here is an office
which has not cost the taxpayer a cent and which
in fact has made money for the taxpayer without
any risk capital. It has built up its own capital
from its own operations, and that indicates it is
very efficient and deserving of support.

Any move against the SGlO is therefore a
move against the people because the office is
owned by the people. It is financed by its own
operations and is not costing the taxpayer
anything; so to strike a blow at this organisation is
really to strike a blow at the people of Western
Australia.

The fire, marine, and general policy fund
enables insurance with all Government
departments to be centralised and enables
reinsurance to be obtained at minimum rates,
thus saving the State Government large sums of
money which would otherwise have to come out of
the taxpayers' pockets. Since the SGIO began
fire, marine, and general policy insurance, as with
its other operations the Government has never
been called upon to contribute to the management
of that fund. That is a highly efficient operation
indeed. The skilful use of funds has enabled the
office to build up reserves which have led to a
further reduction in premiums.

Rebates totalling $390 000 have been paid by
the S010 to councils in the local authorities'
insurance pools. This indicates the success of that
scheme, in which something like 138 local
government authorities participate. Perhaps one
or two local authorities do not participate in the
pool, but certainly well over 95 per cent do; so
local government benefits from the skillful and
proper management of this office.
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Whilst referring to the local government
insurance pool, I point out that all premiumns
except those relating to employers' indemnity
assurance are paid into a fund which is charged
with all expenses relating to claims, rei .nsurance
premiums, and all items or direct expenditure.
The 5010 charges the pool 20 per cent of the
gross premium income to -cover administrative
Costs and to create reserves and a special
guarantee sum. This guarantee sum ensures that
if the premium income is ever inadequate to meet
claims and other outgoings, pool members will not
have to pay a levy.

The 5010 currently is able to invest something
like $3 million of new funds annually in Western
Australia. To maintain a balanced portfolio, the
investments are spread between semi-
Government, local government, housing, and
private industry. To date this investment has
aggregated to something like $30 million. Despite
its limited funds-because it is not allowed to
trade in all areas due to the unfair restrictions
placed upon its franchise-the 5010 by no means
confines its lending to the metropolitan area. For
instance, it has loans current to over 50 country
local authorities. Loans to private industry in the
country total well over $100 000, and most of that
money has gone to small undertakings in the
north, where private money is loath to go. except
in the case of the large mining companies.

We ask: What is the point of this Government
pretending to encourage development in the
country if it will not allow the 5010 to trade
fairly on all fours with the rest of the industry,
which would give it the wherewithal to assist
small businessmen in the country?

Other loans to private industry in the country
include loans to the woollen industry in Albany,
the seed works in Merredin, a hospital for
incurables in Bunbury, the tourist industry in
Kununurra, the meat industry in Wyndham, and
the rural industry right throughout the State.
Housing loans have been made to many country
centres. However, only a fraction of the loans
applied for each year have been granted due to
the restrictions on the franchise of the office, to
which I have already referred. If these unfair
restrictions upon its ability to trade and compete
were lifted, the office would be able to assist the
State to a much greater extent.

I mention only a few of the towns in which
loans have been made to private businesses by the
SGlO. They include Corrigin. Moora,
Wandering, Karratha, Carnarvon, Wyndham,
Port Hedland, Kununurra, and Narrogin. I
decided against reciting a list 10 times longer
than that, because I could not see the point in

doing so. That list illustrates the spread of the
service to rural areas provided by the State
Government Insurance Office.

The office has invested over $6 million in the
State Energy Commission, much of which has
been spent on the Muja and Bunbury power
stations. It should not be necessary to emphasise
the great importance of the State Energy
Commission to the future of this State.

Since its inception, the SGlO has invested more
than $12 million in Government and semi-
Government projects, more than $9 million in
local government ventures, more than $6 million
in private and industrial institutions, and more
than $5 million in private housing. Investments in
building and land amount to more than $6
million, and amounts invested in Commonwealth
inscribed stock total more than $4 million.

In placing its money-and this is a very
important factor-the office gives priority to
ventures which will aid the development of this
State; in other words, it does not look for the easy
lurk by which it can make a great deal of profit,
but is more concerned with being a good citizen of
the State and putting money into areas which
need investment. In spite of this I emphasise its
investments have been sound, and it has shown
itself to be a very efficient operation.

In contrast to the SGlO, very little investment
has been made in Western Australia, and
particularly in rural Western Australia, by the
huge, overseas controlled companies which take
our insurance premiums.

In essence the SGlO was constructed to provide
workers' compensation insurance for miners,
mostly in Kalgoorlie, who were affected by
various diseases of the lungs. Such cover was not
available from established insurance companies
which would not touch this kind of aid to
Kalgoorlie miners, and so the 5010 was
constructed to fulfil a social need which private
capital did not have the ethics to consider as part
of its function.

The new State Government Insurance Office
was charged also with the administration of
Government insurance needs. In those days there
was always the possibility that the legality of the
office would be challenged, because no validating
legislation was enacted. Fortunately for the State,
no such challenge was mounted; I think that was
largely because the office quickly gained a great
deal of public acceptance. The validating Act of
1938 came after 12 years Of Operation by the
office and after six Bills presented to the
Parliament, which would have validated its
activities, were rejected. Remember that the
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office was looking after miners with lung diseases.
It is a reflection upon this Parliament that it was
not prepared to validate the work of the
office-the only body which was prepared to
insure miners who were serving the State by
taking wealth out of the ground, and whose health
was suffering as a result.

In spite of the great work done by the office,
for 12 years the conservatives in this Parliament
refused to validate its activities. Not until 1938
were its activities validated by law.

Many other attempts were made to extend the
franchise of the office, dating from 1938.
However, those attempts were unsuccessful until
in 1943 the office was given the right to insure all
risks associated with the use of motor vehicles. I
might add that part of the reason for that
extension of the franchise of the office may well
hive been the unprofitable nature of that class of
insurance, as we will see later on.

Gradually other powers followed. In 1945 an
amendment to the original Act gave the office
power to form a local government authorities'
pool, to which I have already referred.

An amendment in 1952 gave the office
authority to extend its investment policy to
include the purchase of property and to operate in
general conveyancing matters. In 1954, a further
amendment gave it authority to take part in the
school children's insurance scheme.

I emphasise that the State Government
Insurance Office is Western Australian-owned.
We hear so often from the Premier, "Let us
defend our State against encroachment by the
Commonwealth." Of the 100 or more companies
carrying on general insurance in Western
Australia, approximately 80 per cent are not
Australian-owned. Clearly, therefore, the control
of the policy of these companies and of their
profits is in the hands of people who reside
elsewhere, and who do not have a basic loyalty
and commitment to the welfare of Australia.

if we look at the situation in other States where
the franchise is wider, we find that in New South
Wales, in the 10-year period from the 1st July,
1960, to the 30th June, 1970, the Government
office paid into the Treasury of that State over
511 million, plus a special payment for capital
equipment in hospitals of si 575 410. That is the
dimension of the benefit that could come to
Western Australia by the enlargement of the
franchise of the State Government Insurance
Office.

Queensland, like New South Wales, has a full
franchise, including the ability to write life
assurance policies. However, there is no taxation

assessment for workers' compensation in that
State, which therefore depresses the figures
somewhat. Yet in a six-year period, from the 1st
July, 1960, to the 30th June, 1966, direct
payment to the Queensland Treasury was of the
order of $3.8 million. Without that payment,
taxes and charges in Queensland would have been
higher than they were. These benefits have
accrued to the people of New South Wales and
Queensland, but they are being denied to the
people of Western Australia.

Certainly, no insurance companies in those
States have been destroyed by the operation of the
Government insurance offices in the areas to
which access is denied this State office. Instead,
very considerable benefits are being given to the
people of New South Wales and Queensland
through the extended franchise. All company tax
paid by private insurance companies goes to the
Commonwealth Government, whereas that paid
by State Government insurance offices goes into
State Treasuries. Surely that is a powerful
argument, especially for a Government which
claims to believe in the Federal system and wants
to defend the interests of Western Australia
against Commonwealth encroachment. This
benefit is going to New South Wales and
Queensland, yet the Government denies it to
Western Australia.

In Western Australia, however, in spite of this
handicap the State Government Insurance Office
has contributed $7 million to State revenue
during its period of operation and has built up
reserves of $12 million and an investment
portfolio of $18 million, without costing the
citizens of Western Australia one cent. It has also
administered the insurance requirements of
Government departments and instrumentalities
and has saved the Government and taxpayers
millions of dollars in that respect; that is in
addition to the other payments to which I have
already referred.

The Australian Insurance Association recently
claimed that overseas companies have most of the
insurance business conducted in Australia. Yet
this Government will not support a genuine
Western Australian-owned and controlled
business such as the SGIO. What is the position
regarding the ownership of insurance companies?
In the general insurance field, over 70 companies
are operating in Western Australia, and members
should just listen to where they come from. They
are owned and controlled in the United States of
America, Sweden, the -Netherlands, the United
Kingdom, Denmark, Switzerland, Italy, Ireland,
Hong Kong, Germany, New Zealand, and Japan.
Those companies are all permitted to trade in
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Western Australia. Not all of them are even
sound, as is seen from time to time. Yet the State
Government Insurance Office-a Western
Australian firm-is not permitted to trade on
equal terms with those general insurance offices.

General insurance companies which are
controlled within Australia are not even
incorporated in this State, but in New South
Wales, Victoria, and the Australian Capital
Territory.

In the past quarter of a century, 30 foreign
insurance companies have penetratedi Western
Australia, yet the Government will not allow the
proper establishment of this one Western
Australian company.

Let us examine the position in other States. In
South Australia, the people can insure with the
Government Insurance Office in life and all
classes of general insurance. In Queensland the
people can insure with the State Government
Insurance Office in life and all classes of general
insurance. In New South Wales the people can
insure with the Government Insurance Office in
life and all classes of general insurance. The
Tasmanian office does not write life assurance
policies, and this Bill before members does not
confer upon the Western Australian SGIO the
right to trade in life assurance.

Since 1942, when the New South Wales Office
was given full franchise, it has paid something
like $12 million to the State Treasury plus $3
million in capital equipment to hospitals. In
Queensland, it has paid something like $5 million
to the State Treasury. The New South Wales
office has an investment portfolio of something
like $350 million, and invests $50 million
annually. Queensland has an investment portfolio
of $303 million and invests $34 million annually.
The New South Wales office earns from its
investment $20 million annually, whereas the
Queensland office earns $14 million annually.
Compare this to the Western Australian office
which earns only SI million annually from its
investments.

The New South Wales office allocates as a
matter of policy 50 per cent of its investment
funds to the public sector, which includes semi-
Government and local government loans and
housing loans, and 50 per cent to the private
sector. I might add that is the kind of policy the
SGIO of Western Australia has followed; the two
policies are very similar.

In 1976, the Queensland State Government
Insurance Office provided $50 million to rescue
the building society movement from financial
crisis. This action took place under a so-called

tree enterprise Government. Apparently such
rescues are acceptable to the Government of Mr
Ejelke- Petersen. The Queensland State
Government Insurance Office is a large lender to
semi-Government authorities, which include
hospital boards. It has provided substantial funds
for the establishment of a fertiliser industry and
has assisted enormously in the expansion of the
sugar industry in that State. So, one could say the
record of the Queensland and New South Wales
offices is similar to the Western Australian
SGbO.

I refer now to the matter of profitability and
ask the question: Why should the people be
allowed to incur a loss, yct not be allowed to make
a profit? What kind of loyalty is it to the people
who have sent us here that we say to them, "You
can trade in those areas where you can make a
loss but we will not permit you to trade in those
areas where you can make a profit, which would
have the benefit of reducing taxation"?

If the franchise of the State Government
Insurance Office was widened to include general
insurance, it would enable the office to engage in
other, more profitable areas of underwriting. It
would enable it to spread its portfolio and to have
a balanced income. That is applying a very
important principle of insurance. When one
speaks to insurance people, one finds that a
balanced income and a balanced portfolio
investment are the essentials of the business.

The SGIO is remarkable in that it has been
able to operate successfully, considering that it
labours under the handicap it has. It is permitted
to engage in an unprofitable area only. One would
expect that it would not be able to continue, but it
does. That is a tribute to sound management by
the people concerned.

In the light of its past record and in the light of
the record of offices in other States where the
franchise is wider, it is highly probable that the
office would secure a share of the market in the
areas which are, at the moment, forbidden to it. It
is quite clear, because of its very good record, that
its overheads would be at least as low as those of
other companies.

I would expect a proportion of the profit would
be transferred to reserves, but the rest would fill
the shortfall in State expenditure. It would be
applied to schools, hospitals, roads, railway rolling
stock, and all of those things which this
Government says it cannot afford.

To emphasise the disloyal way in which
conservatives have not permitted the people's
insurance office to trade in profitable fields, I
note that about 75 per cent of employees in
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Western Australia are covered by the SGIO for
injuries occurring during employment. For
example, in arguing this point so well the member
for South Perth pointed out, on the 22nd
September, 1976, that in 1974 the SGlO lost $6.5
million on workers' compensation, and in 1975 it
lost $3.5 million.

Is this why we allowed the SGlO into this field.
because it could make a loss? Is this why it is
allowed to operate in this field, because the people
are permitted to make a loss but not a profit? I
call that kind of action treachery. We are here to
represent the people. We are not here to represent
the interests of insurance companies.

Workers' compensation is recognised widely
throughout the industry as being unprofitable. It
is freely admitted, and has been admitted many
times in the past, that insurance companies
indulge in workers' compensation only in order to
give a service to customers whose other insurance
they might otherwise lose. In other words, it is
part cf the combination for the customer rather
than a field in which the company expects to do
well financially.

When we consider the figures provided by the
Australian Bureau of Statistics we ind that in the
area in which the SGlO is permitted to trade
freely, motor vehicle insurance, in the year 1965-
66-the year is typical; it is not chosen because
there is a variant in any way and members can
check these figures if they wish-the premiums
less returns, rebates, and bonuses amounted to
$10 277-000; and claims less amou.nts recoverable
amounted to $7 439 000. In other words, in all
businesses dealing with motor vehicle insurance in
Western Australia in that year the claims
amounted to 72 per cent of the premiums.

I might say that this is a highly significant
figure, because this is the ratio that is used when
one is working nut underwriting. It is obviously
not the whole story, because other costs are
involved. I am not suggesting that as the rati o is
72 per cent, there is a 28 per cent profit. There
are other costs. Nevertheless, that is the ratio
used in underwriting, and it is valid to use it in
this way.

In motor vehicle insurance in the year 1969-70
the premiums amounted to $18 073 000 , and the
claims amounted to $13 154000. In: other words.of all the money paid in for motor vehicle
insurance in Western Australia, 73 per cent went
out in claims. Those high figures indicate that
motor vehicie insurance is not a profitable area.
Perhaps that is why the SGlO is permitted to
trade in that area.
(117)

The reason motor vehicle insurance is not so
profitable is that the SGlO operates in that area,
and it has the effect of keeping premiums down.
This should be compared with the Fields in. which
the Sf310 is not permitted to trade. Take, for
example, fire insurance.

In 1965-66 premiums for firc insurance in
Western Australia amounted to $6 009 000, and
the claims amounted to $1 711 000. In other
words, the claims amounted to only 28 per cent of
the premiums. That is a gross and, I would say.
excessive profit margin. In 1969-70 the premiums
for fire insurance amounted to $8 8 15 000, and
the claims amounted to $3 096 000; a figure of
only 35 per cent. I grant that those two years
indicate there is a variation; but it indicates the
general ievel of the ratio.

Mr Shalders: Does that premium take into
account what had to be paid to the Fire Brigades
Board?

Mr TONKIN: No. As I pointed out, that is not
all outgoing&. That is a question of claims.
Although there are other outgoings, nevertheless
the ratio is constant in both cases. One ratio is 73
per cent, and thbe other is 33 per cent and 28 per
cent.

Mr O'Connor: They have been excluded from
paying money to the Fire Brigades Board.

Mr TONKIN: Yes, I know; but that was not
the question. This Bill provides that the 5010
will pay all charges paid by all other insurance
companies. There is no intention to have any
unfair trading.

Those figures were quoted because ohey are the
figures used in underwriting. That is the ratio
used in preparing different types of risk.

Mr O'Connor: You mean the SGlO would pay
company tax, and all that sort of thing?

Mr TONKIN: Yes. It would pay it to the State
Treasury. The Bill provides that the office would
pay everything.

When we look at the field of insurance in which
the ordinary person is most concerned-
householders'comprechensive insurance-in 1965-66
the premiums amounted to 12 286 000, and the
claims amounted to $555 000, which means a.
small percentage of 24 per cent being paid out in
claims. In 1969470 the premiums amounted to
$4 495 000, and the claims amounted to
$1 516 000, a Figure of 30 per cent.

Fair trading is often asked for. In fact, by
interjection the Mvinister raised the whole question
of fair trading by implication. It is not intended
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that the SGlO would be permitted to have an
unfair advantage.

I put to the House that there is a lot of unfair
trading going on at the moment. In fact, it is
working against the SGlO. That is demonstrated
by the fact that it is not permitted to balance its
work by going into a profitable area.

When the member for South Perth quoted the
losses in workers' compensation for the SGIO in
two recent years he was pointing out, whether he
meant to or not, that this would have been
bearable by the office if in other areas it was
making such a profit that it could offset that
profit against the workers' compensation losses.
This is what all other companies do. Other
companies go into the workers' compensation area
as an accommodation to their clients where they
may lose money, but they are able to offset that
loss by profits in other areas. This is something
the State Government Insurance Office cannot
do.

One of the problems caused by the limited
portfolio of the SGlO is that it cannot have a
balanced portfolio of insurance. Consequently the
office is inhibited and unfairly treated. For
example-and this indicates the unfair trading
that occurs-private insurance companies often
refuse,,public risk cover unless all other business
including workers' compensation is transferred to
them. They use this as a lever. They say, "We will
not accept this particular insurance cover unless
we get all your business, otherwise we will not
give you favourable treatment."

The SGlO is not permitted to do this, because
it cannot say to the people, "We will not cover
you unless we get all your business" because by
law it is not permitted to accept much of the other
businss-a most lucrative area. So there will be
no unfair trading against private companies. At
present the unfair competition is directed against
the SGlO.

Mr Bertram: The SGlO has no freedom of
choice.

Mr TONKIN: I am not interested so much in
the SGlO's freedom of choice as I am in the
freedom of choice of the people of the State. The
SGlO should have the same privileges that are
possessed by other insurers in relation to service
of Government offices and the facilities of
Government departments. Even though it can be
said that the SGlO calls on the Crown Law
Department, it still has to pay for the services
rendered.

The State Government Insurance Office would
pay normal rates such as fire brigade charges.
stamp duty, commission, and an amount to State

Treasury exactly comparable with an amount a
private company would pay to the Commonwealth
Treasury as company tax.

As I said before, motor vehicle claims amount
to between 72 per cent and 74 per cent of
premiums. This is due largely to competition from
two very reputable companies-the SGIO and the
Royal Automobile Club which between them take
about 60 per cent of the State's business of motor
vehicle insurance.

It is this genuine competition that
bring down the charges in the field
vehicle insurance and helps to make
profitable field.

helps to
of motor
it a less

The figures reveal that fire insurance claims
amount to only 28 per cent to 34 per cent of
premiums paid. For householders' comprehensive
insurance the figure is between 24 per cent and 30
per cent. Those figures indicate the need for
competition. If the SGo were allowed to enter
this. field I believe the huge profits accruing to
private insurance companies in the fields of fire
and householders' comprehensive insurance would
be reduced, to say the least.

Mr Bertram: What is the attitude of private
insurance companies to this?

Mr TONKIN: I have not discussed it with
them lately. I know when there was a Bill similar
to this before Parliament in 1972 they did show
some concern. Their main concern was that the
SGlO should have no unfair advantage over
them. That Bill provided it would not and this Bill
does the same, so I believe we have met their
main criticism.

In other words, a vote for this Bill will reduce
insurance charges and every person who has
insurance in Western Australia will benefit as a
result, even if they do not insure with this office.
This includes particularly the rural sector which
really staggers under very heavy insurance
burdens and other cost burdens, as we all know.

With respect to unfair trading, banks and
finance companies direct business towards their
own wholly-owned or fully-controlled insurance
companies. As members realise, at the present
time finance companies and banks wholly own or
fully control insurance companies and direct
business to them.

A Federal Treasury submission of a few months
ago, which was approved by the Federal
Treasurer (Mr Howard), stated that more
consideration should be given to competitive
market forces in insurance. This Bill is really a
plea for the free play of competitive market
forces. I shall quote a letter from a bank which
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indicates the kind of unfair competition that
occurs at the moment. The letter reads-

I refer to our discussion yesterday
regarding proposal of your firm to seek
provisions for a $30 000 overdraft from the
bank. I now have all information required to
refer the matter as promised to ........ our
regional superintendent and he will advise me
of the result of your overdraft application.

Meanwhile, I notice that the insurance on
your factory, on which we hold the title, is
due for renewal at the end of this month. I
understand that your business insurances are
also due. Your balance sheets show a marked
increase in the cost of your insurance
premiums over the last two years and I would
suggest that our insurance services division
could effect considerable savings for you in
this area. Perhaps you would let me know if
we could assist you with a competitive
quotation.

There we see a bank which is privy to a balance
sheet using that information quite improperly to
say it is aware the person is paying a lot for
insurance so why not direct that business to its
own insurance company.

I shall recapitulate the points I have made.
Firstly, we have put into the Bill safeguards to
make sure the trading is fair. If the Bill is
inadequate in any way we would be happy for the
Government to indicate ways in which it can be
changed so that insurance trading will be
scrupulously fair.

Secondly, the SGIO is wholly-owned and
controlled by the people of Western Australia.

Thirdly, it is unfair to say to these people, "You
can take the risks of losing money-workers'
compensation comes to mind-but we will not
allow you to get into a profitable area."

Above all, we believe this Bill will provide the
people with a freedom of choice so they will have
the right to decide whether they shall insure with
this office. I emphasise that we are not saying
people should insure with the SGlO; all we want
to do is see to it that should people wish to do so,
they will have the right.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr O'Connor
(Minister for Labour and Industry).

POLICE ACT AMENDMENT
DILL (No. 2)

Second Reading
MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the

Opposition) [3.20 p.m.1: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This is a small Bill only and, as I am sure
members are aware, it relates to the Public
Assemblies Dill which I introduced one week ago.
I do not need to go over all the reasons for the
introduction of that Bill. I do not want to repeat
to any great extent the fact that, in the opinion of
the Opposition. section 54B of the Police Act is
unnecessarily repressive and is not acceptable to
the bulk of the population.

Since last Wednesday some interesting
developments have occurred. I want to. draw
attention to the very responsible attitude which
has been adopted by the trade union, movement in
regard to public meetings or public assemblies.
This is in direct contrast to the continued attitude
of confrontation of the Commissioner of Police. It
is a matter for some regret that he seems to be
determined to persecute people who want to
gather together to express concern about the
legislation.

Mr Shalders: And break the law.
Mr DAVIES: The member for Murray says,

"And break the law." He is a jump ahead of me. I
was about to say that it is a pity the commissioner
is intent on persecuting one section of the
population in regard to a matter of the law-

Mr Clarko: You are not serious!

Mr DAVIES: -which could be ignored quite
easily, whilst at the same time he does not seem to
take into account the continued breaking of the
law in regard to prostitution and gambling, as was
very ably referred to by the member for Balcatta
last week.

Mr Clarko: It is not happening on the main
street, is it?

Mr DAVIES: Obviously all laws are not
obeyed at all times, but we find the Commissioner
of Police saying he intends to continue a
campaign against people w ho are doing something
which is in direct opposition to what I believe are
his personal and published beliefs. However, I do
not want to take on the Commissioner of Police at
this time.

I want to draw attention to the responsible
attitude which has -been adopted by the trade
union movement in calling a six weeks'
moratorium on the matter. I should like to
contrast that action with the attitude displayed by
the Commissioner of Police from whom we would
expect a much more reasoned and stable
approach. However, if that is not to be, that is
entirely his decision and his credibility must, of
course, suffer, because of that kind of action. It is
a pity this will occur, because a man in that

3715



3716 [ASSEMBLY]

position should be beyond criticism of the nature I
have just levelled at him and which has been
made on a number of other occasions.

When I introduced the Public Assemblies Bill
last week, the Chief Secretary said he could find
little in the Bill with which to quarrel. We find
now that my Bill has met with general
acceptance, because of the one very vital
difference between our approach and that of the
Government, which is that our Bill contains the
provision that if anyone breaks the existing laws
in exercising his right to have a public assembly,
then be is liable to suffer the consequences of
doing so; but if that person elects to advise the
police or other persons who have been nominated
in the Bill, he is provided with adequate
protection as long as notice has been. given.

The second difference between our approach
and that of the Government is that we provide a
right of appeal. If the authorities, whoever they
might be, say an assembly cannot take place,
there is provision for appeal to a magistrate whose
decision shall be final. It can be seen there are
two different elements in the approaches taken to
this matter by the Government and by the
Opposition.

The Government led us to believe an exhaustive
inquiry had been conducted by the State and
Federal Attorneys General and that this inquiry
had covered the whole of Australia. However, we
have been informed since then that the inquiry
was never completed. Therefore, it can be seen
that Parliament was misled once again. It is of no
use the Premier, the Chief Secretary, or anyone
else saying the inquiry has taken place, because
both the persons I referred to earlier have
admitted that they did not have time to complete
their inquiry.

We must express our regret that the
Government, in its haste to retrieve some kind of
credibility from the situation, has been Prepared
to make such a misleading statement to the
Parliament. However, this is not the time to argue
those points. I am sure I shall have the
opportunity to do so on another occasion.

I want to return to the point I was making; that
is, that the Chief Secretary said he could see little
to quarrel about in our Bill. This the crunch. If
the Government sees little to quarrel about in our
Bill and it has better public acceptance than the
Government's measure, all the Chief Secretary
has to do is say, "We agree with the Opposition's
Bill.", If that is done, the matter will be laid to
rest hopefully for all time and we as Western
Australians will be able to hold our heads a little
higher, because one of the objectionable pieces of

legislation for which this Government has become
infamous will be laid to rest.

in order that a separate Public Assemblies Act
may appear on the Statute book, it is necessary to
amend the Police Act, because as vie have
indicated already on an earlier occasion we are
not very excited about this matter remaining in
the Police Act. We believe it should stand alone
and for that reason we have prepared a short Bill
which is easy to understand.

Having taken the matter ot of the Police Act,
it will, of course, be necessary to repeal section
54B which is so objectionable and that is what
this measure sets out to do. It inerely repeals
section 548 of the Act. It was necessary also to
make some small amendments to section 52 which
was adjusted when we amended the Police Act
earlier this year. Certain words were added to
section 52 referring to the rights of the police
under section 54B. Obviously if we intend to
repeal section 543, we have to delete the part of
section 52 which refers to section 54B. It is as
simple as that.

If the Government is genuine in its desire for
industrial peace, and iF it is concerned about the
expressions of opinion regarding its amendments
to the Police Act-such amendments have been
criticised across Australia-it can now
demonstrate this by accepting our Public
Assemblies Bill. This Bill contains the
amendments we endeavoured to make to the
Police Act earlier this year and we hope the
Government has realised its mistake and the fact
that its legislation is not acceptable. We hope the
Government wants to indicate it does not intend
to continue its policy of confrontation and that it
is prepared to agree to the Public Assemblies Bill
we have produiced to Parliament and, as a
consequence of that, deal with the amendments to
the Police Act which become necessary as a flow-
on from its acceptance of the Public Assemblies
Bill. Our Bill is as simple as that.

I know the Speaker wishes to adjourn the
House for a special meeting. I find it quite
incredible such a meeting should be organised for
the middle of a parliamentary sitting; but,
nevertheless, it will occur. I commend the Sill to
the House.

Point of Order
Sir CHARLES COURT: I rise on a point of

order, Mr Speaker. As you would have observed,
this particular Bill is directed at section 548 of
the Police Act which has already been dealt with
at some length in this House this session. Could
we obtain a ruling from you, Mr Speaker, as to
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the procedure in respect of a Bill that seeks to do
something to a section which we have dealt at
very great length this session and in fact in recent
days?

The SPEAKER: 1 undertake to look at the
matter arid I will announce my findings at a later
stage. I suggest that the debate be adjourned now.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Would it not be
preferable for you to leave your decision on the
matter until the House reassembles and then
make a decision as to whether we adjourn the
debate?

The SPEAKER: I will study the matter and
make an announcement when I resume the Chair.
I remind members that the Annual General
Meeting of the Joint House Committee is to be
held now in the dining roonm.

Sitting suspended from 3.33 to 4.28 p.m.

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: The Premier seeks a ruling on
whether or not it Is in order for the House to
proceed to consider the Police Act Amendment
Bill (No. 2), which has just been introduced by
the Leader of the Opposition, in view of the fact
that it deals with the same matter as was decided
in this House when it dealt with an earlier
amendment to the Police Act.

The Premier, in raising this matter, is
Presumably referring to what is known as the
".same question rule" '4tich members will Find
expressed as Standing Order No. 1S0. 1 quote-

180. No question shall be proposed which
is the same in substance as any Question
which, during the same Session, has been
resolved in the affirmative or negative.

However, before it becomes necessary for Me to
rule on the "same question" aspect there is a
fundamental principle which has to be recognised.
This principle is the ability of the Parliament to
legislate on any matter at any time and it is
expressed in the Interpretation Act, of which I
quote--

Any Act may be altered, amended, or
repealed in the session of Parliament in
which it was passed.

There is a previous occasion when it was
necessary for a Speake.r to rule in very similar
circumstances. This was in 1959 when a second
Bill dealing with the powers of Royal
Commissioners came before the House in the one
session. I quote now from the relevant Hfansard,
pag-es 1875 and 1876 of the 30th September,
1 959. where a point of order was taken by Mr
Watts-

Mr WATTS: Mr Speaker, will you give
consideration to this question, and advise the
House as to whether this Bill is in order in
view of the provisions of Standing Order No.
181 and the fact that during this session the
principle that is involved in this Bill has been
determiined in the affirmative?

The Speaker's ruling was-
The SPEAKER: The Attorney-General

has asked whether this Bill is in order in
terms of Standing Order 'No. 181. 1 would
refer the Attorney-General to section 44 of
the Interpretation Act, on page 233 of the
Standing Orders. It reads as follows:-

Ihave already quoted that particular section, so 1
will not repeat it. To contiiiue-

Obviously there is something in the nature
of a conflict between Standing Order No.
181 and the Interpretation Act. The
Interpretation Act being che law of the land,
it prevails; and under those circumnstances, I
rule the Bill in order.

I now rule that for similar reasons the house may
proceed to consider the Police Act Amendment
Bill (No. 2).

Debate Resumd-d

MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Minister for
Police and Traffic) [4.30 p.m.]: I do not Propose
to seek an adjournment of the debate on the Bill
which has just been introduced by the Leader of
the Opposition because the facts of this matter
and other related matters have been the subject of
extensive debate in this Chamber.

There are two matters on which I desire to
comment. Firstly, I could not understand the
reference by the Leader of the Opposition to
statements, apparently attributed to me, that 1
saw a great deal of merit in the Bill which the
Leader of the Opposition proposes or in the
amendments which were attempted to be made to
the Police Act Amendment Bill I introduced and
which in essence endeavoured to convert the
Government's proposals into a situation very
similar to that contained in the other Bill relating
to this particular matter.

I recognised there was a clear distinction
between the Opposition's proposals and those of
the Government, and any similarity existed in i e
fact that a considerable amount of the verbiage
had been extracted essentially from the South
Australian legislation. But that did not mean in
any way that I believed the proposals of the
Opposition Were superior to those' of the
Government.
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I think it must be becoming more obvious that
there is a better appreciation or the Government's
proposals in recent times. I was quite disturbed at
the attitude adopted by a considerable number of
people, mainly on the basis of lack of knowledge
of what the Government's proposals were; and
this misinformation-perhaps that is the best
term to use-has been perpetuated by a
considerable number of people who 1 think should
have shown a great deal more responsibility.

The most recent example I can think of is the
action of the State School Teachers' Union of
Western Australia in sending out to all schools a
news flash which purported to be a comment by
that union on the assembly laws in Western
Australia and which quite obviously was
incorrect. It is true the heading of that news flash
referred to the Police Act of 1892-1978, but the
date of the news flash was a few days after the
Police Act Amendment Bill had been proclaimed;
so the information being fed to members of the
Teachers' Union and to headmasters of schools,
throughout Western Australia I presume, was in
fact based on the wrong law.

Mr Davies: Who sent it out?
Mr O'NEIL: Mr Trevor Lloyd of the State

School Teachers' Union. I had a considerable
number of phone calls from headmasters of State
schools asking me whether the news flash was
correct, because it stated school rooms were
public places and assemblies of three or more
created offences against the law, and the like. The
whole of the news flash was in fact based on a law
which had been repealed and re-enacted in
amended form.

I understand certain action has now been taken
by that particular organisation to have the matter
corrected so that school teachers, in any event,
may be advised of the current position. It was
very disturbing to me, of course, because I was a
very active member of that union, albeit many
years ago. I am simply giving that as an example
of the misinformation which has been conveyed,
wittingly or unwittingly, regarding the proposals
which are now part of the-Police Act.

It is of significance too, I think, that media
sources-leader writers throughout Australia, I
am prepared to say-have come to a better
appreciation of the laws in respect of public
assembly in Western Australia and have indicated
that in tact they are not draconian measures as
had previously been stated. The latest was a
leading article in a prominent Sydney newspaper
only two or three days ago, and even last weekend
The Sunday Times in our own State indicated
that with a full and thorough study of the

legislation now on the Statute book of this State
the fears of some people should be well and truly
allayed.

Mr Jamieson: After reading that editorial I was
wondering whether they had read the Act.

Mr O'NEIL: I must say some of the comments
made by editors and journalists prior to this
indicated they had not read it. However, I would
say there is now editorial comment right across
Australia indicating that with a better knowledge
of the proposals it is not the draconian legislation
it was purported to be. More importantly, even
within the trade union movement there is now a
clear indication of backing off from a situation it
is certainly not winning and in which it is quite
apparently losing public support.

I do not intend to debate the Bill because the
issues contained in it, and perhaps in another one
which is still on the notice paper, were well and
truly debated in this Chamber for a considerable
time. I oppose the second reading.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr T. H.
Jones.

ELECTORAL: REPRESENTATION
AND CONSTITUTION

Appointment of Select Committee: Motion

Debate resumed, from the 22nd August, on the
following motion by Mr Stephens-

That a Select Committee be appointed to
enquire into and report on-

(1) The system of representation of
electors in both Houses of the
Parliament of Western Australia
and in particular the value of-

(a) the weighting of the non-
metropolitan vote;

(b) the establishment of provincial
town quotas for larger centres
outside the metropolitan area;

(c) the re-definition of the
metropolitan boundary;

(d) the election of Members of the
Legislative Council by
proportional representation on
either a State-wide or a
regional basis.

(2) Whether there is a need for
amendments to the Constition-

(a) to provide for the better
settling of deadlocks between
the two Houses of Parliament;
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(b) to place any restrictions or
prohibitions upon the power of
the Legislative Council to
defeat financial measures such
as bills, imposing taxation or
appropriating revenue;

(c) to provide for the Legislative
Assembly to be elected for a
period other than three years.

MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Deputy Premier)
[4.37 p.m.]. The motion before the House was
moved some little time ago by the member for
Stirling. It suggests the appointment of a Select
Committee to investigate a considerable number
of matters concerning the electoral laws and
provisions and the Constitution of the State of
Western Australia as it pertains to parliamentary
representation.

I want to say at the outset that while I have no
objection to Select Committees I deem myself
very fortunate in never having had to serve on
one.

Mr Davies. You look like getting through
unscathed.

Mr O'NEIL: I have served on a number of
Select Committees hut they were established
under the Standing Orders which related to
private Bills as distinct from private members'
Bills.

Mr Bertram: Were you ever on a Select
Committee inquiring into the electoral laws?

Mir O'NEIL: I have never served on a Select
Committee appointed by the Legislative
Assembly. While I admit there is probably a great
deal of value in Select Committees looking into
matters which have no particular party-political
bias or which do not require that kind of opinion
or decision, I believe Select Committees
established to look into matters such as those
mentioned in this motion would certainly have a
great deal of party-political comment brought to
bear on them.

It would seem to me there are a number of
matters which are incapable of being resolved as
long as party attitudes remain as they are today.
Of course, this does not mean to say they will not
change.

I appreciated the manner in which the
honourable member moved his motion. However,
despite the fact there was an earnest endeavour on
his part to indicate lack of bias, the very terms of
reference provided for his proposed Select
Committee indicate he holds some views which
perhaps are not shared by most or, indeed, all
members of this Chamber. For example, he asks
that this Select Committee should look into the

weighting of the non-metropolitan vote, giving an
implied agreement on his part that the weighting
of the non-metropolitan vote is warranted. That is
the situation which exists now, and that is the
situation of which the Opposition has been most
critical over the last three years or so.

Of course, that has not always been the attitude
of the Opposition. On another occasion in this
place, I was able to quote quite prominent
members of the then Opposition-who belonged
to the same party as members opposite-who
were staunchly in support of the system of
weighting the non-metropolitan vote. Most of
those people were Labor Party members who
represented remote areas; probably, they did not
wish to annoy their electors by reducing their
representation to a balanced one-vote-one-value
system. So, when a proposal to that effect was
being debated on another occasion, I indicated
that as far as I was concerned it was a newfound
love of the present Opposition.

The member for Stirling also suggested the
Select Committee should inquire into the
establishment of provincial town quotas for larger
centres outside the metropolitan area. Again, that
is confirmation of his belief that within our
electoral laws there should be a weighting in
respect of areas outside the metropolitan area.

I recall some time ago a p roposal-whether or
not it was debated in this House, I cannot recall;
certainly, it was being canvassed at that
time-was put forward that we should establish
provincial electorates. Towns like Northam,
Kalgoorlie, Geraldton, Bunbury, Albany and
perhaps a few others were deemed as having an
electoral population halfway between that which
currently exists in country electorates, and that
which obtains in the metropolitan area. The
proposal was canvassed and not proceeded with, I
believe on the basis that at that time there would
not be sufficient communities of a size to warrant
the introduction of a system of provincial town
quotas.

Again, that proposal indicates a tendency on
the part of the mover of the motion to remain
with the principles which currently apply in this
State, while perhaps seeking some modification of
the electoral laws.

Similarly, his suggestion that a Select
Committee could inquire into the redefinition of
the metropolitan boundary indicates the system
we have provided for the election of
representatives to this Parliament is not far from
what the people want. Naturally, the matter of
the redefinition of boundaries does come up from
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time to time. In fact, it has been the subject or
recent discussions.

Item (1 )(d) refers to the election of members of
the Legislative Council by proportional
representation on either a Statewide or regional
basis. A motion before this House a short time
ago sought to establish just that. Certainly, 1
was-and still am-opposed to the election ci the
Legislative Council on a proportional, Statewide
basis, because it was quite clear to me that in that
event, less attention would be given to the
problems of remoter areas by members of" the
Legislative Council than is the case today.

The mzmber for Stirling extended the matter
by talking about proportional representation on a
regional. basis. We have represcntatton in the
Legislative Council on a regional basis-or, jf' one
likes, on a provincial basis-at the moment, but to
change from provincial voting to proportional
representation for the Legislative Council seems
to me to be a retrograde step.

It is of interest that, for some reason, Tasmania
has a system of electing its lower House members
on a basis of proportional representation by
regions, and its Legislative Council on the basis of
single electorates per councillor. In fact, it is the
inverse situation to that which applies for the
House of Representatives and the Senate. The
Tasmanian system contains some modifications of
the H arc-Clark system of proportional
representadon. However, I was interested to see
the problems encountered in Tasmania following
its most recent general election. In fact, as far as I
am able to ascertain, it appears they are still in all
sorts of troubie in f'orming a House.

The situation in Tasmania is that there are fi ve
electorates, each electing seven members to the
Kouse of Assembly on the basis of proportional
representation. There are no by-elections for the
House of Assembly in Tasmania. In the event of a
vacancy occurring, there is a recount of the ballot
papers from the preceding election to determine
who will complete the balance of the term Of the
member who has created the vacancy. I amn told
that on one occasion under that system a
candidate whto had lost his deposit finished up as
a member of Parliament, albeit for only a short
time.

The current problem which seems to be
troubling them in Tasmania relates to the
limitation of expenses. Fortunately for us in this
State, that problem will not occur because wt:
recently amended the Electoral Act to remove
that limitation, which could have created a great
deal of difficulty.

The second part of the motion moved by the
member for Stirling deals with the need for a
Select Corn uite to inquire into possible
amendments to the Constitution. He suggests the
Constitution could be amended to provide for the
better settling of deadlocks between the two
I-louses of Parliament. This is shades of the joint
meetings of the Houses of the Federal Parliament!

I have not noticed any great difficulty in the
method we employ to resolve these deadlocks;
namely. by ,he appointment of a committee of
managers. I have served on such cormittees on
many occasions. It is true that if a member of a
committee of managers decides to stand fast and
not move from his position, the exercise of trying
to arrive at a compromise becomes abortive. I
have known that to happen on only one occasion
in the time I have been here. On Most occasions, a
cmpromise decision has been reached by the
commnittee, and accepted by both Houses.

Unless the member for Stirling is able to
provide me with some specific examples where
this system has failed I do not think it is necessary
to change what presently applies Inl an attempt to
devise a bDetter system.

However that may be, I believe members will
accept there needs to be very strong evidence that
the system should be varied before we attempt to
look for something which might prove to be
worse. I cannot recall a committee of managers
being formed over the last two or three years; so,
they do not occur frequently. I do not know
whether the system we have can be replaced by a
better one.

Part (2)(b) of the motion states-
to place any restrictions or prohibitions upon
the power of the Legislative Council to
defeat financial measures such as bills.
imposing taxation or appropriating revenue;

This matter has been- under some discussion at
Constitutional Conventions in recent times.
Again, there seems to be a great deal of difficulty
in achieving a compromise view between Federal
and State members of Parliament and, indeed,
between State members themselves.

Again .here certainly does appear to be a very
heavy party political involvement in this
particular issue. The Premier of the State (Sir
Charles Court) has made the statement that if
there is any inhibiting factor in respect of the
powers of the Senate which is finally accepted by
way of constitutional amendment through a
referendum, this Government would give
consideration to a somewhat parallel scheme
within this State. Again, generally speaking, this
issue is highly politically charged and a Select
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Committee of the nature sought would hardly
bring down a compromise report on ibis.

The last part of the motion was in respect of
providing for the Legislative Assembly to be
elected for a period other than three years ard
this might have attracted me some years ago; it
has rio personal interest to me now. But there is a
possible warrant to examine the period of a
Parliament in this State. If we were looking at the
period of the term of the Legislative Assembly we
would have to look also at the term which
obtains in respect of the Legislative Council.

Ever since 1965, when the Legislative Council
was elected with full adult franchise under the
same rules and roles as the Legislative Assembly,
conjoint elections have been held. There is no
need for conjoint elections to be held; it is still
possible to hold elections for the Legislative
Council and the Legislative Assembly on different
days; but if we were intending to extend the term
of the Legislative Assembly beyond three years
we would have to consider the position in regard
to the Legislative Council in order to try to keep
the elections in step.

If there were in fact 10 provinces each of three
members it would be possible to extend the time
in this Legislative Assembly to six years. I do not
mean to say that we should make the term for the
Legislative Council 12 years; but certainly if we
picked any figure between three and six years,
under those circumstances, we would be having
separate elections for the Legislative Council at
least every so often.

So it involves a little more than examining only
the period of the term of the Legislative
Assembly. We need to look at the matter very
closely to ensure that by dltering the term of this
Assembly's life we also have a close look at the
term for the Legislative Council.

Mr Jamieson: That is not an insurmountable
problem.

Mr O'NEJL: I agree; but under the present
system where we have 15 provinces each of two
members we might find the life of the Assembly
would probably need to be six years in order to
keep in line with the other House. I understand
the Tasmanian Government has a parliamentary
life of four years.

Mr Jamieson: It is six years for the upper
House. Certain members retire every year.

Mr O'NEIL: That is the system which would
attract me, although I have heard that
Governments always desire longer parliamentary
lives and Oppositions always believe it ought to be
much shorter in order to give them an opportunity
to be in their place.

I have canvassed the general opinions that have
been expressed in regard to each of the points in
the motion and I indicate that thz Government
does not support the motion.

MR HASSELL (Coutesloe) [4.54 p.m.]: It is of
interest to note what the member far Suirling said
when he introduced his motion on the 22nd
August, because the first thing he did was to
make what has become a customary attack by
him on the party system in this Parliament and
the way in which members vote, It has become a
familiar theme we hear in a number of his
speeches about how dreadful it is that members
vote according to the decisions of their respective
parties.

Ours is a system which has served the State and
the nation well in terms of the stability of
government we enjoy. It is a system which allows
the necessary flexibility when people feel they
cannot go along with their party view.

Let us consider that matter briefly in the
context of the member for Stirling's comments,
because he was elected to this Parliament as an
endorsed party candidate and it is because of that
endorsement that he is here.

Mr Stephens: On certain policies.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HASSELL: I beg your pardon, Mr

Speaker?
The SPEAKER: I was asking the member for

Stirling to cease interjecting as he would have an
opportunity to reply as the mover of the motion.

Mr HASSELL: The member for Stirling is
here because he was endorsed by a party and
came here as an endorsed party candidate.

Mr Cowan: He was elected on policies.
Mr HASSELL: When he chose to resign from

that party he did not choose to resign from the
Parliament and go back to his electorate and ask
to be re-endorsed as an Independent.

Mr Bryce: How unreal can you be?
Mr HASSELL: Indeed, it is also noteworthy

that he proceeded immediately on leaving his
party to form and become a member of another
party. So his constant attacks on the party system
and the way in which it works do not ring very
true. They do not make much sense of his motion.

I also note on that point that he and his
colleagues have voted as one as a party ever since
they formed themselves into a new party. His
much vaunted independence and his snide
remarks which continue against the members on
both sides of this House who adhere to the party
system are just so much hypocrisy in the light of
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his own background, his own entry into this place,
and his behaviour as a member of a new party
after leaving his previous party whose
endorsement enabled him to come here in the first
place.

The member for Stirling then made an attack
on the system of representation in this place, a
system which was always supported by the party
which endorsed him and brought him here. That
also can be viewed in the light of his background.

Finally, he concluded his speech in favour of
the motion without any significant reference to
the second part of it which is of considerable
importance; without any significant justification
of it; and without any significant explanation of it.

I express the opinion that this entire motion is
no more nor less than a political stunt.

Mr Wilson: As is your speech.
Mr HASSELL: It was a politcal stunt designed

to give the member for Stirling another platform
on which to make attacks on people who behave
as he has behaved and has continued to behave.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [4.59 p.m.]: I have
never heard a more hypocritical speech in the
time I have been in this place than the one made
by the member who has just resumed his seat, the
member for Cottesloe. I have never heard such a
personal attack upon any other member made for
reasons known only to himself.

Mr Hassell: There was nothing personal in it.
Mr Bryce: You would be the biggest hypocrite

ever.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COWAN: I can only draw the conclusion

that the member for Cottesloe was acting under
instructions.

Sir Charles Court: You can see where the
coalition is.

Mr COWAN: Yes, between the Premier and
the member for Cottesloc.

The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come
to order.

Mr COWAN: My conclusion is that the
member for Cottesloe is acting under instruction.

Mr Hassell: That is the best the member can
come up with.

Mr COWAN: The member for Cottesloe has
begun the parliamentary jockeying for a position
in the Cabinet.

I do not believe the member for Cottesloe spoke
to the motion for a Select Committee at all. He
spent the entire time making some very subjective
comments about the member for Stirling and the

party to which he belonged when he was elected.
He made a comment that the member for Stirling
did not submit himself for election under the
name of the party he now represents. I can assure
the member for Cottesloe that the member for
Stirling will be contesting his seat as a National
Party candidate and he will win it. That should
answer the one argument the member for
Cottesloe put forward. I expected a little better
from the member for Cottesloe whom many hold
in high esteem.

Mr Jamieson: Particularly himself.
Mr COWAN: Perhaps that is so, but the

member for Welshpool can make that judgment.
One of the greatest problems of this House is

the way in which members function. I did not
hear the Deputy Premier make one comment
which, in my opinion, would have made the need
for this motion redundant. In fact, it seemed to
me to be a fairly lack-lustre speech which gave
everyone the impression that perhaps he should be
supporting the motion in order to get some value
back into the Parliament, and particularly to the
function of members in this place.

As far as my party is concerned there was no
evidence of political bias. The motion called for
an examination of the value of the weighting of
the non-metropolitan vote. The motion did not
state the National Party was in favour of this,
although I will say that we as a party do favour a
weighted vote system. This motion asked the
Parliament to examine whether there is value in a
weighted vote system.

I will now discuss the remainder of the motion
which I think was very lamely argued against by
the Deputy Premier. Of course we will have some
political tone in a matter such as electoral reform.
It would be impossible not to. This Parliament is
a political body but I am quite sure that
members-as they have in the past--can look at
matters fairly objectively and make
recommendations which would provide some
foundation upon which we can change the
parliamentary system under which we operate. If
this could be done it would be of some benefit to
us all.

One of the greatest problems we face today is
the cynicism with which people treat
parliamentarians. We as parliamentarians have
an opportunity to do something about that by
supporting this motion and forming a Select
Committee to examine ourselves. I do not think
there is anything wrong with self-examination and
I am disappointed that the member for Cottesloc
and the Deputy Premier have once again
indicated that this House will not consider
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anything objectively. The Government will
consider matters only along party lines. Whatever
interests the Government or is in the
Government's interests will be permitted; what is
not will not be supported at all.

It is a great disappointment to me that there
are too few members of Parliament who are
prepared to objectively examine-on private
members' day when they are supposed not to be
dictated to by their party-themselves by forming
a Select Committee.

I would have thought that some people could
look at themselves objectively and vote
accordingly, either from their conscience-if they
have one-or in a manner which common sense
would dictate, It is a disappointment to me that
the party system has once again prevailed.

MR TONKIN (Morley) [5.05 p.m.]: This is a
very interesting motion because it refers to the
electoral system in this State and the Opposition
believes that the electoral system has been
exploited by various parties in order to gain
advantage. This matter should be above party
politics and, although I do not necessarily agree
with all the comments made by the member for
Merredin, this subject should really be out of the
control of Parliament. This Government has
shown it cannot be trusted in electoral matters
and will use the law to have itself returned.

The situation will be different when the Deputy
Premier resigns. We have here the passing of one
of the great comedians of this age. The Deputy
Premier stood in his place without the aid of a
clown's costume-which makes the effort doubly
good-and said that if it dduld be demonstrated
that there were problems in resolving deadlocks
between the two Houses a case should be made
out. Has the Deputy Premier been in a deep sleep
like Rip van Winkle for the last 20 years or is he
deliberately deceiving us? I believe that he knows
he has the numbers so he does not have to put up
an argument. It is quite ludicrous that in this
State we have a Constitution whereby there is no
provision for solving deadlocks between the two
Houses. Indeed, I would disagree with the
member for Stirling's wording with respect to this
where he suggests there should be a provision for
the proper settling of deadlocks. There is no
provision for the settling of deadlocks; no
provision at all. To say that members may meet
merely means that another member and I could
meet in the corridor for a cup of tea and have a
chat. There is no provision at all for the settling of
deadlocks.

When considering the matter of weighting of
numbers the Government conveniently forgets

that when the Opposition was in Government last
the Legislature of Western Australia Sill was
presented to the Parliament. That Bill provided
for one House of Parliament with 81 members
and an average of 7 000 electors per constituency.
In other words, the country electorates would
have been as approximately as large, and it is
always maintained that this is a problem in a
geographical sense. The Dill was rejected because
a one House Parliament might mean that the
present Government would lose the power in the
Parliament which it has had since the creation of
the Parliament. It was purely a matter of
retaining power. I suppose history has shown that
very few Governments which have had power
have been willing to give it up. That is why
revolutions occur and will continue.

When we talk of access to members, do not let
us forget that country members-the Opposition
has always been aware of this as reminded by the
members for Warren, Collie, Geraldton, and
Northam-do not have the same access to their
constituents as city members do.

The Opposition can see here a perversion of
democracy and does not believe the excuse that
because there are problems, 25 per cent of the
population should decide the future of the State
and the wishes of the other 75 per cent should be
ignored. It is quite clear that the Liberal Party in
supporting that system is not concerned about
country people. If country people voted Labor in
large numbers it would soon be apparent that they
would be against the weighting and indeed there
would be a reverse weighting. We would have the
same situation as occurred in the Kimberley. We
did not have the attack on illiterate voters until
the Minister for Housing was in danger of losing
his seat.

It is clear the Liberal Party gave the extra
weighting to country people because they
vote-from the Liberal Party's point of view-the
right way. It has nothing to do with access. The
Government is just lucky that the geographics of
Western Australia are a powerful factor which
supports its argument.

The motion contains a reference to the re-
definition of the metropolitan boundary: The
present boundary is certainly inadequate and
Forrest Road, of course, stands as an example of
an unfair boundary which has no relation to
objective fact.

The Opposition has presented to the Parliament
a Bill dealing with proportional representation for
the Legislative Council that would make it
democratic, and I suppose all members are aware
that proportional representation is a more
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democratic system than the one we have now.
Even if all members in this state had equal voting
strength the position would sdill not be as
democratic as it would be with a proportional
system.

Day after day there arc letters in the
newspapers from people saying how bad the trade
union movement is and how it is not correct to
question laws such as the Police Act. Statements
are also made that the Government is elected by
the majority and it staggers me that people in
Western Australia can say these things. I do not
know how many times it has to be said before
people will learn the simple political fact: the
Government in Western Australia has never been
elected by the majority. Yet, we hear, day after
day, that there should be respect for the law. The
Opposition believes in respect for the law but one
cannot have a proper respect for the law if the law4
is made by a tainted instrument-a law made by
an imperfect instrument because the power
brokers of the State have made that image in
their own likeness; they have created something to
respect their wishes and not to respect the wishes
of the people,

If we want Parliament to be respected, and if
we want the law to be respected, we have to
ensure that the Parliament is beyond reproach.
We have to ensure that we do not have any
monkeying around with the electoral arithmetic.

There has been a reference to the restrictions,
or the prohibitions, on the powers of the
Legislative Council. We 'have the ridiculous
situation in this State whereby if the Legislative
Council were to stop supply and this Assembly
were forced to an election-because the
Government of the day could not govern-the
Legislative Councillors would not have to face
that election. So, the people who had caused the
problem and stopped supply would continue to sit
in the other place and, if after the election they
stopped supply once again then once again the
Legislative Assembly would have to go to the
people and the Legislative Council would not.

IHow much can one borrow from Alice in
Wonderland without dreaming up such ideas for a
Constitution? It is incredible to think that in a
State which people wrongfully call a 'democracy"
the parliamentarians who go to the trouble of
stopping supply do not, as a consequence of their
action, have to face the people. It is a cardinal
principle of any society aspiring to be called a
democracy that the law-makers should face the
people; they should face up to the responsibility
for their actions. However, if the Legislative
Council stopped supply and forced an election,
bringing the State to near chaos, the Legislative

Councillors who had caused the proble-m would
not have to be judged by the people.

Clearly, thi's is an absurd Constitution. It is not
a Constitution that is fit to be respected. It is nut
a Constitution that is fit to be preserved. It is a
Constitution that was copied blindly from the
British. The only difference is the British have the
intelligence and the political nolis to realise they
live in the 20th century. In 1911, because the
British realised their Constitution was unworkable
and ridiculous in some ways, the powers of the
House of Lords were taken away to some degree.
Since then, to an increasing degree, those powers
have been taken away still further so that, in
effect, Britain now has one House of Parliament.

If we were to copy the Westminster system we
certainly would Clip the wings of the Legislative
Council in the same way as the wings of' the
House of Lords have been clipped. That action
was taken by the Asquith Government in 1911,
and other Governments have taken similar action
since then.

It is remarkable that colonists-perhaps
because of insecurity-cling to the old traditions
more avidly than do mother countries. Since
British laws were transplanted to New Zealand,
that country has remained more English than
Britain. Since British laws were transplanted to
Australia, this country has developed a mystique
for things British, and it has clung to them even
though the British themselves have realised that
they no longer fit the needs of the 20th century
and, therefore, have to be changed somewhat.

I am quite openly an aniglophile. In fact, I have
been at odds with many members of my own
party over this attitude. I think the British system
of government is remarkably fine, and is
remarkably attuned to the modern needs of a
democratic State. Therefore, when I criticise our
Constitution I ant not criticising it because it is
British, but because it is not British. In fact,
whereas the British have evolved with the
times-and this has been a remarkable trend of
the British Constitution over the last eight
centuries as times have changed-our democratic
system has not evolved sufficiently to serve a
democratic State. That demonstrates the ability
of the British to change. They have allowed
evolution to take place, and that is probably the
reason that that country has been remarkably free
from revolution. However, we are frozen into our
Colonial past. We borrowed an idea from the
British parliamentary system and it has become
frozen as though it were some kind of Holy Writ
which must not be questioned or changed.

3724



[Wednesday, 17th October, 19791 32

Of course, the power brokers in this State do
not have that mystique. It serves their purpose to
leave things as they are; it serves the Liberal
Party very well indeed.

Prior to the afternoon tea suspension we
discussed a Bill which I introduced, and which
has been rejected at least seven times by the
Legislative Council. The Deputy Premier, in his
clownish manner, got up and expected us to take
seriously that there were no instances of problems
between the twvo Houses. It is quite clear these
two things are allied: the ingrained conservatism
of the people and the general apathy towards
matters political are in line with the needs of the
Liberal Party, and because this system has served
the conservatives so well and because there is no
popular demand for change, we are frozen in our
colonial past.

I am afraid the motion moved by the member
for Stirling will not be successful because it is not
in the interests of the Establishment to allow an
inquiry, let alone allow any change to take place.
Just recently we saw an electoral inquiry, led by a
carefully chosen person who was given carefully
framed terms of reference. The Government has
accepted some of the recommendations of that
inquiry because they were in the interests of' the
Government. I suppose that is the nature of
power.

Mr Blaikic: It is the nature of the democratic
system.

Mr TON KIN: I do not know how the member
for Vasse would know that, because we do not
have any democratic system here, unless he is
very well studied in systems that are democratic.

Mr Pearce: The Premier probably told him.
Mr TONKIN: The interjection from the

member for Vasse is beyond me.
We have some sympathy for the need for an

inquiry into the electoral system. I want to make
it clear we have a policy and we adhere to that
policy. An inquiry would be acceptable to us
because it would be a way once again of drawing
the attention of the people of Western Australia
to the need for reform.

Amendment to Motion

Mr TONKIN: The terms of the motion are not
completely acceptable to the Labor Party and,
therefore, I wove ant amendment-

That all words after the word "on" in line
2 be deleted for the purpose of inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

1. The system of representation of
electors in both Houses of the
Parliamnent of Western Australia
and in particular the value of-
(a) the weighting of votes; and
(b) the election of mnembers of the

Legislative Council by.
proportional representation.

2. Whether there is a need for
amendments to the Constitution-
(a) to provide for the settling of

deadlocks between the two
Houses of Parliament;

(b) to place any restrictions or
prohibitions upon the power of
the Legislative Council to
defeat financial measures such
as bills imposing taxation or
appropriating revenue;

(c) to provide for the Legislative
Assembly to be elected for a
period other than three years.

At this stage I will riot make further comment. In
this place, and elsewhere, we have stated our
policy time and time again, and I have reiterated
it this afternoon to some extent. Anyone who
cannot see the need for change, and who cannot
see the need for an inquiry, just does not want to
see those needs.

Mr B. T. BURKE: I formally second the
motion.

Point of Order
Mr TONKIN: On a point of order, Mr

Speaker, I regret that the copies of my
amendment which I have made available to
members require to be amended in that a comma,
which appears in line 4 of paragraph 2(b), should
be deleted. The comma does not appear in the
copy of the amendment which I have provided to
you.

The SPEAKER: As it happens, it has no
relevance at this stage because the question at the
moment is to delete certain words for the purpose
of inserting others.

Debate (on amendmcnt to motion) Resumed

MR CLARKO (lKarrinyup) [5.26 p.m.]: I have
not yet received a copy of the amendment but
from what I can gather it still supports,
fundamentally, the setting up of a Select
Committee. The purpose of the amendment is
simply to change [he terms under which the
Select Committee would look into the particular
question of the proposition of a new system of
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electoral representation for the two Houses of this
Parliament.

The member for Morley said he believed that
electoral reform was above and beyond the two
Chambers of this Parliament and that, in effect,
he could not imagine that a committee as it
normally applied-with a majority of
Government members-could decide on a course
of electoral representation which was opposed to
the views of the Government.

It seems to me that in the case of an all-party
committee, Liberal members of Parliament would
be supportive of the present system of weighting
of votes. National Country Party members would
likewise be supportive of the weighting system;
and the -National Party members would also
support such a system. The Australian Labor
Party, however, has said regularly in recent
times-and I must emphasise, "in recent
times"-thai it does not support a system of
weighted votes. 1, too, have said in this House on
a number of occasions that in practice the ALP
organises its own party on a system of weighted
votes. I have also pointed out how ALP national
conferences are based on equal representation
from all States.

Mr Jamieson: I have equally pointed out that it
is a different system when dealing with the
Senate. It has always been thus; it is different.

Mr CLARKO: I appreciate the difference. I
am trying to make clear that when people say
one-vote-one-value really they are tryi ng to say,
".one-man-one-vote-one-value". What has been
propagandized in recent years, in this State, by
Labor Party spokesmen-particularly by the
member for Morley-is that the Labor Party
supports the universality of "one-man-one vote-
one-value". I want to make that clear.

Mr Hodge: One person.
Mr CLARKO: The system of one-man-one-

vote-one-value has been practised historically and
semantically for centuries. As far as I am
concerned, if the member opposite wants to call a
person a"chairperson" let him do so. I will call a
person a "chairman" whether that person happens
to be a man or a glamorous blonde. I am trying to
say that we do not have one-man-one-vote-one-
value. The Labor Party does not have it, but it
becomes very convenient for the
ALP-particularly in these days when it holds
very few seats in the non-metropolitan area-to
espouse this particular cause of one-man-one-
vote-one-value in the hope that it will help the
party electorally. That may be so, I do not know.

The point made by the member for Morley on
many occasions-and I have to accept it-is that

we should not be branded by what our
predecessors said or did. I think that is a fair
enough debating point, and I believe him when he
makes it. However, the point is that his own party
does not practise one-vote-one-value throughout
its system. Of course, the Labor Party cannot do
that, because it is federally based; and any system
which is federally based, per se puts to one side
the matter of exact equality of voting.

I think it is critical that everybody should
understand that if we have a universality of one-
man-one-vote-one-value, we cannot have a
federation.

Consider also the United Nations, in which
China, with its I1000 million people, has in the
General Assembly a vote of the same value as
Tuvalu, which has only a few thousand citizens.
This is a matter of critical importance.

The Labor Party, in its own organisation, does
not have one-vote-one-value. It will not be found
in any of the great federations such as the United
States, Canada, the USSR, and Australia. The
United Nations does not have one-vote-one-value;
and, what is more, I put to the Parliament that it
is quite unfair to have a system that is entirely
based on the universality of one-man-one-vote-
one-value. What would happen in a country in
which the indigenous people suddenly find they
are invaded by migrants who may come to work
on plantations, as in Fiji, or who may come to
work mineral deposits, such as phosphate
deposits?

Mr Jamieson: Or the Bantu in South Africa.
Mr CLARKO: If the member for Welshpool

wants to argue about who were the first people in
South Africa, he is not on particularly good
ground.

Mr Jamieson: I am trying to tell you that the
Bantu went there. They came in after the Dutch.

Mr CLARKO: I agree.
Mr B. T. Burke: What has this to do with one-

vote-one-value? Come on!
Mr CLARK. The member for Balcatta has

popped in for one of his occasional visits to the
Chamber. If he wants to learn something, let him
be quiet.

Mr B. T. Burke: If I wanted to learn
something, I wouldn't listen to you.

Mr CLARKO: We have had too many of his
grumpy interjections. I do not mind his
humorous interjections, but they are few these
days.

Mr B. T. Burke interjected.
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Mr CLARKO: It appears the member for
Balcatta is going to sit there and grumble, as
though he needs another mouthful of epsom salts.

Mr B. T. Burke: What has this to do with the
motion?

Mr CLARKO: We have a situation in which-
Mr B. T. Burke interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Blaikie): Order!
Mr B, T. Burke: I am only answering

interjctionls.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! For the

edification of the member for Balcatta I point out
that we are discussing the amendment. I ask the
member for Karrinyup to relate his comments to
the words to be deleted.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
Mr CLARKO: This motion, or the amendment

before the Chair-
Mr Jamieson: The amendment is not before the

Chair.
Mr CLARKO: -is that certain words be

deleted. I hope the member for Welshpool is not
trying to suggest that when we are talking about
the amendment we cannot consider the spirit and
the principle of the proposed amendment; because
if he is, he has not learnt as much in this place as
I thought he had.

Mr Jamieson: You implied that the proposed
amendment was before the Chair, and it isn't.

Mr CLARKO: Even amongst members
opposite we have a situation in which their most
respected former leader (the Hon. John Tonkin)
said in 1965 that he supported the weighting of
country votes.

Mr Bertram: Now that he is a former leader,
he is respected, is he?

Mr CLARKO: Is the member for Mt.
Hawthorn in a smoke haze over there?

Mr B. T. Burke: Get out of the gutter.
Mr Bryce:. Now we get back to personal abuse.
Mr CLARKO: Was that abuse? If the member

wants to know about abuse, he should ask the
member for Balcatta.

When we look at all the bodies I have
mentioned, we do not find universality of one-
vote-one-value amongst them, because it is not a
good or fair system. Consider a country such as
Fiji: Is it reasonable that the indigenous people
should be taken over politically because there are
more people of Indian origin in Fiji than there are
natural Fijians?

Mr JIamieson interjected.

Mr CLARKO: How about keeping quiet? If
the member for Welshpool wants to say
something-

Mr Jamieson: I am trying to tell you we have
done that in Australia.

Mr CLARKO: If the member for Welshpool
supports the statement made regularly by the
member for Morley that we should have one-vote-
one-value, it seems to me he should be
consistent-

Mr B. T. Burke: You always have to get
personal.

Mr CLARKO: -and take note of the
weaknesses of such a system.

Mr Wilson: Does citizenship pertain to country
of origin?

Mr CLARKO: I do not know whether the
member for Dianella knows anything at all about
citizenship-

Mr Wilson: You are talking about a racial
group and saying they do not have as much
weight as a group of another origin.

Mr CLARKO: I am talking about the way in
which the political system is developing in the
world.

Mr Wilson interjected.
Mr CLARKO: What about letting me finish?
I am saying that throughout the world

sometimes the system of one-vote-one-value is
followed, and sometimes it is not followed, for
various reasons, including political and religious
reasons. Lebanon has a society which consists of
large groups of Moslems and large groups of
Christians. The constitution of Lebanon provides
that if the President is a Moslem, the Vice
President must be a Christian and vice versa. In
Malaysia the opportunity is provided for migrant
groups-such as the Chinese-to have certain
representation. In New Zealand we find that
Maoris hold seats in Parliament as of right,
simply because they are Maoris. None of those
systems is consistent with one-vote-one-value.

Mr I-odge: Are you saying the Liberal Party in
Queensland is wrong, because it supports one-
vote-one-value?

Mr CLARKO: I do not know whether the
Liberal Party of Queensland says it believes there
should be a universality of one-man-one-vote-one-
value. That is the system I am talking about. I
believe it is essential that we concentrate on this
critical point; and I am trying to point out to
members that political systems around the world
do not use that method of voting. In other words,
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they do not have a universality of one-man-one-
vote-one-value, although it is occasionally used.

Let us consider a country which has 50 seats in
the Parliament, and in -which eachi electorate has
exactly the same number of electors. If during an
election in a two party system the Labor Party
fielded a candidate for each seat, and ini each seat
its candidate won 49 per cent of the vote. then the
Labor Party would not win a single seat. Do
members opposite think their party-or any other
party in that situation-would be very enamoured
of such a system? The magical one-vote-one-value
system would be useless in that situation, and it
would be a poor system.

So we have not only the former leader of the
Labor Party (the Hon. John Tornkin) saying that
the country vote should be weighted, but also all
those people who live in remote or rural areas. We
even have the member for Morley himself
admitting that people who live in remote places
suffer disad-vantages under the one-vote-one-value
system. One of the solutions put forward by
members of the Opposition is that electors should
be able to make free telephone calls to their
members of Parliament, just as though they were
ringing into Doug Foley's ABC programme every
morning! Nothing can compare with an elector
being able to meet regularly face to face with his
member of Parliament.

The Australian Senate is not elected on one-
vote-one-value, because Tasmanian people are
represented by the same number of senators as
the people of New South Wales, even though the
population of New South Wales is 10 times that
of Tasmania. I am sure any Select Committee
which might be appointed would give
consideration to a proportional representation
system.

The Labor Party in the recent past seems to
have a new-found attraction to proportional
voting. Members opposite see this as a method of
trying to overcome the dilemmas they face in
respect of the upper House. I assure them that a
system of proportional voting is inappropriate in
Western Australia in terms of the State
Legislature.

Mr Stephens: Why?
Mr CLARKO: Something like 90 per cent of

the people of Western Australia are crowded into
an area within 200 miles of Perth. The remaining
part of the State has an area of something like
900 000 square miles, and the vast bulk of it is
sparsely populated. With a systemn of proportional
voting, it would mean that senators would have to
come from the areas of greatest population.

Mr Bryce: That is where they live at the
moment. All the Liberals who represent the
south-west and the north live in. the city.

Mr CLARKO: I notice the Deputy Leader of
the Op.position is not interjecting from his own
seat.

I point out that as far as I can ascertain, Labor
senators do not live in Kunuriurra, Sandstone, or
Cue.

Mr Bryce: I am talking about your Legislative
Councillors.

Mr CLARKO: Western Australia is one of the
Iargest political units in the world. Probably it has
the greatest proportion of sparsely populated
areas of any other country. It has 900 000 square
miles with practically no people in it. The people
who do live in the sparsely populated areas are
very important because they are engaged in
various rural, pastoral, and mining activities.
They need members of Parliament. Often I hear
criticism of the size of our electorates-the
Murchison-Eyre electorate with 2 000 electors is
often rcferred to. To me it is of critical
importance that an electorate of the vast size of
the Murchison-Eyre electorate should not become
greater in size; and that is the proposition put
forward by members opposite.

We already have the situation in which the
Federal seat of Kalgoorlie Covers about 700 000
square miles. I believe it is the largest electoral
area in the world. The suggestion that we should
abolish weighted votes would have the effect of
making large electoral areas still larger; and rree
phone calls to a member's office is no substitute
for personal contact.

Again, if we consider the system of' one-vote-
one-value in the United Kingdom we find that
about 10 years ago an election was held in which
the Conservative Party received something in the
order of 12 million votes. The Labor Party
received just under 12 million votes-something
in the order of 300 000 fewer than the
Conservative Party. However, the Labor Party
won government, It had about 300 seats, although
it had 100 000 fewer votes than the Conservative
Party, which had about 290 seats. The Liberal
Party received six million votes-approximately
half of the Labor vote-but ended up with 14
seats. So six million votes ended up with 14 seats,
and 12 million votes resulted in 300 seats; and this
under a system which approaches very close to
one-vote-one-vai ue.

In fact, I am sure psephologists would say the
British Isles has a system which is equivalent to a
one-vote--one-value system.
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Mr Jarnieson: You don't know much about the
British Isles.

Mr CLARKO: I know in his speech the
member for Stirling referred to something like
100 000 electors for one scat, and 22 000 electors
for another seat; but if the member for Welshpol
cares to study carefully the system in the United
Kingdom. I think he will agree that the sears are
fairly evenly divided, with the exception of the
emphasis that is placed on Scotland and Wales.
That makes my point: a system which is basically
a one-vote-one-valuec system has to make
exceptions.

When we took at the electoral systems
throughout the world we tend to find that where
there is a homogeneous society there is one-vote-
one-value;, but where there is a vast state
populated with people with various interests, who
are, widely scattered, wve find another system is in
use.

We see a great deal of humbug with people
standing up and talking about one-man-one-vote-
one-value when in actual fact other systems in use
right throughout the world do not use it; it is
humbug especially when the persons advocating
that system do not adopt it within their own
organisation.

Consider Cyprus. The Turks have increasingly
taken over what the Greeks would like to think of
as a Creek Island; at times I think the Greek
Cypriots are not too happy with the people on the
mainland. Again, we have the situation in which
the Turks during this period of limbo in the war
want to cart meople to Cyprus so that they will
finish up with a majority and form a Turkish-
Cypriot State. That would mean the end of those
Greek Cypriots on the island, who together with
their forebears, have probably been there for a
millenium.

We see the situation of the so-called one-vote-
one-value where it is a question of "populate or
perish". Consider a person who lives on one of the
fertile river deltas) where there is tremendous
fecundity amongst these people and there are
huge populations, whilst nearby are people who
live in an area which is less fertile and more arid.
The people living in the hills have smaller
populations. smaller families, and so on, for
obvious reasons. Those people are disadvantaged
by a universal one-vote-one-value system. They
would have no political power whatsoever.

It is therefore true that in such a society there
may be one group of people who are destined
throughout history to have no political say. I do
not think that is a fair go.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Blaikie): The
member's time has expired.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [5.46]: Having
heard very often the member who has just
resumned his seat, one wonders whether he believes
in any form of democracy. HeI kept speaking
about all sorts of systems of voting loadings with
political, ethnic, and religious biases. About the
only one he did not touch on was the systemi in
Newfoundland that was originally set up by the
British Government. That system required the
appointment of 12 Ministers, six from the Church
of England, three from the Roman Catholic
Church, and three from the Methodist Church. I
do not know what that has to do with our
situation; but certainly the set-up would nor have
been in proportion in Newfoundland in those
days. The Ministers would not have represented
the electors and their religious beliefs.

We are talking about a systemn we want
intro~duced in this State. If we follow the logic of
the member's argument, we could say it would be
all right to cre ate a loading in respect of all these
electorates as long as we say to the people in the
electorates, "That shall be your electorate. You
shall reside there and be obliged to that area
forever more, and you will have a vote for that
region." Of course, the member disregarded the
fact that situations can alter. In the Pilbara
electorate there is a far greater enrolnt now
thani in many of the metropolitan electorates. if
he is worried about members being unable to see
everybody or to be associated with themn, he might
be worried about the member for Pilbara; I do not
know. If it is difficult for a member in a suburban
electorate with a falling number of electors to see
his people, it must be much harder for the
member for Pilbara to get around.

We should disregard these things. We should
consider the aspect of the people who move from
onie place to another, (f a bank clerk is transferred
to Mt. Magnet, suddenly he has a vote value
increase of 12:!1. That is not righ t. If there was a
federation of all the electorates, the member's
argument might be all right.

Mr Clarko: That is what Western Austraia
is-it is a collection, an amalgam of 55
electorates.

Mr Taylor: Artificially created.
Mr JAM IESON: They are created artificially

from time to time.
Mr Clarko: All the State boundaries are

artiflecial-except Tasmania.
Mr Taylor: We can change these.
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Mr JAMIESON: Constantly we have thrown
at us the opinions of various leaders in the past.
The member referred to Mr John Tonkin. He was
based in the metropolitan area, with all due
respect to him, for most of his political career. He
drew a big metropolitan vote as a consequence.

Other members have said all sorts of things at
various times. They have wanted a system of
loading. As I have told members before, when I
first came into this House, I thought some loading
might have been justified because it took a
member ages to reach some parts of his
electorate. Now the furthest electorate is
Kimberley, and one can be there in 2 hours. It is
not possible to reach the furtherest wheat growing
electorates in that time.

Of course there are vast areas around the
stations. There are odd people all over the place in
those regions; but basically the people are
congregated in the various towns. They are easily
reached.

Mr Clarko: What do you think an all-party
Select Committee would achieve?

Mr JIAMIESON: I do not know. We should get
down to taws and stop looking at this problem
without a political bias all the time. Of course, the
Government has the advantage. It has the power,
so I suppose it would not move off into the
unknown where something might happen.

The Liberal Party in South Australia was like
this for many years. Then came the days of Steele
Hall, who followed a commitment of his own. He
felt that the principle of vote value was right and
he agreed to go along with this. As a matter of
fact, he carried the day with his own party, but it
cost him the position of Premier.

Mr Clarko: The system that replaced it was
also not evenly weighted. The overspilling from
the metropolitan area assisted the Dunstan
Government to gain power.

Mr JAMIESON: That was the one that
assisted the Dunstan Government to come into
being in the first place. That spilling-over
occurred in the seats that Premier Playford did
not anticipate would be won at that election. The
Government did not then have a constitutional
majority, and it could not amend the various Acts
so it was stuck with the system. [I had to live with
the system for a long while. These political traps
occur from time to time.

We should take into consideration the system in
Queensland with the weighting of values of votes.
We should take all these matters into
consideration. As we are fair-minded people not
one of us would set himself up as a better being
than another person in this State. On the other

hand, not one of us would set himself up as being
a lesser being. Next year or the year after,
perhaps, I may be living in an area where I would
have a higher vote value. I do not think that
would be justified for me or anybody else. I
cannot understand why, if I have a change of
circumstances, my vote value should increase. On
the other hand, I cannot understand why a person
some hundreds of miles from Perth should have a
vote value 12 times that of a person in a
metropolitan electorate. If the voter lives 1 000
miles away in the Pilbara electorate, his vote
value is the same as that of a voter in the city.
There is no rhyme nor reason in the thinking of
the Parliament on this matter.

Mr Clarko: This is the system that operates
throughout most of the western world.

Mr JAMIESON: This is not the same as the
American system, which is protected by the
constitution. Their voting system is as even as
possible. Even so, they are subject to the same
problems we have. Once the number is decided
for the electorate in a State of the United States,
that number is divided within the State. A larger
or smaller number may be given, depending on
the population breakup, in various states.

In the main, one returns to the principle of one-
person-one-vote-one-value. This is a democratic
principle.

Mr Clarko: Why don't you practise it in your
own party?

Mr JAM IESON: We do practise it.

Mr Clarko: You do not practise it in your party
in relation to your Federal body.

Mr JAMIESON: Let us consider that. The
member destroyed his own argument when he
said that in a federation certain things are agreed
to. It is the same with this system. It is hard to
influence the thinking of the member on that
topic.

Let us say that one forms a new tennis club,
and affiliates with the WA Tennis Association. A
delegate is appointed to that association. One's
club might have 50 members, and the Mt. Lawley
club'might have hundreds of members in relation
to whom it pays a capitation fee, However, Mt.
Lawley club still has one delegate only. That is a
condition of joining.

The condition under which we joined the
federation was equality with so many senators.
That was similar to the conditions when the
various Labor federations joined way back in
antiquity-the basis of even representation at a
conference.
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Mr Clarko: Is that unfair to the people of New
South Wales? Are the Labor representatives from
New South Wales being unfairly treated?

Mr JAMIESON: I do not know. I have not
heard them screaming about it. I have not heard
them complaining about it. They certainly do not
feel it is unfair because, on the other side of the
ledger, they have such a big representation in the
other House.

Mr Clarko: I am talking about your own Labor
Party. It has nothing to do with the House.

Mr JIAMIESON: No. I am saying that we
joined an association on the basis of equality of
representation. When the Northern Territory
came into the Labor Party's Federal arena, it
came in on a basis similar to that which applied
when it was brought into the Federal
parliamentary arena. The Northern Territory was
given representation as it was seen fit. It was not
one of the original players in the game, and a
condition was laid down. Once there is a condition
like that, it is very unlikely it will be altered.

Mr Clarko: Is that the case with Western
Australia?

Mr JAM I ESON: That is not the case, because
there is a different set of circumstances here. As
the member would know, the Legislative Council
has always been controlled by the conservatives.
On many occasions there was wide disparity in
the voting. There were times when there were as
many as 31 Labor members in a House of 50. 1
think 32 was the record number. We had 29; we
had 30. However, at no time did we have control
in the other legislative Chamber, so any
amendments to electoral matters have been under
the complete control of the conservative forces in
this State.

Mr Clarko: That it the reason for your sudden
interest in proportional voting for the upper
House.

Mr JAM IESON: No. If the member is going
to worry about that, he should look at the position
that prevailed before the changes in the Senate. It
was an unfair situation. It was not a very good
debating Chamber. It happened at one time there
were 33 members on one side and three on the
other side. Then it would go the other way.

Mr Clarko:. I agree that is a weakness; but it is
a weakness that can be dealt with almost every
time.

Mr JAMIESON: Not necessarily, particularly
when one is considering what might be called a
House of Review. A House of Review should give
the impression of the whole State and what it is

thinking, not just what the particular electorates
are thinking.

Mr Clarko: In your party political rules you
have the Caucus; and you caucus all the members
in the upper House.

Opposition members: So do you.
Mr JAMIESON: They want to belong to us.

They want to be part of us. They want to be with
us. They are arguing for what we are arguing for.
They aspire to the things we aspire to. Why
should not they be members of the Caucus?

Mr Clarko: But you would bind them, the way
you bind all your members here.

Mr Carr: So do you.
Mr Clarko: Our members occasionally cross the

floor; yours do not.
Mr JAMIESON: What is wrong with

grassroots democracy where policies are
determined and passed by the various councils
and are binding on elected members? 1 cannot see
anything wrong with that.

The Government's grassroots supporters are
slow learners, because they may work out codes of
behaviour and pass them through their various
councils, at which stage the Premier and members
put up their thumbs at them and say, "We cannot
agree." That is not democracy at work; it is
autocracy. These people are being held down from
the top and this should not occur.

Mr Clarko: I do not believe that is a full
definition of democracy.

Mr JAMIESON: It may not be a full
definition, but it is not a bad example. It is a
better example than the Situation mentioned by
the member opposite in relation to Fiji where
there was concern that the Indians would take
charge because their numbers exceeded those of
the Fijians. However, Government members do
not worry greatly about Aborigines in this State
and the problems they have experienced since the
Caucasians arrived here and took charge. That
does not seem to worry members opposite very
much. This was obvious when we debated the
Electoral Act Amendment Bill (No. 2) recently.
Provisions designed to help Aborigines were not
supported by members opposite; therefore, I
cannot follow their argument.

Mr Clarko; Your argument did not convince
me.

Mr JAMIESON: It is the argument of the
member for Karrinyup in which I am interested.

Mr Clarko: I am waiting for you to introduce a
Bill for compulsory enrolment and voting for
Aborigines.
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Mr Wilson: Are you in favour of that?
Mr JIAMIESON: I do not wish to deviate from

the matter before the Chair, but it is obvious that
difficulties are experienced by Aborigines in
relation to voting procedures. Some Aborigines
are not as skilled as the member for Karrinyup
and myself when it comes to completing ballot
papers. Therefore, it would be wrong to compel
everyone in this day and age to vote. I understand,
however, that this is to be done in the Northern
Territory. I will be interested to see the results of
that experiment. They might be better than I
anticipate.

I was impressed by the work of a former
Director General of Education (Mr Murray
Little) who went to Indonesia just after the war to
assist with the development of the education
system. H-e observed a number of elections there
at which many illiterate people voted. Therc was a
very small inform-al vote. It was possible for the
people to vote by placing their thumb prints
against a symbol such as an elephant, ass, or
tiger. However, a recommendation along these
lines by Judge Kay was the only one rejected by
the Government. It said such a provision would be
wrong. I do not know why. I do not believe it is
wrong to give an intelligent person who has not
had a formal education the right to record his
intelligence in some way. There is nothing wrong
with that and if such people could be catered for
within the Electoral Act there would be nothing
wrong with compulsory voting. However, that is
another matter.

The proposed amendment will improve the
motion. I am indebted to the member for moving
the motion. The philosophy of the National Party
is poles apart from our philosophy and there are
many matters on which our views would never be
reconciled. The Leader of the National Party has
stated that his party supports a system of
weighted electorates.

The system of weighted electorates will be with
us for a certain period of time; but if we progress
a little towards a better system, even that small
progression will give us better electoral laws than
we have at the present time and which we have
had for many years past. The present electoral
system and that which has existed in the past
have never represented truly the views of the
people of this State. We have had this system for
many years and it is time it was changed.

Therefore, the member must be commended for
moving the motion. I do not necessarily accept the
philosophy of the National Party, but if one of its
members suggests an alteration, it has to be
examined.

If the members of the Legislative Council had
not viewed sympathetically the motion moved by
Dr Hizlup, a member of the Legislative Council at
that time, that in the opiuion of the House the
Legislative Council should have an adult
franchise, we probably woukk not have it now.

If one looks back over the years it can be seen
that all the major steps taken in relation to
electoral matters have been initiated by private
members. Preferential and compulsory voting
were initiated by private members. All such
matters have been put forward by private
members.

Mr Clarko: Are you talking about the Federal
preferential system? There was much more to it
than. that.

Mr JAMIESON: There may have been. It is
true the incoming National Country Party was
assisting Mr Hughes to hold his position; but the
motion moved in the Federal Parliament in that
regard was moved by a private member and not
by the Government.

It is apparent from the attitude of the
Government that it is unlikely within the
foreseeable future that the Government will
produce legislation on electoral matters which is
acceptable to members on this side of the House.
Therefore, we must take a serious view of motions
moved by private members in an endeavour to
improve the position that prevails.

MR NICPHARLiN (Mt. Marshall) 16.07 p.m.]:-
I have listened with a great deal of interest to the
speeches made on the motion and the amendment.
On a number of occasions memb ers have departed
from the motion before the House which is that a
Select Committee be formed and that, of course,
envisages an all-party committee.

The SPEAKER: The amendemnt is to delete
certain words.

Mr McPI-ARLIN: I agree, Sir, and it is true
that we are speaking now to the amendment.

The amendment envisages the setting up of a
Select Committee to investigate the system of
representation of electors in the State of Western
Australia for election to Parliament. There is
nothing wrong with the appointment of Select
Committees. The Chief Secretary said he was not
against the setting up of Select Conimittees.

Mr Davies: H-e did not want to go on one.
Mr McPHARLlN: Although the member for

Karrinyup took us around the world, I was
pleased that he did not stoop to the level of
attacking personally the member for Stirling.

Mr Tonkin: He attacked the Opposition
instead.
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Mr McPHARLIN: It is pleasing to see the
matter before the House being debated in that
manner, rather than on a personal level.

As has been said, the National Party supports
the weighting of votes and, we do so for good
reasons. Those of us who represent country
electorates are well aware of the problems which
would occur if we had to cover double the area for
the same number of votes, if the numbers were
adjusted or if it were decided to have more elected
representatives in the metropolitan area. Of
course, this would weight the metropolitan vote
out of all proportion to the country vote.
Therefore, it would be physically impossible for
country members to cover the extended area
which would give them the numbers to equal the
number of electors in the metropolitan area.

We subscribe to the weighting of votes, but
have some reservations about the extent of that
weighting. The member for Stirling made that
clear when he moved the motion before the
House. We are not altogether in favour of the
amendment which has been moved and we will
continue to support the motion moved by the
member for Stirling.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [6.10 p.mn.]: My
comments shall be very brief. I endorse the
remarks made by the member for Mt. Marshall
that we cannot support the amendment mainly
because it restricts the area of inquiry.

The whole purpose of my motion was to seek a
Select Committee to inquire into this matter. As
we are Searching for information, I believe it is
essential that we make the scope of that search as
wide as possible. If we look at the words of the
amendment which has been proposed to substitute
the words in the motion before the House, we will
see it limits the area of that inquiry. For that
reason, I feel the amendment reduces the worth of
the original motion and does not increase it in any
way.

After listening to the speech made by the
member for Karrinyup I am of the opinion that it
appears his mind is made up on this matter
already and he is afraid to hear opinions from
other sources. After all, those opinions might
persuade him to change his mind. I respect the
fact that the member for Karrinyup has a point of
view, but that does not mean that other points of
view may not be forthcoming and these may
change his thinking.

Mr Clarko: Your party is committed to a
system of weighting, is it not? You would not
change your view in that regard.

Mr STEPHENS: I agree with the member; but
I should like to point out there are various aspects

of weighting. After listening to the debate, we
may decide the ratio of weighting used at the
moment is wrong and should be varied. We
should not have a closed mind on the matter.

The points or' view which could be expressed
before a Select Committee would be broad and
varied. There is no doubt in my mind that a
Select Committee would enable all members or
this House to take a second look at the problem.
We would all be involved in it and hopefully we
could improve the situation. It is an evolutionary
process and we have to start some time.

This matter has been mentioned a number of
times in editorials in The West Australian and I
art in complete agreement with the comments
made. We oppose the amendment.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Cart
Mr Davies
Mr HI D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr H-erzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros

Ayes
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Taylor
Mr B. T. Burke

Ayes 18
Mr H-arman
Mr Hodge
Mr Jlamieson
Mt T H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Ton kin
Mr Bateman

Noes 28
Mr NJa novich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
M r Stephens
Mr Tubby
M r Watt
M r Wiltiams
Mr Young
Mlr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Sibson
Dr Dadour

(Teller)

(Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Jamieson,

Sitting suspended from 6.16 to 730 p.m.

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.
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SECURITY AGENTS ACT
AMENDMENT HILL

Returned
Bill returned from the Council without

amendment.

COMPANIES AtTr AMENDMENT
BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion
by Mr O'Neil (Deputy Premier), read a first
time.

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the
second reading.

Second Reading
MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Deputy Premier)

[7.57 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

Section 172 of the Companies (Co-operative) Act,
1943, contains a general prohibition on the use or
the word "co-operative" in connection with any
trade or business. There are certain exceptions,
principally in relation to building societies,
companies or societies already in existence prior
to the commencement of that Act, and co-
operative companies registered under sections 172
to 176 of that Act.

The Companies Act, 1961, repealed the 1943
Act, except in relation to co-operative companies
and iii relation to societies registered under the
Co-operative and Provident Societies Act. Section
382 of the Companies Act, 1961, provides that
that Act does not apply to co-operative companies
and that the 1943 Act will continue to apply to
co-operative companies or proposed co-operative
companies to the same extent as if the 1961 Act
had not been enacted.

In other words, section 382 of the Companies
Act, amongst other things, keeps alive the
provisions of section 172 or' the 1943 Companies
(Co-operative) Act.

The intention of those provisions was that the
general prohibition on the use of the word "co-
operative", created by section 172 of the repealed
1943 Act, would continue to apply, other than in
relation to those bodies specifically excepted.

Understandably, there is some doubt in relation
to the recently introduced credit union legislation,
as to whether or not the provisions of section 382
of the Companies Act, 1961, are sufficiently wide
to keep alive the provisions of section 172 or the
repealed 1943 Act, as a general prohibition on the
use of the word "co-operative", except in relation

to co-operative companies and societies registered
under the Co-operative ana Provident Societies
Act.

Members will be aware that the credit union
legislation will permit credit unions to use the
word "co-operative" in their name and for this
reason it is considered desirable to resolve any
doubts as to the application and intention of
section 382 of the Companies Act.

The effect of this Bill will be to ensure the
continuance of section 172 of the 1943 Act in so
far as it contains a general prohibition on the use
of the word "co-operative".

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bertram.

MEDICAL ACT AMENDMENT BILL
Third Reading

MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Deputy Premier)
[8.01 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
I apologise on behalf of the Minister for Health
for his absence from the Chamber this evening.
HeI undertook to give the House certain
information which was requested, and I am acting
on his behalf.

Firstly, I am given to understand that the
information conveyed to the Committee by the
Minister for Health was substantially correct in
that the Australian Medical Examining Council is
acceptable to all States. In fact, as we understand
the situation, legislation similar to this has been
passed or is being enacted in Queensland,
Victoria, and Tasmania.

At the request of the presidents or the Medical
Boards of Australia, the Committee on Overseas
Professional Qualifications, which was set up by
the Commonwealth Government, established the
Australian Medical Examining Council.

The presidents of the Medical Boards and
COPQ sought to introduce a nationally valid
single assessment procedure for applicants holding
non-registrable overseas medical qualifications.

I am told that AMEC was thus established, and
its incorporation, if not completed, is imminent.
No further definition is required, and the council
acts as an examining body, the decisions of which
will be acceptable if the Medical Act amendments
are enacted.

AMEC comprises representatives of the
Medical Board of each State and Territory plus
two medical educationalists nominated by COPQ
and a nominee of the Australian Medical
Association. All are distinguished doctors. The
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chairman is Professor Eric Saint, former Dean of
the Western Australian Faculty of Medicine and
of the University of Queensland and former
Acting Deputy Vice Chancellor of the University
of Queensland, who now, in fact, has returned and
is working in Western Australia.

Mr Davies: I did not know he had returned.
Mr O'NEIL: I remember Professor Saint when

I was teaching at Roebourne and he was the
flying doctor stationed at Port Hedland.

A distinguished physician, Dr Bob Leedman,
who is President of the Western Australian
Medical Board, represents Western Australia.

There is no right of appeal in respect of
decisions of AMEC. However, the council will
interview applicants who rail the examination and
they may resit. There is an appeal against
decisions of the Medical Board of Western
Australia.

The full membership of the Australian Medical
Examining Council is as follows-

CHAIRMAN Professor E. G. Saint, Former
Dean. Faculty of Medicine, University
of Queensland and former Acting
Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic),
University of Queensland.

DEPUTY CHAIRMAN Professor Sir Lance
Townsend, Assistant Vice-Chancellor,
University of Melbourne and Chairman
Foreign Practitioners' Qualifications
Committee.

EXECUTIVE MEMBERS Sir Patrick
Kenny, President. Medical Board of
New South Wales.
Dr R. Wall, President, Medical Council
of Tasmania.

MEMBERS Mr A. Bromwich, member,
Medical Board of the Northern
Territory.
Dr D. Dc Souza, Chairman, Medical
Board of the Australian Capital
Territory.
Dr R. L. Leedman, President, Medical
Board of Western Australia.
Or P. G. Livingstone, President,
Medical Board of Queensland.
Dr H. Maynard Rennie, Nominee of the
Australian Medical Association.
Dr L. E. Rothstadt, President, Medical
Board of Victoria.
Dr R. T. Steele, President, Medical
Board of South Australia.

SECRETARY Mr P. G. Fisher.
I hope that information meets the requiremenits of
the Opposition.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [8.05 p.m.]: The Minister for Health
mentioned this afternoon that he would be absent
this evening, and that the information sought
would be conveyed by the Deputy Premier; I
thank him for that. The information provided is
along the lines we expected.

However, according to the Minister, there is
still some doubt as to whether decisions of AMEC
will be accepted by the Medical Board. I presume
it will have branches operating in each State,
because the chairman of the Medical Board in
each State is on the Australian Medical
Examining Council.

We are in some doubt as to exactly how these
examinations will proceed; however, I do not
think that matters very much. What does matter
is that other States are amending their Acts to
acknowledge the existence of this organisation
and its right to take over the examination of
medical graduates whose qualifications might be
under something or a cloud.

Because of the activities of the Committee on
Overseas Professional Qualifications, which the
Minister mentioned, I presume that a uniform
standard now is to be adopted throughout
Australia. That will make for far more equality
within the medical profession. What we are doing
by this legislation is acknowledging such a
committee exists and that it will operate in a
certain way. Apparently it has not yet operated
and, in fact, there is still some doubt as to how it
will operate.

All the questions asked by the Opposition have
been answered on behalf of the Minister for
Health, no doubt to the best of the department's
ability. We will watch closely to see how AMEC
operates in the future.

I am a little concerned there are to be no
grounds of appeal. The Opposition consistently
has demanded the right of appeal in all
legislation.' Certainly, the proposed condition
looks like a Caesar to Caesar situation. However,
we are prepared to give AMEC a chance to
operate to see how it measures up. Hopefully, it
will set an Australian standard. If that is what the
Government wants, we are prepared to go along
with it on this occasion and give it a try.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the

Council.
INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION AC

AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from the 2nd October.
MR TONKIN (Morley) [8.08 p.m.]: This Bill

puts back under the aegis of the Industrial
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Commission policemen, firemen and prison
officers. The Opposition has no objection to that
part of the Bill; in fact, we accept it as desirable.

However, a considerable group of employees in
Western Australia is being removed from the
jurisdiction of the Industrial Commission and I
think this is a classic case of the Government
blundering around in industrial relations matters
and making a mess hecause of its lack of expertise
in the area.

The academic staff from the tertiary
institutions in Western Australia have not been
militant; they have not been on strike. We wonder
why they are being deregistered.

The Minister for Labour and Industry
introduced a Bill yesterday which it was claimed
would deal with the militant unions and take
action against the tough boys in industrial
relations. One of the weapons the Government
claimed it would use was this one of
deregistration.

I would like to ask the Mnister for Labour and
Industry a question: What crime have these
academic staffs committed which requires them
to be deregistered? I pause to allow the )Minister
to answer.

Mr Pearce: You will be waiting a long time.

Mr O'Connor: I will answer in due course.

Mr Pearce: That is what I mean; it will be a
long pause of about two or three weeks.

Mr O'Connor: The bionic mouth does not
pause for long on any matter.

Mir TONKIN: The Minister has been known
often to interject; he is often quite unhelpful. I
paused to establish why these people arc being
discriminated against in this way, and the
Minister refused to reply.

I wish to quote now from a letter published in
The West Australian on the 12th October, 1979,
written by Professor R. G Wales, President,
Murdoch University Academic Staff Association,
an6 Professor P. D. Reeves, President, University
of WA Academic Staff Association. In part, the
letter states as follows-

. .we must ask the Government why
academics should be singled out for exclusion
from the Industrial Commission which serves
the role of arbitrator and conciliator.

The letter goes on to say-
We see the present legislation as a classic

example of' discriminatory practice which
should not go unnoticed in the community.

Why would those two responsible people be so
concerned as to write a letter using such strong
expressions as "discriminatory practice"? It
seems to the Opposition that this Government is
expert in trying to force moderate people into
stronger and less moderate positions.

I ask again the question-although it must be
rhetorical, because the Minister already has
refused to answer-what have these people done
that they should be treated in this way? This
amending Bill will take away the rights of
academic staff to have their conditions of service
arbitrated by the Industrial Commission of
Western Australia.

As a result, on the 13th August this year the
Academic Starr Association of the WA Teachers'
colleges-a body comprising some 700
members-decided to seek affiliation with the
Trades and Labor Council. Standing in this
public place, I would not dare to say whether I
thought, affiliation with the TLC of itself was a
good thing or a bad thing. However, it is highly
significant that a body such as this-rmember, I
have worked with many of these people and they
are hardly militants; many of them, in many
ways, are conservative people-should decide to
seek affiliation with the TLC.

A few years ago this step would have been
unheard of. However, we have seen the affiliation
of white collar unions with the ACTU only this
year, so that is a sign of the times. I think this
Government-and I have said this about another
Bill before the House-seems to be expert at
forcing moderate people into less moderate
positions.

The background of the situation is that the
University of WA appealed against the WA
industrial Commission having jurisdiction over
the staff of the university and the Crown
intervened in the "public interest". 1'hat is a
lovely euphemistic term. I think it should have
been stated that "the Crown intervened with
mischievous intent".

Why is it in the public interest that these
people should not be within the aegis of this
tribunal? Once again I pause to allow the
Minister for Labour and Industry to indicate why
the Crown intervened in that appeal case before
the Industrial Appeals Court.

Mr Pearce: It is no good stopping; he is not
even listening to what you are saying.

Mr Davies: What is more, he does not even
know.

Mr TONKIN: The Tertiary Education
Academic Staff Association comprises two
professional bodies-the Academic Staff
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Association of the WA Teachers Colleges and the
Academic Staff Association of the WA Institute
of Technology. Of course, then there are the staff
associations of both Murdoch University and the
University of WA to wh ich 1 referred earlier The
academic staff associations of the teachers'
colleges, WAIT and the two universities are
unanimous in their desire to come within the
Jurisdiction of the commission.

Surely the commission and industrial relations
generally are all about conciliation and keeping
people happy in the service of the State and the
community. Why would a Government go out of
its way to pick a fight with employees in this
State? Why has it gone out of its way to intervene
"in the public interest" in an appeal case? That
case, having been won, the Government brought
in a Bill to discriminate against the academic
staffs of tertiary institutions in Western Australia.

Mr Bertram: It doesn't think they need to have
freedom of choice.

Mr TONKIN: It seems that if these
associations are unanimous in their desire to come
within the jurisdiction of that commission there
would have to be compelling reasons for thenm not
to be allowed to do so. It is not good enoug for
the Government to bring in a Bill, throw it on the
table and say. "We have the numbers. Yu can do
what ycu like; but the Bill will be rammed3
through both Houses because the Premier has the
numbers in this place and whatever he decides,
goes." We know that is the depth to which this
Parliament has sunk under this Premier.
However, we are not going to accept that, even
though it has become the norm in this place. We
indicate that we cannot accept this method of
dealing with industrial relations; we cannot accept
the Government deliberately picking fights with a
moderate and responsible body of employees who
only want access to conciliation and arbitration.
Remember, the whole point is this: they do not
have access to conciliation and arbitration. With
the passage of this Dill there will be no access to a
body that can arbitrate if there is a dispute
between them and their employers.

Mr Davies: What is the result?
Mr TONKIN; The result will be

dissatisfaction. There will be nobody who can
arbitrate between them and their employers so
there will be disruption and disquiet. In other
words, this Bill iil be a recipe for deteriorating
relations between employers and employees. This
is the way in which this Government normally
runs uts industrial relations policy.

Mr Davies: That is the usual scenario, is it not?

Mr TONKIN: We have to ask, "Why is the
Government deliberately picking a fight with a
group of people whom it claims it likes?" The
Government says it is keen on moderate
unionists-not the militants.

The staff associations have offered a
compromise to the Minister. The Minister has
said, with the usual half truth, that the salaries of
these people arc already determined by the
Academic Salaries Tribunal.

Mr O'Connor: Are. they ,iot?
Mr TONKIN: That is so. The half truth is that

a salary is only one fraction of the working
conditions of people.

M r O'Connor: I did not deny that.
Mr TONKIN: In fact, it is not even a half

truth; it is more like one-tenth of a truth. Salary
is only one of the many conditions.

Mr O'Connor: You discredit yourself.
Mr TONKIN: I have said they have no resort

to arbitration, because they do not even have
resort to this academic tribunal, even though the
tribunal may recommend to the Federal
Government the kind of scales upon which the
salaries for these people are based, Even if they
had access to such a body, it would be only with
regard to salaries. If the Minister thinks the only
reason these people are in employment is to take
home a salary, he has a very low estimation of the
academic staff and many other employees in
Western Australia. Anyone who knows even the
first thing about industrial relations knows that
salary is only one very small portion of the whole
question.,

So, the staff associations have acted responsibly
and the Minister has not. They have said, "if you
maintain that our salaries are being determined
by this Federal body which makes
recommendations to the National Government,
give us arbitration on all other issues;" That is
their compromise. They are not completely happy
with that, because they do not have access to that
body, but they have said, "if you are going to say
that body can determine salaries-and to a degree
it does, although it makes recommendations only,
which are not binding-we will accept that point
of view provided you give us access to conciliation
and arbitration machinery for all the other
aspects of our employment conditions."

I will relate a conversation I had a few months
ago with an academic from one of our
universities. I -will not name him.

Mr Davies: He would be a marked man for life.
Mr TONKIN: At the time I had no idea I

would be reporting his comments. I think his
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comments illustrate what will happen. This
person, who has a chair at one of our universities,
said, "if I had known before I came here from
overseas that there would be an erosion of
sabbatical leave I would not have come, because it
is a long way from anywhere. If I am to be cut off
from the main stream of thought in the world; if I
cannot have study leave in Europe, where I come
from, or anywhere else in the world, I would
rather not have come in the first place, because
the essence of an academic and the essence of
continued growth and knowledge is to have
contact with fellow academics; with people in
your own discipline so that you can grow
intellectually and keep abreast of developments
which move very rapidly in these disciplines."

This person said that what will happen when it
is realised there is this erosion of working
conditions; when people will be marooned in
Western Australia, unable to go overseas to
reinvigorate and replenish themselves in the main
stream of academia, we will not have the people
from overseas applying for posts here. If this
happens we will see a deterioration in our
academic standards. I know that would not
impress the Minister, because he would not
understand what those standards are; but to a
person who is concerned with excellence in
education and excellence in the human mind, this
is something to be regretted.

Unlike some countries which have a very
patchy kind of tertiary institution system, we have
had in Australia excellent tertiary institutions and
we want to keep it that way. Why I said the
Minister had told a one-tenth truth is that
although it may be maintained there is some
arbitration on salaries, incomplete though that
may be, access is required on other factors such as
sick leave, grievance procedures, salary
indexation, recreation leave, probation,
attendance and duties, progression through salary
scales, and disciplinary procedures.

The academic staff do not have anywhere to go
if there is a dispute or a grievance with their
employer. Furthermore, access to arbitration
machinery would tend to create a uniformity of
conditions, which this Government continually
claims it wants. It claims it does not want a
situation where one group jumps above another
leading to various organisations being played off
against one another. The Government has said it
wants uniformity amongst people doing similar
work. The Government has said this time and
time again.

This is something that would tend to flow from
access to the WA Industrial Commission. If
members know academics they will know the

remarkable thing about all this is that these
academic staff associations are unanimous in their
attitue to this measure. They are unanimous in
their desire for access to this body.

This Government has not only refused to
consult in a meaningful way with people adversely
affected by this move but it has also refused to
consult with the councils who employ the staff. So
although we know this Government sometimes
acts as an agent for employers, that cannot be
said in this case because it has not consulted with
the councils and the senates; in other words, the
employing bodies.

I shall quote a motion that was carried by the
Mt. Lawley College council on the 15th October,
and I understand the Minister has a copy of this
and another motion.

Mr Wilson: This is the council, not just the
academics?

Mr TONKIN: Yes. The motion reads as
follows-

That a deputation be sent to the Minister
for Labour and Industry to advise him that
Council is satisfied with the present system
of industrial relations which gives college
academic staff access to the Industrial
Commission and requests him to re-consider
his decision to remove college academic staff
from the jurisdiction of the Industrial
Commission. As a matter of principle
Council feels that the relationship between
employer and employees in the college should
not be unique and that an equivalent
arbitration body should have independent
legal status in the event of dispute.

I will now refer to a decision made by the
Minister in concert with other Ministers for
Labour and Industry throughout Australia. In
fact, the Opposition asked questions about this in
the House and the Minister did not know
anything about it, although he had signed the
document the previous Friday. He seemed to be in
some confusion as to where it came from.
However, he later confirmed that this was the
decision of the Ministers for Labour and Industry.
I will quote from this agreement as follows-

Where conciliation does not succeed the
process of arbitration with an independent
and impartial arbitrator should be utilized
and the parties to the dispute bound by the
arbitrator's decision.

The Minister made great play last night when
introducing-

Mr O'Connor: What you are saying is totally
untrue.
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Mr Pearce: Rubbish! Absolute rubbish!
Mr O'Connor: How would you know?
Mr B. T. Burke: More than you.
Mr O'Connor: You said I was a signatory to

this. I was not.
Mr TONKIN: Did the Minister agree to it or

not?
Mr O'Connor: I qualified it at the time. What

you say is untrue, I was not a signatory.
Mr TONKIN: So the Minister did not sign it?

Did he agree to it?
Mr O'Connor: I will explain when I speak.
Mr TONKIN: Well, the Minister was asked

whether he agreed to this document and Hansard
of some months ago will show that that was what
was asked of him and that he did not know of the
decision. lHe had to check with his office.
However, he agreed to it and as I said he made
great play last night of how parties to a dispute
should be bound by an arbitrator's decision.
However, this body will not have access to an
arbitrator.

Mr O'Connor: Tell us about the freedom of
choice to be or not to be a member of a union.

Mr TONKIN: I am sure the Speaker will not
allow me to speak on another subject. However, I
will deal with that at the appropriate time and I
can promise the Minister a rather long sitting on
that occasion when we discuss such matters in
fulli.

The Minister has said, with other
Ministers-and the Opposition agrees with this
statement-that there should be access to
arbitration for these people. However, these
people are denied access to the commission, not
because they have misbehaved themselves, and
not because they have been-to quote the
Minister's words-militant and therefore no
longer have to play the game. These people are
denied access to the commission.

In September, 1978, the other guilty party, the
Minister for Education, wrote to the college
association prior to the introduction of the
Colleges Act and advised members to obtain a
new award. The new award can be obtained only
from this commission and this Bill denies access
to the Commission.

In the early 1970s these people accepted an
invitation from the Government to move to the
colleges. This was at a time when the teachers'
colleges were changing over from control by the
Education Department to become autonomous.
They were not told how they would be treated.
They were not told how their conditions would be

eroded and how their security of tenure would be
jeopardised. Therefore, having accepted that
invitation they found their existing rights were
being taken away.

I will quote a question asked of the Minister by
the member for Melville on Tuesday, the I11th
September, 1979. It reads in part as follows-

(2) Will his department further advise what
machinery is provided within the
relevant Statutes that established
colleges of advanced education in
Western Australia for the settlement of
industrial disputes between academic
staff and the college administration?

The reply was-
(2) The Statutes which established colleges

of advanced education in Western
Australia (Western Australian Institute
of Technology Act, 1966 and the
Colleges Act, 1978) provided the
governing councils with powers to make
statutes similar to those powers of the
University of Western Australia and
Murdoch University.

The fact is, of course, that although the
Government has the power to create such bodies,
if it does not want to do so-and so far it has not
wished to-then it is not forced to do so.
However, one has to question that if such arbitral
machinery were created would it have the status,
independence, and the prestige of the commission
when handing down an award? I quote another
question the member for Melville asked the
Minister on the 23rd August, 1979. It reads in
part as follows-

Is it Government policy to provide all
employees in Western Australia with access
to conciliation and arbitration tribunals?

The Minister replied-
Where appropriate, yes.

What a nice little answer-"where appropriate".
When is it not appropriate for employees to have
access to the Industrial Commission?

Mr O'Connor: What about the WAGR for
instance?

Mr TONKIN: Is the Minister saying those
people do not have access to arbitration?

Mr O'Connor: They have a tribunal.
Mr TONKIN: Of course they do. The question

was whether it was Government policy to provide
employees in Western -Australia with access to
conciliation and arbitration. When I questioned
the Minister further he said that they had access
to an arbitration tribunal.

3739



3740 ASSEMBLY]

I will also read in part a question asked of the
Minister for Education. It is as follows-

Is it the Government's intention to amend
the Industrial Arbitration Act to give access
to the Industrial Commission?

The answer was-
Academic staff, no. Non-academic staff,

yes.
Why this dichotomy? Why this discrimination?
The question continues-

If the Government does not propose to
amend the Industrial Arbitration Act is it
intended to establish sonic alternative
industrial tribunal for these employees?

The answer was-
No.

Trhis was at the time when it was hoped the
Industrial Arbitration Act would be amended in
such a way that it would provide access to arbitral
machinery for the academic staff.

On several occasions in 1978 the Minister for
Labour and industry and the Minister for
Education gave assurances in writing that there
would be continued access to the arbitral
machinery of the Western Australian Industrial
Commission. However this award is being taken
away because it flows from the commission. This
is a funny definition of protection when there is
legislation to take away the award.

I will quote from a letter dated the 29th
September, 1978, the Minister (or Education
wrote to Mr John Williamson, the President of
the Academnic Staff Association of the Western
Australian Teachers Colleges (Inc.). It reads as
fol lows-

I also endorse your concern that the
continuity of your Award be preserved at the
time of changeover. I have been advised that
this is difficult to do legislatively and that the
appropriate thing will be for you to lodge
your Award in the usual way with the
Industrial Commission as at the date of
changeover from one Act to the other. I shall
certainly urge the College Councils to
support this and since, as Minister, I have the
authority, subject to the Industrial
Commission, to approve changes in
conditions, I believe there should not be any
difficulty in this matter.

There 's no suggestion there that they would take
away access to the commission.

I will now quote from a letter dated the 5th
September, 1978, the Minister for Labour and

Industry wrote to Mr Williamson. It reads as
follows-

Although such a proposal was initially
considered, I am advised it is no longer
intended to include such a provisi'on within
the terms or the nevw legislation. As a result
the Industrial Commis sion will remain the
authority in respect to industrial awards and
agreementls affecting academic staff in the
colleges.

I trust that all members noted that the Industrial
Commission will remain the authority ror the
academic 'staff. Is it any wonder that these
moderate, responsible employees are concerned at
the way they are now being treated? In a letter
dated the 5th September, 1978, to Mr R. Homes,
the General Secretary of the Federation of Staff
Associations of Australian Colleges of Advanced
Education, the Minister for Labour and Industry
stated, in part-

Although the creation of a special
Tribunal was earlier considered, it has been
decided that such a provision is not necessary
and coverage by the Industrial Commission is
satisfactory.

So, in September, 1978-13 months ago-it was
intended to keep these people withia the
jurisdiction of the Industrial Commission. The
Opposition would like to know what has happened
in the interim to cause this change, who has got to
the Government, or what force of movement has
been used to make it change its decision.

I would like to efrhphasise that the Academic
Salaries Tribunal is a body which has been
established pursuant to the Federal Act known as
the Remuneration T~ribunals Act, 1973, section
12(b). The justice of the tribunal is Mr Justice
Ludeke. It may be thought that this is the
tribunal that the academic staff are seeking to
have.

I will now quote from a letter from the office of
the Attorney General of the Commonwealth
which refers to the Academic Salaries Tribunal.
The Minister interjected tonight to say that this is
the body the academic staffs have. The letter
concludes with the following-

In essence, it is niot an arbitral body
established to determine particular disputes
as arid when they arise but a body established
to determine the extent of the
Common weal th's financial contribution
towards the running of tertiary institutions.
The constitutional basis of the Act lies not in
section 5 1 (xxx-v) but in Section 122 and 96 of
the Constitution.
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So this body is not established to arbitrate in a
dispute between academic staff and their
employers; it is a body established to try to work
out how much the Commonwealth Government
should contribute financially to the recurrent
costs of tertiary institutions. That is what the
letter from the office of the Commonwealth
Attorney General said.

To make it clear to the House just exactly what
that letter meant when it said the constitutional
basis of the Act lies not in section 5 1 (xxxv), of the
Constitution, let me quote that section. It deals
with the settling of disputes, and to make the
matter quite clear I Will read it out-

51, The Parliament shall, subject to this
Constitution, have power to make laws for
the peace, order, and good government of the
Commonwealth with respect to:-

(xxxv) Conciliation and arbitration for the
prevention and settlement of
industrial disputes extending
beyond the limits of any one State.

So quite clearly the tribunal is nut established in
order to deal with industrial disputes. Therefore,
how could the Minister mislead everyone by
saying these people already have an umpire and
they have not a right to have two umpires? The
Academic Salaries Tribunal is in no way an
umpire; and the office of the Conimoniweath
Attorney General has made that clear. Not only
was that made clear, but also the Attorney
General went or, to point cut what the tribunal is
there for. He said it is there for the purposes of
section 122 of the Constitution, which is as
follows-

122. The Parliament may make laws for
the Government of anty territory surrendered
by any State to and accepted by the
Commonwealth, or of any territory placed by
the Quecn under the authority of and
accepted by the Commonwealth, or otherwise
acquired by the Commonwealth, and may
allow the representation of such territory in
either House of the Parliament to the extent
and on the terms which it thinks fit.

That does not apply to Western Australia,
because it is a power provided to the
Commonwealth for the government of the
Territories. So, quite ob viously, the other section
referred to iin the letter from the office of the
Commonwealth Attorney General provides the
sole purpose served by the Academic Salaries
Tribunal as far Ps Western Australia is
concerned. Section 96 of the Constitution states-

96. During a period of ten years after the
establishment of the Commonwealth and

thereafter until the Parliament otherwise
provides, the Parliament may grant financial
assistance to any State on such terms and
conditions as the Parliament thinks Fit.

There we have the whole nub of the matter.
Clearly the Academic Salaries Tribunas is
established to give a guide to the Commonwealth
as to how much recurrent expenditure it should
provide to the tertiary institutions of the various
States. It is certainty not in any way a disputes
settlement mechanism.

Senator Carrick, the Commonwealth Minister
for Education, supported this point of view in a
letter he wrote to the Federation of Staff
Associations of Australian Colleges of Advanced
Education on the 31st July. He said-

In so far as the State tnstitutions are
concerned the jurisdiction of the Tribunal is
to make recommendations that can be used
as a basis for making grants.

H-e did not say it is to give salary justice to
academic staffs or to settle salary disputes. He
said it is to make recommendations that can be
used as a basis for making grants. That statement
was made by a Minister of the Fraser
Government-a Government of the same colour
as the State Government. Not only is Senator
Carrick the Commonwealth Minister for
Education, but also he is the Leader of the
Government in the Senate. He is a senior
Minister.

Furthermore, the recommendations made by
the Academic Salaries Tribunal are not binding in
any way on the Western Australian Government
or the tertiary institutions of Western Australia.
Even in respect of salaries, the tribunal cannot
arbitrate or make decisions.

Therefore, to say it is an umpire is nonsense.
Firstly, the academic staff do not have access to
the tribunal; secondly, the tribunal only makes
recommendations and does not decide salaries;
thirdly, the tribunal has no influence whatsoever
over other conditions of service. So how can it be
said that this body of academic people want two
umpires? They want only one umpire. and to
show their sincerity and responsibility they have
agreed to waive any entitlement they may have to
go before the Inidustrial Commission' on the
matter of salaries-something they should not
have to do because they would then have no access
to anyone for arbitration as far as salaries are
concerned. The academic staff are prepared to
make that compromise. But this is a Government
of no compromise; it is a Government of
confrontation. It is a Government that believes,
"if you see a head, kick it."
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Finally, because I think I have already made
the point well enough and our case stands by
itself, I would like to indicate the position in other
States. The academic staff associations in New
South Wales, South Australia, and Queensland
are registered with the respective State Industrial
Commissions. South Australia has three
industrial agreements relating to the conditions of
employment of academic staff. They are the
South Australian Institute of Technology
agreement, the Salisbury College of Advanced
Education agreement, and the Roseworthy
Agricultural College agreement. Furthermore,
two other bodies are seeking agreements at
present. They are the Hartley College of
Advanced Education, and the Adelaide College of
the Arts and Education.

Therefore, it is not as though it can be claimed
that the position in this State is the position in
other States.

We ask: Where is this Government heading in
respect of industrial relations? I s it determined to
take on every employee in Western Australia,
merely because he or she is an employee? When
will it learn to consult? It is difficult enough to
settle industrial disputes once they start; but when
they are escalated into confrontation it is already
extremely difficult to defuse them without going
around looking for trouble amongst people who
have been doing their job innocently and who
have not acted irresponsibly before the
commission at any time since 1974.

This Government is insensitive to the views of
others. At the last election, largely because of the
personality of the Premier, the slogan was "Keep
the State in firm hands." Members opposite really
believe that what this State needs is firmness. But
when they talk about "firmness" they mean the
bullying of people such as the academic staff who
have been serving the community so excellently
for many years. By "firmness" they mean refusal
to consult. When they say, "Perhaps we should
consult with them" they call people in and tell
them what is to happen. People are given an
audience, just like a Royal audience, for five
minutes. That is not consultation.

The Government believes that it can get away
with being dictatorial and attacking anyone who
disagrees with it. The Premier calls
conservationists fifth columnists. He said the
Friends of the Railways are mysteriously
financed-when no body is more mysteriously
financed than the Liberal Party, and members
opposite will not agree to legislation which would
require them to reveal their sources of income.
The Premier goes around with a holier-than-thou
attitude saying, "I am right" and anyone who

disagrees with the Government is branded a
subversive, a traitor, or a fifth columnist.
Somehow anyone who disagrees is not quite clean.

We reject this approach to politics because we
believe this State needs consensus, conciliation,
understanding, and discussion. We believe the
people are becoming fed up with confrontationist
policies.

MR PEARCE (Gosnells) [8.56 p.m.]: I would
like to support the member for Morley in
opposing that part of the Bill which deals with
academic staffs of tertiary education institutions
in this State. In doing so, I would like to point out
the strange sorts of things which have happened
in respect of the Government's approach to the
matter.

When the Minister introduced the second
reading of the Bill on the 2nd October, he said in
essence, "Look, the Government has to move in
with legislation in this matter in order to clarify a
strange situation that has arisen in the Industrial
Commission. That is to say, the Industrial
Commission gave a ruling that the academic staff
of the University of Western Australia-and by
implication, other academic staffs-was not
entitled to be registered by the commission. As a
result of that ruling by the commission the
Government must step in to clarify the situation,
and this is the clarifying legislation."

Thai sounds good when expressed like that.
Here we have the Government sorting out a
situation that has arisen, and acting firmly and
quickly, presumably in the best interests of all
concerned. However, that rather glib statement
overlooks the serious and significant events which
led up to the ruling of the Industrial Commission.
For the edification of members I will run briefly
through the history of the situation.

In 1974 the staff associations representing the
academic staff of the Western Australian
Institute of Technology, and the then teachers'
colleges-now colleges of advanced
education-approached the Industrial
Commission seeking registration. They were
granted it. At that point the Industrial
Commission felt the associations were entitled to
be registered. As a result of that registration,
certain awards were made.

The academic staff members of WAIT and the
teachers' colleges gained pay and conditions
under awards issued by the Industrial
Commission.

This year the University of Western Australia
academic staff applied to the Industrial
Commission for a similar sort of award, and the
administration of the university decided to contest

3742



[Wednesday, 11th October, 1979] 34

the award before the Industrial Appeals Court on
the ground that the term "industry" used in the
original Act could not be expanded to include
academic institutions, despite the fact that a
number of academic institutions kere already
recognised by the Industrial Commission as
industries.

Mr Deputy Speaker, you will appreciate that
the Premier frequently uses the term "industry"
in this expanded sense when he talks about the
tourist industry or service industries; and there is
no real extension of that wide use of the term to
educational institutions. I think educational
institutions are as much service industries as is the
tourist industry. It did not seem to me to be
particularly stretching the term to describe them
as such.

However, I feel that the Industrial Appeals
Court in making its decision on the extent to
which the term "industry" could be extended was
swayed considerably by the fact that the
Government bought into the whole business. So
when the appeal against the request of the
academic staff association of the University of
Western Australia went before the Industrial
Commission, it was not fought merely by the
administration of the University of Western
Australia; in fact, the fight was carried by the
Government. The Minister himself, presumably,
made the determination that the Government
would go to the Industrial Appeals Court and
fight the academic staff of the University of
Western Australia, and make representation to
the effect that the term "industry" could not be
extended to include people in tertiary educational
institutions.

If it was not that Minister who made that
decision, perhaps in his reply he will point out
who made it. That is the point at which the
Government became involved with the whole
process-not by way of clarifying the legislation
at the last minute, but by direct participation in
the industrial processes which led to the decision
of the lndustrial Appeals Court. Against previous
factual matters, against the registration of
academic associations by the Industrial
Commission-against all those precedents-the
Industrial Appeals Court ruled that educational
institutions should not be considered as industries.

However, the Government did not consider
some of the side implications of the narrow
definition given to the term "industry". In the
same way, on the view of the term "industry"
taken by the Industrial Appeals Court, other
service groups like firemen and police were cut
out. The Government then had to rewrite the Act

to clarify the situation. I will grant that to the
Minister.

If the difficulty had arisen because the
Industrial Appeals Court had taken a decision
which was not in accordance with the intention of
the original legislation, that might be clarified;
but in fact the Minister made two decisions. The
first was that he was going to write into the
legislation the very interpretation of the term
"industry" in so far as it applied to academic
associations. The Minister admitted that he,
through his department, had asked the Industrial
Appeals Court to determine that. The Minister,
through his department, went before the
Industrial Appeals Court and asked the court to
say that academic associations did not have a
right of appearance before the Industrial
Commission. When the court said it agreed with
the interpretation, presumably the Minister
stopped any further cases by his move io write
into the Act the necessary provisions.

Who started the whole process which led to the
present position? The Minister. Who is now
seeking to write the decision of the Industrial
Appeals Court into the Act? The Minister. It is
all the Minister's doing. In fact, it is far more his
doing than any action of the Industrial Appeals
Court. However, the Minister was caught, asI
said, because the definition of "industry" that
came out seemed to exclude groups like policemen
and firemen.

What did the Minister do then? Did he say, "I
must also write that definition of 'industry' into
the Industrial Arbitration Act"? Not at all! He
decided in that case it was all right for policemen
and firemen to go before the Industrial
Commission; so he intends to write into the same
Bill that police and firemen have the rights that
academics do not. That is ministerial and
governmental discretion being exercised.

The Government has made a deliberate
decision that academics will not be allowed to
appear before the Industrial Commission, when
other groups of workers may do so. That is fine,
in a sense. The Government is entitled to make
that sort of discrimination. However, I cannot see
any justification for leaving academics out in this
way.

As the member for Morley has pointed out
eloquently, the academic staffs have no other
tribunal to whom they can go for arbitration on
wages and conditions. The limitations of the
Academic Salaries Tribunal have been pointed
out. The decisions of that tribunal are not binding
on the Government or on the institutions. Its
decisions relate to salaries in an Australia-wide
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context only. Admittedly the decisions have
funding implications; but it is not a tribunal to
which a group of people with awards, wages and
conditions can turn with any degree of confidence
that the situation will be considered in a
comprehensive way.

I would like to know why the academics are
being singled out in this way. I would like to ask
why has not the Minister for Education
intervened in Cabinet on behalf of these people,
for whom he has a responsibility, to talk the
Minister for Labour and Ind ustry out of this
particular view. If anybody in this House had a
responsibility to protect the academic staff
members of tertiary institutions, one would have
thought it would be the Minister for Education.

When the second reading speech of the
Minister for Labour and Industry was presen~ted,
not only did the Minister for Education not tell us
the amendments he wanted to make, but he
weakly went along with the comments of the
Minister for Labour and Industry. The academic
staff members can take little comfort from that.
The Cabinet appears to have decided on excluding
them from their previously held right to industrial
arbitration of this nature.

I would like to raise one other question which
relates to an article in tonight's issue of the Daily
News. That article suggests that an election could
be held on the 8th or the 15th December, which is
just before Christmas. Some people have said that
is not possible because the Government has before
us at the present time its brand, spanking-new
Industrial Arbitration Sill-the one introduced at
great length and with such a provocati ve second
reading speech by the Minister for Labour and
Industry yesterday.

People might wonder why we are dealing with
an amendment to the Industrial Arbitration Act
which, in itself, will be repealed in two weeks'
time. Why are we making a two-week patch-tip of
the existing legislation before the whale thing is
scrapped and a totally new Act is brought in? It
does not take a genius to realise that the scenario
that some people have been making out may well
be accurate in this regard-that the provocative
speech by the Minister for Labour and Industry
in this House last night, in introducing the
Industrial Arbitration Bill, was designed to
antagonise groups of unions and others so that
they will take violent protest action. It is
suggested that the Government might be trying to
provoke a series of confrontations with a large
group of unions.

If it did that, the Government could then call
an election on the issue, without actually having

the Industrial Arbitration Bill passed in the
meantime.

Mr Shalders: You should know about
provoking confrontation. The unions have been
confronting the public for months and months.

Mr PEARCE: Here we go. The still small voice
in the corner is beginning.

Mr Shalders: if you cannot see, "There's none
so blind as they that won't see."

Mr PEARCE: It is appropriate that the still,
small voice should be the VWhip. ' imagine he will
whip the Government members into supporting
confrontation in two weeks' time.

It may well be the case that the Industrial
Arbitration Bill is a stunt to try to bring about an
early election before the unemployment and
jobless figures in February-Marci make it
impossible for the Government to hang on at an
election at that time.

Mr Shalders: The only stunimen are on your
side of the House. You know that.

Mr PEARCE: Perhaps the member for Murray
will be so kind as to inform the House-

Mr B T. Burke: The statesmen are on this side;
the stuntment are on the other side of the House.

[Applause from the gallery.]
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! There are

people i the gallery. They will not know the rules
of the Parliament, so I will tell them. They are
free to sit there but they cannot speak; they
cannot make interjections, they cannot hiss or
groan, or knit, in fact. There are people who will
ensure that they follow the rules, because there is
only one alternative, and that is that they will not
be able to sit there.

The member for Gosnells.
Mr PEARCE: Perhaps the member for Murray

would be good enough to inform the House why
we are going through several hours of activity to
amend a Bill which is to be repealed in two weeks'
time? What is the point of that? The only sensible
answer is that this amendment is the one which is
to last until the sitting of Parliament next year,
and that the other Bill before us is a blind to
create chaos and furore leading to an early
election. Why else would we be amending an Act
two weeks before we repeal the amendments we
are making tonight?

Yesterday a Bill which will repeal the Bill we
are dealing with today was introduced. Is not that
an idiotic and foolish thing to do, unless of coarse
there is a significant motive behind it?

I have been approached by a large number of
members of academic staffs from most of our
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tertiary institutions in relation to this Bill. They
say, "Why are we being deprived of the right of
arbitration before the Industrial Commission
which previously we have exercised and which has
never been questioned until the last few months?
If there is some doubt about the right of the
Industrial Commission to register us or to give us
an award because of the way the original Act was
worded, why is it not possible simply to reword
the Act to make that jurisdiction possible in
exactly the same way as this Bill is providing
jurisdiction for policemen and Firemen? Why is
that not possible?"

As I say to those people, it is indeed Perfectly
possible. However, I do not think the Government
is prepared to do that. For those reasons we will
be voting against this Bill. In the Committee
stage, the member for Morley will be moving
amendments, and I will be supporting his move to
eliminate those clauses of the Bill dealing with the
scrubbing of the academics from jurisdiction
before the Industrial Commission.

There is no reason for the Government to
restrict the rights of academics to arbitration. The
member for Morley hit the nail on the head when
he said that here we have a Government that is
always saying. "Abide by the umpire's decision,
unless of course the umpire happens to be the
judge in the Kimberley by-election case, or any
other umpire whose decisions happen to be the
wrong ones. Then we do not need to stick to the
decision. We will stick at the wicket; we will
appeal; and if we do not get the right ruling, then
we will change the rules." The Government has
used its best "umpire-abiding" rhetoric. We have
heard numerous examples of that in the last three
years; but in this case the Government is not even
prepared to provide an umpire. The Government
says to the academics, "You don't fit into the
category for which we will provide an umpire. If
it looks like somebody will provide an umpire for
you, we will change the rules and take him away."
What sort of insincerity is the Government
showing in this matter?

When a Government departs from the
principles that it lays down, that raises questions
about its sincerity in the whole area. How can any
Government, which talks all the time about
conciliation and arbitration and the need for an
umpire, be serious about this kind of thing? The
Government is saying, "We will have an umpire
when it suits us. We will have an umpire when it
looks as if the umpire's decision will run our way;
but if it looks as if the umpire will give the wrong
answer, we will take him away."

The Government has made a massive error in
its attitude to this Bill. I hope at this late stage it
(1183

will be man enough to admit that. If it does not,
we will have comments to make about the
sincerity of the Government in its approach to
academics and its approach to all groups of
workers who are unable to participate in
arbitration before the Industrial Commission. If
another group upsets the Government, how
quickly will it move to take away their rights?

KMR HODGE (Melville) [9.13 p.m.]: It is rather

i ronic that the Government should have this
debate tonight on this legislation after the 37-

page speech last night-a very flowery speech,
full of all the usual cliches and rhetoric-from the
Minister for Labour and Industry about how keen
the Government is to promote industrial peace
and harmony in this State.

This Bill will deregister compulsorily a number
of unions. These are the unions that should suit
this Government. They are law-abiding,
responsible unions-non-militant unions. Surely
they are the types of unions approved by this
Government. However, with no crimes on the
books and no arguments before the Industrial
Commission, the Government moves to deregister
compulsorily a number of unions.

The Minister told us last night that he had a
mandate from the 1977 election for the Dill he
introduced last night. That Bill is a major
review-in fact, it will be a completely new
arbitration Act. I do not go along with that claim;
but I suppose the Minister has some right to
claim that he has some form of mandate.

Of course, he did not give any indication to the
electorate in 1977 that he was going to deregister
compulsorily the academic unions. H-I cannot
claim to have any sort of mandate, or any sort of
support from the general population, for this sort
of move.

Is this an updating and improving of the
industrial relations scheme of this State? On page
after page of his speech, the Minister told us how
he was going to provide for reasonable and
responsible means of settling industrial disputes
and improving industrial relations.

The Minister has certainly updated the system
in respect of academics! He is doing a very good
job there. He is updating it out of existence.

What sort of system will be substituted for the
Industrial Commission? From the answers I have
received to questions I asked, it appears that no
system will be 'substituted. Why is the Industrial
Commission going to have this right taken away
from it? Why are these unions going to be taken
out of the control of the Industrial Commission?
Does the Government have no confidence in the
Industrial Commission? That is the only

3745



3746 [ASSEMBLY]

conclusion I can draw. There is a lack or
confidence in the Industrial Commission.

Certainly the Minister has not accused the
unions of being militant and irresponsible. He has
not given any evidence that they deserve
deregistration. I can only assume he has a snout
on the Industrial Commission. The Bill he
introduced last night gives that impression. It
appears he has no confidence in the ability of the
Industrial Commission to deal with academics.

The Minister sits there with a grin on his face
and he has not offered any explanation for his
actions. These unions worked within the system.
They indicated they wanted to stay in the system.
Last night the Minister told us that if unions do
not want to abide by the system, they should get
out. I believe the words he used were, "They
should shape up or ship out." I believe the words
were put into the speech in order to get a
headline.

These unions want to stay within the system.
They have abided by the rules. Why should not
they be allowed to do so? The only excuse given
by the Minister was that their members' salaries
can be determined by a tribunal. No-one contests
that, but there is much more to industrial
relations than the mere determination of salaries
and the Minister should know that.

Last night the Minister said that everyone
should abide by the umpire's decision, the umpire
being, in his terminology, the WA Industrial
Commission. This union wants to abide by the
umpire's decision. The academics want to go to
the Industrial Commission. They will abide by the
ruling of the Industrial Commission and yet the
Minister here is virtually stealing the umpire's
whistle. He has taken away the umpire so there
wilt not be one in respect of this matter.

Last night the Minister stated again that there
should be one set of rules for the whole
community and that one section should not have
special rules; and yet here he seeks to
disadvantage one section. He will take away the
right of that section to have its industrial
conditions and disputes regulated by the
Industrial Commission. We are going to have one
set of rules for a large section or the population
and another set of rules, or an absence or rules,
for the academics. That seems very strange. It
seems to be exactly the opposite to what the
Minister claimed he was trying to achieve in the
new industrial legislation he introduced last night.

The Government claims all people should have
a right either to join a union or not join a union.
That is the point the Minister stressed at length
last night, and yet here he is taking away that

very right from these people who want to have a
union and want to have an award. Against the
wishes of these people, the Minister is removing
that right.

The Minister is fond of quoting Gallup polls on
occasions. The Government was not very keen on
quoting the poll about the railways, but we often
hear about the one in relation to the unpopularity
or trade unionists and the Minister quoted that
again last night. He quoted it on television. HeI
quotes it all the time.

I want to know whether the Minister would like
to commission a poll on this occasion in relation
.to for~cing people out of unions. He is taking away
their rights to belong to a union. Does he think
the public will support him on that? He is
confident the public will support him on fecedom
of choice and non-compulsory unionism; but what
about his actions in relation to compulsorily
forcing people out of unions?

I would like to hear what the public would say
about that. I do not think the Minister would get
any public support on that matter.

Had this union behaved in a militant way, had
it created bubbles and broken the rules, the
Minister would probably not be taking this action
tonight. He would be very anxious to have the
union under the jurisdiction and control of the
Industrial Commission. Because the union has
done what it thought was the right thing and has
abided by the rules and played the game, it is
being trodden on by the Government.

The industrial relations policy of this
Government is a complete and utter shambles.
The Government brings in a Bill one night
claiming to do one thing, and then brings in
another Bill the next night doing exactly the
opposite. Obviously the Minister and the
Government as a whole do not have a clue about
proper industrial relations.

Not only is the Government disadvantaging
academic staff, but also I am sure you, Sir,
noticed it is taking a very serious step which will
disadvantage greatly the staff at Parliament
House and Government House.

In May of this year The Federated Liquor and
Allied Industries Employees' Union of Australia
commenced negotiations with an officer of the
Public Service Board about the possibility of an
industrial award or agreement being entered into
to regulate the conditions or employment and
wages of staff employed at Parliament House.

A very successful agreement is in force in
Parliament House in Canberra between The
Federated Liquor and Allied Industries
Employees'* Union of Australia and the
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appropriate authority at Parliament House there.
It provides very good pay and conditions for the
staff employed at Parliament House.

The union approached an officer of the Public
Service Board and had some preliminary talks
with him. The officer said he would make some
inquiries. He said he would visit Parliament
House and inquire into exactly what was
happening there and he would then get back to
the union. A number of telephone conversations
took place between this officer, whose name is Mr
Watts, and the secretary of the union (Mr Fry).
Of course, when that officer came up to
Parliament House and made inquiries he advised
someone here what was in the wind.

As a result, the panic button was hit and
suddenly we found this amendment was being
rushed into the House to try to stop an industrial
award or agreement being issued to regulate the
pay and conditions or the staff employed at
Parliament House.

At the request of the union, I asked a question
of the Minister for Labour and Industry about
this matter on the 4th October. The question I am
referring to is question 1695 and it is in nine
parts. To my amazement the Government denied
emphatically that any discussions had been under
way. It denied all knowledge of the matter. I r that
is not telling lies, I do not know what is. It comes
very close to telling lies.

I asked a series of questions, the first one of
which reads as follows-

Is it a fact that discussions have been
under way for several months between the
Public Service Board and the liquor trades
union concerning the introduction of an
industrial award or agreement to regulate the
conditions of employment of staff employed
at Parliament House?

The answer to that was, "No." I could not believe
that, because the secretary of the union, who is a
man I have known for about 20 years and whom I
trust, told me he had two face-to-face meetings
with Mr Watts and at least three or four
telephone conversations with him. Mr Watts said
he had been up to Parliament House personally to
investigate the pay, conditions, and terms of
employment of the staff there. He got back to Mr
Fry and there had been lengthy discussions about
the issuing of an industrial agreement.

However, in his reply the Minister said that no
discussions had been under way.

Mr O'Connor: It was qualified by some other
details afterwards. Discussion had gone on with
the staff.

Mr HODGE: The Minister denied completely
that there had been any discussions at all.

I asked another series of questions in which I
had to name the officer. I did not want to do so
originally, because I did not want to cause him
any embarrassment. However, because of the
answer given by the Minister I was put in the
position where I had to name the man. I asked a
series of more detailed questions naming the
officer and eventually, grudgingly, the Minister
conceded some discussions had taken place and he
gave some other information.

Mr O'Connor: Nothing was held back at all as
far as I am concerned. All the information I had
was passed on.

Mr HODGE: The information given to the
Mi nister was not exactly true.

Mr O'Connor: If you want to say departmental
officers are untruthful, you may do so.

Mr HODGE: l am doing precisely that.
I then asked the Speaker a number of questions

about the pay and conditions of the staff at
Parliament House. It appears the pay of the staff
at Parliament House-the attendants and the
catering staff-is based on the hospital workers'
award.

Mr Davies: Do you reckon all the members are
a bit sick?

Mr HODGE: I do not know about that. I
suppose the Government was casting around for
an award on which the pay and conditions of staff
could be based and it decided to use the hospital
workers' award. I have no quarrel with that, but I
feel the hotel workers' award, or some other
catering award, would have been more
appropriate.

After making extensive inquiries I am satisfied
that the staff here are seriously underpaid
compared with staff doing similar sort of work in
private industry. The basic rate of pay is
comparable with the hospital employees'
award-I acknowledge that-but the overtime
rates, penalty rates, and other provisions are
greatly inferior by comparison and whilst
nominally the conditions may be modelled on that
award, that is not in fact the case and the staff
here are not getting a fair deal. There is no doubt
about that.

If the hours worked by the staff here were paid
at the rates set out in the hotel workers' award,
the staff would need a wheelbarrow to take home
their pay. It would not be possible for the staff to
work until 2.00, 3.00, or 4.00 o'clock in the
morning and come back at 8.30 a.m. It would not
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be on, if the staff were paid proper rates under an
award.

The Government has decided that is the
situation which will prevail and it will not allow a
union in here. It will not allow the staff to be
unionised. The Government is taking the staff at
Parliament House and Government House out of
the field of the WA Industrial Commission. The
Government is saying, "We have no confidence in
the WA Industrial Commission. We are not going
to allow it to determine what is fair at Parliament
House. We will take the matter away from the
Industrial Commission."

When I asked who was going to settle industrial
disputes. I was told that that august body, the
Joint House Committee, would do so. That
committee is to be the big industrial negotiator. It
is going to settle the industrial disputes. Whoever
heard of one's employer being the industrial
tribunal empowered to settle one's industrial
disputes? The employer in this place is the Joint
House Committee and yet the Government says
that committee will be the tribunal empowered to
settle any industrial disputes which occur between
the staff and the employer.

That again points up the chaotic shambles of
the Government's industrial relations policy. The
Government does not have a clue.

Mr Tonkin: Of course, that is the way it was in
the 19th century.

Mr HODGE: If the Government was fair
dinkumn about industrial relations it would be
delighted to allow the WA Industrial Commission
to conciliate and arbitrate and hand dow n an
industrial agreement or award that laid down
properly a fair and reasonable code of working
conditions for this place.

Mr Sibson: Would you accept that if it
happened?

Mr HODGE: Mr Fry from The Federated
Liquor and Allied Industries Employees' Union of
Australia was trying to negotiate a mutually
acceptable industrial agreement. He could have
served a log of claims and forced an industrial
award on the Joint House Committee;, but he
chose to do what he thought was right and
negotiated with the Public Service Board so that
in the end, when an industrial agreement
eventuated, it would be acceptable to both sides.
He was trying to do the right thing. The union,
like the academic staff associations, got a kick in
the teeth for trying to do the right thing. The
Government was trying to be smart and called off
negotiations in relation to the agreement.

Mr Sibson: Can you guarantee that the union
would accept an agreement?

Mr IHODGE: I cannot guarantee it. I believe
the Government should have another look at both
of the major provisions in the Bill. They are both
obnoxious. The academics deserve a better deal
and I believe the staff at Parliament House who
serve us so well deserve a much better deal also. I
do not believe it is right for us to be waited on and
served by a staff who are being treated in an
inferior manner.

If one was working in private industry under a
hotel workers' or catering award, the sorts of
wages paid, conditions imposed, and hours of
work expected of the staff at Parliament House
would not be tolerated.

I believe the time has come when the concept of
a sweat workshop has to go. The staff at
Parliament House have to be paid proper rates
and they must have proper conditions. The only
qualified body to determine that is the WA
Industrial Commission.

Mr Tonkin: You get well paid for all your
hours , don't you, Mr Premier?

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [9.29 p.m.]: I feel some
rather extravagant comments have been made
during this debate.

Sir Charles Court: That is certainly true.
Mr O'CONNOR: When I introduced this

legislation I gave details of the reasons for its
introduction. It amazes me that members here
have talked about the umpire's whistle and the
umpire not being able to run the game and have
related those comments to the WA Industrial
Commission.

I am sure members realise we are the ones who
set the rules in this Parliament and if it is found
that faults exist in the legislation, it is up to
Parliament to rectify the matter.

The member for Melville said the aim of this
Bill was principally to deregister a number of
unions and stop them having access to arbitration.
That is not so. It will bring within the jurisdiction
of the Industrial Commission some people who
are now outside its influence. They have been
ruled to be outside it by the Industrial
Commission itself.

Mr Tonkin: No, by the Industrial Appeals
Court.

Mr O'CONNOR: They have been ruled to be
outside its jurisdiction by the Industrial Appeals
Court. It was felt necessary to introduce
legislation to bring those people under the control
of the commission-the police, firemen, and
others who are excluded.

Mr Tonkin: We welcome that.
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Mr O'CONNOR: It has to be realised that
those people do not have access to any other
tribunal for the setting of wages and salaries.
Contrary to that, academics do have such access.

Mr Tonkin: They do not have any access.
Mr O'CONNOR: Their wages and salaries are

set by the Commonwealth tribunal.
Mr Tonkin: They are not;, it is a

recommendation to the Federal commission.
Mr O'CONNOR: The wages and salaries of

those people are arranged by the Commonwealth
tribunal. Quite frankly, I have discussed this
matter with a number of the people concerned,
and I agree with their comments. They are
moderate and decent people; they are not a
militant group at all.

Mr Tonkin: You are attempting to make them
militant.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Pearce: That is why they are stamped on.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Tonkin: Moderation does not apply.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The

Minister will resume his seat. When I call order I
do not expect members immediately to interject.
That is highly disorderly. Some members are
interjecting excessively. During this debate
members have had an excellent opportunity to
make their speeches with very few interjections,
and I do not believe there should be excessive
interjections while the Minister is replying.

Mr O'CONNOR: I was saying that the
academics have their salaries arranged in another
area. The police, firemen, and others, do not have
access to such an area and we think it is
appropriate to bring them under the control of the
commission.

As a result of discussions with academics as
late as this evening, I have found them to be
happy with the arrangements with regard to their
salary -recommendations to the Commonwealth
tribunal. Quite frankly, there have been no
complaints in that area. As a matter of fact,
letters have been received to indicate that the
academics are happy to have the particular
section excluded from this Bill.

in connection with the other matters
mentioned-fringe benefits, holidays, sick leave,
and long service leave-I1 do agree there is a
problem. The Government has agreed to set up a
tribunal in an attempt to organise something
satisfactory in this regard. Contrary to what one
would believe from what has been said tonight,
discussions have already taken place in regard to

this matter. Dr Neal, the Chairman of WAPSEC,
has had discussions with the academic staff.
During the initial stages they did not respond and
it was thought the reason was that the staff
wanted access to the Industrial Commission in
this State. In recent time there has been a great
deal of discussion in this area and negotiations are
now proceeding satisfactorily.

It is the intention of the Government to set up a
tribunal to make the necessary arrangements in
the fringe benefits area. The Minister for
Education has had discussions with a number of
people and he has arranged for appeal machinery
to be established. The Commonwealth
Government will amend the Act covering the
Academic Salaries Tribunal, and discussions will
take place next week between the Commonwealth
and the State in connection with this matter.

It must be remembered that salaries set by the
tribunal have a bearing on the funds available to
this State. If there is any variation between the
Commonwealth tribunal allocation and what is
paid in this State, a problem arises with regard to
the source of the funds.

We have no complaint with the group involved.
I believe their salary set-up is satisfactory, and
most people have no complaints. It is the intentin
of this Government to set up a tribunal to
overcome the other problems and, therefore, I
commend the Bill in its present form.

Question put and
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
M r Grayden
M r G rewar
Mr H-assell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr McPharlin

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill

a division taken with the

Ayes 28
Mr Mensaros
Mvlr O'Connor
Mr Old
M r O'NeilI
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibsoin
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Shalders

Noes IS
Mr Hodge
M r Jamieson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr Melver
Mr Pearce
M r Skid more
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

(Teller)
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Ayes
Pairs

Noes
Mr Young Dr Troy
Mr Mac~innon Mr Wilson
Dr Dadour Mr Harman
Mr Nanovich Mr T. D. Evans
Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr

Blaikie) in the Chair; Mr O'Connor (Minister for
Labour and Industry) in charge of the Bill.

Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Section 5 amended-
Mr TONKIN: Proposed new subsection (3) of

section 5 will cancel the registration of the various
academic staff associations to which we have
already referred. We are opposed to this
cancellation. The Minister mentioned another
tribunal, but it is not satisfactory to have a
plethora of tribunals.

Tribunals cause unnecessary duplication and
increased costs, and they do not have the
authority or the expertise of a commission. To
take the Government's proposal to its logical
conclusion, we would set up tribunals for every
class of employee in the State.

We cannot see that these people are any
different from other employees; they are doing a
very important job of work. We cannot agree they
should be treated differently. It has been
demonstrated that the commission is not an
appropriate body, and for that reason I move an
amendment-

Page 2-Delete new subsection (3).
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Before I put the

question, I advise the Committee that the
Minister for Labour and Industry has on the
notice paper an amendment relating to clause 2 at
line 22. My advice is that if the amendment
moved by the member for Morley is carried, the
Minister will not have an opportunity to proceed
with his amendment.

Mr O'CONNOR: The views expressed by the
Opposition never cease to amaze me. The
Opposition voted against the second reading and,
in doing so. voted against benefits for the police.
firemen, and other people.

Mr Pearce: That is totally misleading.
Mr O'CONNOR: It is a fact.
Mr Tonkin: If we had been in favour of the

second reading we would have agreed to the
cancellation.

Mr O'CONNOR: Australia is supposed to be a
place where people get a fair go but it seems some
people in this Chamber sometimes do not want to
see us get it. I have expressed my view. I oppose
the amendment moved by the member for Morley
and hope-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie): I
want to make a further comment to the
Committee and I seek the indulgence of the
member for Morley for this purpose. The member
for Morley has moved his amendment and the
Minister for Labour and Industry has an
amendment on the notice paper. If the
amendment moved by the member for Morley is
defeated the Minister will not have the
opportunity to move his amendment.

I ask the member for Morley, in moving his
amendment, to move to delete all words in
proposed subsection (3) down to and including the
word "flivision" in line 22. That will overcome
the difficulty and the member for Morley will be
able to test the feeling of the Committee.

Mr TONKIN: If this Government were one
which sometimes took notice of amendments in
this place and were prepared to co-operate, we
would certainly adopt a different attitude. But the
Minister got to his feet and said that we oppose
giving firemen access to the commission. That is
not true. If' this were not Parliament I would call
it a lie, because the very First thing I said was that
we support that proposed subsection.

If the Minister is going to mislead the House, I
will not move an amendment which is nonsense,
because the Minister would then get up and say,
"What a ridiculous amendment that is. You have
moved only to delete a few words in the middle of
a sentence."

If the Standing Orders of this Chamber are
such that the Minister cannot move his
amendment, it is a ridiculous situation. The
Government has the numbers in this place to
overcome this stupid obstacle, but even allowing
for the present situation, there is nothing to
prevent a recommittal motion which I am sure the
Government will be able to carry.

I therefore decline to withdraw my amendment,
because we believe very strongly that these peopre
are being discriminated against. They do not
deserve it and we do not believe they should be
dealt with in this way, so we stand by the
amendment.

Mr PEARCE: I support the member for
Morley in his refusal to do that ridiculous thing. I
have myself been caught twice in my time in this
Parliament in exactly the same way and the
Government has shown me no leniency
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whatsoever. I have twice been prevented from
moving amendments because of efforts by the
Government to overlap a whole series of lines. I
agree with the member for Morley that the
Standing Order is ridiculous.

Mr Tonkin: The Government jumped the gun
and prevented me from moving an amendment on
the Electoral Act Amendment Bill.

Mr PEARCE: The Government abuses the
Standing Orders, and on this occasion I say,
"Tough luck to the Government. I hope it
happens many more times."

I also agree with the member for Morley that
at no stage did we in this place say we were
opposed to policemen Or Firemen having access to
the Industrial Commission. We said exactly the
reverse. We said the Government should never
have gone to the Industrial Commission to get a
ruling on the term "industry awards" which
excluded policemen and firemen.

Mr Tonkin: It was mischievous intervention.
Mr PEARCE: Policemen and firemen have had

awards from the Industrial Commission for many
years now and no question was ever raised about
their ability to appear before the commission or
about the validity of their awards until the
Minister for Labour and Industry sent his minions
down to the appeal court to get a ruling on the
term "industry awards". The Minister for Labour
and Industry got to work to prevent academics
and members of tertiary institutions having access
to the Industrial Commission. An unfortunate
side effect of his attion was to prevent policemen
and Firemen having a right of access to the
Industrial Commission. It is all the Minister's
doing and has nothing to do with us.

We are opposing this Bill because it deprives
people like the academic staff of tertiary
institutions and members of the staff of
Parliament House of access to the Industrial
Commission. Had we been interested in
preventing their having access to the commission
we would have supported an amendment which
had that effect. The Minister did this with his
own two hands and we are not going to be blamed
for that, because of our attitude here and our
efforts to protect, the academic staffs and the
members .of the staff of Parliament House. We
will not take the huffing. and puffing of the
Minister very seriously, because the policemen
and firemen know very well who is on their side in
this matter, as do the academic staffs and the
staff of Parliament House.

The only way we can see to salvage this Bill
and make it workable so that it does not
disadvantage peoplc is to take out references to

people who are being disadvantaged by it. If we
scrub proposed subsection (3) of section 5 and
subsequently take out the provision dealing with
the staff of Parliament House, we will have a
workable Bill. It will clarify the situation in
respect of policemen and firemen and it will not
exclude academic staffs, It will not botch up the
situation for the academic staffs because they stilt
have the ruling of the Industrial Appeals Court.

We would be prepared by way of amendment
to take the second and third steps to restore the
situation to what it was before the Minister for
Labour and Industry got going. We are prepared
to try to get a fair and proper situation for
everybody, even in this Bill; but I reiterate there is
a degree of ridiculousness in the whole thing
because the amendments we make to the Bill
tonight will be repealed by the further Bill of
which notice has already been given and of which
the Minister gave the second reading in this place
yesterday. That further Bill will repeal everything
we do tonight. We all know the electoral reasons
for it, but if any fairness is to be given to the
academic staffs of tertiary institutions this
proposed subsection must be deleted; and that
means all of it.

Points of Order

Mr CLARKO: On a point of order, Mr Dcputy
Chairman (Mr Blaikie), we have been discussing
the diffidzilties in relation to the deletion of words
when other words have previously been
considered. I put it to you that at the present
moment we have before the Chair the motion that
proposed subsection (3) be deleted, If that motion
is passed by this Chamber, I believe-

Mr PEARCE: Could I take a further point of
order?

Mr CLARKO: The member for Gosnells
cannot rise on a point of order when I am
speaking on a point of order.

If we support the deletion of proposed
subsection (3) and the Minister then proposes a
new subsection (3) which includes the two lines
previously set out on the notice paper, I see no
reason whatsoever that we cannot accept the next
motion that the words be added. There would be
no problem.

M r PEARCE: On a point of order-
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie): I

will give a ruling on the member for Karrinyup's
point of order first.

Mr PEARCE: I want you not to rule on that
point of order because the point of order the
member for Karrinyup seeks to raise has to do
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with the amendments the Minister has on the
notice paper. We are not considering those
amendments.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There is no
point of order.

In relation to the point of order raised by the
member for Karrinyup, the course he suggests
would be quite appropriate. The Committee could
carry what he has indicated; that is, support the
amendment moved by the member for Morley. it
would be quite in order for a further amendment
to be proposed for a new subsection (3).

Mr PEARCE: If you are entcrtaining points of
order on the Minister's amendment which is not
before the Chair, I wonder if you would take
speeches on that matter?

Committee Resumed
Amendment put and passed.
Mr O'CONNOR: I move an amendment-

Page 2-Insert after subsection (2) the
following new subsection to stand as
subsection (3)-

(3) The registrations, or purported
registrations under this Act, before the
coming into operation of the Industrial
Arbitration Act Amendment Act, 1979,
of The Tertiary Education Academic
Staffs Association Union of Workers
Western Australian Division, the
Murdoch University Academic Staff
Association (Union of Workers), and
the University of Western Australia
Academic Staff Association (Union of
Workers) are hereby cancelled.

Mr TONKIN: This Bill was drawn up by the
Government, which has an army of people at the
Crown Law Department to assist it, yet it
continually moves amendments to its own
legislation. It is quite untrue for the Minister for
Labour and Industry to say his amendment is
only as a result of my amendment. Even if my
amendment had not been moved, the Government
would still have needed to move this amendment
to clause 2. because the fact is the Government
cannot count the number of universities in
Western Australia.

Mr Pearce: How many universities are there?
Mr TONKIN: I understand there are two

universities in Western Australia, and the
Government ha; forgotten about one of them.

Mr Pearce: The Minister did not need even to
take his shoes off: he could have counted them on
one hand.

Mr TONKIN: That shows very sloppy
drafting. I cannot understand how the
Government could overlook a body of that size. It
would be different if we had 50 universities.
However, we have only two of them.

The Government has enormous resources at its
disposal, while the Opposition has only one
Parliamentary Draftsman who does this work in
between his duties as Deputy Commissioner of
Titles. The poor chap is completely overworked.
The Government has an army of draftsmen and
the whole Department of Labour and Industry to
work on this Bill.

Mr H-. D. Evans: And PR officers.
Mr TONKIN: Yes, not to mention those

people. I remember attending a function at the
Perth Town Hall; the Minister for Labour and
Industry had five people sitting in the front of the
hall to make sure he did not say the wrong thing,
or fall off the stage. I had to go along
representing the Opposition without a single staff
member.

The way this Government surrounds its
Ministers with an army of cohorts to make sure
its Ministers do not make fools of themselves is
ridiculous. Yet still this Government needs to
amend its own Bills. This is only one example; we
saw it happen time and time again with the
electoral legislation. The Government could not
even translate simple recommendations from
Judge Kay; it had to move amendments to the
Bill. However, when I had an amendment to move
to that Bill, the Deputy Premier jumped to his
feet and I was not able to move it. I did not have
the numbers to recommit the Bill, whereas this
Government has the numbers and can recommit
matters when it wishes.

We are opposed to this amendment. It seeks to
exclude academic staff from access to the
commission. No case has been made out in its
support. Of course, we are used to that in this
place because the Government knows it has the
numbers and whatever it chooses to do will
become law.

Mr PEARCE: This entire debate is
degenerating into a farce, and I am sorry to say,
Mr Deputy Chairman, that you have participated
in it to a degree. When the member for Morley
had an amendment before the Chair, we spent
more of our time discussing the amendment the
Minister for Labour and Industry had on the
notice paper-a matter which was not before the
Chair.

The member for Karrinyup--who ought to be
doing a better job because he is Chairman of
Comnmittees-came to the rescue of the Minister
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and drew the attention of Government members
to the fact they needed to vote for the Opposition
amendment after his own Minister had spoken
against it and indicated the Government was
going to vote against it. Apparently the stocks of
the Minister for Labour and Industry have fallen
so low that Government back-benchers take more
note of what the member for Karrinyup has to
say.

Mr Davies: They should go home and have a
rest. they are tired.

Mr PEARCE: Yes, they are getting a little
tired. No doubt many of them hoped to be in their
beds in five minutes' time. They are going to be
sadly disappointed.

Mr O'Connor: It just shows how much
attention you pay to the debate not to realise the
Deputy Chairman sat me down at that time.

Mr PEARCE: The Deputy Chairman was quite
unreasonable. However, originally he was quite
within his rights in raising what was virtually a
point of order from the Chair-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order! If the member for Gosnells believes the
Chair has been unreasonable, he can take the
appropriate action. I ask the member for Gosnells
to refer to the matter under discussion, which is
the inclusion of a new subsection.

Mr PEARCE: I have been discussing what has
been going on in the Committee and this is a
follow-on from the amendment moved by the
member for Morley, which has just been passed.
Since you allowed the member for Karrinyup to
discuss an amendment which never came before
the Chair at all, Mr Deputy Chairman, I think
you are being a little unfair in trying to confine
me alone amongst the galaxies who have been
involved in this debate. Nevertheless, I will
accept your ruling.

The point has been made that the Government
is in a mess again over the procedures which have
been adopted to get its legislation into shape. The
Government comes into this Chamber with a
majority or i I, yet must muddle around requiring
Opposition amendments to sort out its own mess.

We are opposed to the amendment. We saw no
reason that the Murdoch University Academic
Staff Association should have access to the
Industrial Commission when nobody else had
access; however, at least it was a better situation
than nobody having access. We have made it clear
why we are opposed to the exclusion from the
operations of the Industrial Commission of the
academic staff of tertiary institutions.

I think we are witnessing an historic moment in
the Committee tonight because, to my knowledge,
no group has ever been excluded from
approaching the Industrial Commission-in
effect, deregistered-when it has not done
anything wrong. Members all know chat when a
union goes on strike for no apparent reason, the
Government often huffs and puffs about
deregistration. It is always a big issue. Eventually,
to its credit, the Government always backs down
because deregistration is a very serious step. Yet
here a group of unions is to be deprived of its
access to the Industrial Commission; the unions
are effectively to be deregistered when they have
done nothing wrong and when, in fact, they have
done everything right.

A further point is that in a sense, the way in
which tertiary institutions have grown has led to a
considerable worsening of conditions for their
academic staffs. Many of those institutions which
originally had access to the Industrial
Commission had the right of appeal to the
Teachers' Tribunal in the days when teachers'
colleges operated under the aegis of the Education
Department. When, for example, the Claremont
Teachers' College operated under the Education
Department, the members of its academic staff
had access to the Teachers' Tribunal, which has a
wider range of powers than the academic salaries
body which was mentioned earlier in the debate.

When the teachers' colleges were separated
from the Education Department and made
independent and autonomous there was a
requirement for their academic staffs to rind a
replacement for the Teachers' Tribunal. That is
why the teachers' colleges academic staffs were
the first group of people to go to the Industrial
Commission. The Industrial Commission for them
was the replacement of the Teachers' Tribunal. It
was a natural progression because of changed
circumstances within the teachers' colleges.

As the number of tertiary institutions
proliferates, all academic staffs seek to follow the
lead set by the old teachers' colleges. Thai is a
perfrectly reasonable rationalisation of the system
as it exists.

It was a perfectly logical development, because
the academic staffs of the teachers' colleges
needed a tribunal to which they could appeal on
industrial matters, and the Industrial Commission
was the natural body to which they should
progress after the Teachers' Tribunal.

However, now, for no good reason, these people
are to be deprived of this access. The Opposition
would like to know why the academic staffs are
being discriminated against in this way. What
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have they done to have their industrial situation
worsened to this extent? The sad fact of the
matter is that the Minister for Labour and
Industry so far has given no answer to that
question and does not look like giving an answer
during the course of the debate,

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes:
Mr Clarke Mr
Sir Charles Court Mr
Mr Cowan Mr
Mr Coyne Mr
Mrs Craig Mr
Mr Crane Mr
Mr Grayden Mr
Mr Grewar Mr
Mr Hassell Mr
Mr Herzfeld Mr
Mr P. V.Jones Mr
Mr Laurance Mr
Mr MePharlin Mr
Mr Mensares

Noes
Mr Barnett Mr
Mr Bertram Mr
Mr Bryce Mr
Mr B. T. Burke Mr
Mr T. J.Burke Mr
Mr Carr Mr
Mr Davies Mr
Mr H, D. Evans Mr
Mr Grill Mr

Pair
Ayes

Mr Young Dr
Mr MacKinnon Mr
Dr Dadour Mr
Mr Nanevich Mr

Amendment thus passed.

27
O'Connor
Old
O'Neil
Ridg
Rush ton
Sibson
Sodeman
Spriggs
Stephens
Tubby
*Watt
Williams
Shalders

18
Hedge
Jamieson
T. H . Jones
Mclver
Pearce
Skidmore
Taylor
Tonkin
Bateman

Noes
Troy
*Wilson
Harman
T, D. Evans

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 3: Section 5A added-
Mr O'CONNOR: I move an amendment-

Page 2, line 28-Delete the word "Where"
and substitute the passage "Except as
provided by section one hundred and sixty-
one of the Local Government Act, 1960,
where".

This is necessary to protect the long service leave
of local government employees.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 4: Section 6 amended-
Mr TONKIN: I move an amendment-

Page 4-Delete paragraph (c).

This is a consequential amendment to the
discussion we have had with respect to the
exclusion of academic staff from the commission.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill

Mr Clarke
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Ceyne
Mrs Craig
M r Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld

(Teller) Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros

Ayes
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Harman
Mr T. D. Evans

Ayes I8
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Batenman

Noes 27
M r O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
M r Ste phens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

M r Young
Mr MacKinnon
Dr Dadour
Mr Nanovich

(Teller) Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 5 put and passed.
Clause 6: Section 61 amended-
Mr TON K IN: This clause refers, inter a/ia, to

employees in Parliament House and the
Governor's Establishment. I move an
amendment-

Page 5-Delete subparagraphs (iii) and
(iv).

The member for Melville has already dealt
adequately with this matter. He indicated
members do not believe they should be sipping
coffee or tea at two or three o'clock in the
morning-a decision that is in the hands of the
Premier-while we underpay these people.

We should not be running a sweat shop., If the
Premier considers the penalty rates they should be
paid, he should be ashamed to preside over this
sort of situation. It is as if we were in the times of
Charles Dickens.

It is normal that people who work these long
hours be paid reasonable wages. If the Premier is
not prepared to do that he should be ashamed of
himself, especially considering the salary he
receives. He has no compassion for people who
have to feed themselves and their families.

(Teller)

(Teller)
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Sir Charles Court: They are paid at a penalty
rate.

Mr TONKIN: No they are not.
Mr O'CONNOR: I oppose the amendment.

These people are employed just as arc others in
Government departments and we believe this is
appropriate. Strangely enough, I was looking
through legislation presented a few years ago
when the Premier of the day (Bert Hawke)
introduced exactly the same sort of Bill to exclude
Parliament House staff from the ambit of the
arbitration commission. He claimed such a
situation would be inappropriate. He was a Labor
Premier.

Mr Mclver: The situation has changed.
Mr Bryce: I would like to see you provide

chapter and verse.
Mr O'CONNOR: They are paid in accordance

with the employment of their counterparts
elsewhere in Government service. I oppose the
amendment.

Mr JAMIESON: I support the amendment and
I object to the Government moving the way it has.
I have attended most Joint House Committee
meetings and I do not recall there ever being a
request for this sort of provision to be put into the
Act. It seems presumptuous for the Government
to tell the gardeners and other staff of this
Parliament that they are to be exempted from the
provisions which require other people to belong to
unions, especially when the Premier has just said
they work under an award. Under the provisions
the Government now proposes they will not be
able to do so. It is true they are working under
amounts fixed in awards for various
instrumentalities. I believe the staff in the dining
room are aligned with the hospital employees'
award. The gardeners are covered by the general
gardeners' award, which applies to those who
work in other gardens.

These people should be entitled to play their
part in servicing the union which looks after the
conditions and which gets them increases from
time to time. It is ludicrous to think that now we
should have people put in the position where they
become virtually legally bound to be an affront to
their unions becausethey are not allowed to be
covered by the provisions of the law.

Before moves were made on this, some
consultation should have taken place with the
committees of this Parliament; particularly those
which control the staff of the Parliament. I
checked with my fellow member and he does not
recall anything coming to the Joint House
Committee about this matter. This committee
employs most of the staff and it is justifiable for

us to object to this provision. It seems most
unusual.

I recall that only a few years ago one
unfortunate fellow had a lot of trouble with a
Governor who has not been here for some time.
There was a clash of personalities and had it not
been for the intervention of the union concerned
this man would have been badly treated.

In this day and age the staff of Parliament and
the Governor's Establishment are entitled to
protection and they should be able to seek to
belong to the associations which can protect them
in their employment. It ill behoves any
Government to say this should not be the case.
The Government has interfered quite
unnecessarily in a situation which has worked
quite well. Certainly I have not had any of the
stewards telling me they should or should not
have to belong to a union.

I recall one day when the House staff went on
strike. It was a long time ago. We did not have a
meal that night. I think it was Miss Shelley's
union which advised them to go out, which was
fair enough.

Mr O'Connor: One or two worked on.
Mr JAMIESON: That was in the bar. At the

time, the Liberal members did not often attend
the bar at afternoon tea, whereas the Labor
members often preferred to have a drink in the
bar at that time. At the time, the barman-he is
now deceased so I can do him no harm-decided
to back out on the rest of the employees and
continue to work.

As soon as the Liberal members round he was
still serving behind the bar, they rushed in in
droves. I went in and asked the Labor members to
leave and they did so quickly when they knew
what was happening. It did no credit to any of the
members who were trying to cause a little friction
between the House staff.

Mr Clarko: You are saying it is all right for
Labor members to drink but not Liberal
members.

Mr JAMIESON: Go back to your Daily News.
Mr Clarko: That is what you said; your logic is

out.
Mr Bryce: Go back to the comics page.
Mr JAMIESON: I heard that the members'

library room had burnt down last week.
Mr Clarko: You said it was okay for the Labor

members to drink but not the Liberals.
Mr JAMIESON: The member for Karrinyup

should read Hansard and he will see that I did not
say that.
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Mr Clarko: You did not say that but that was
the purport of your remarks.

Mr JAMIESON: It ill behoves us to pass
legislation to provide for legal scabs in the trade
union movement irrespective of the establishment.
I am surprised that any member should act in this
way.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):

Order!
Mr JAMIESON: This legislation will allow

people to become professional squibs. They are
justly entitled to belong to these unions but
because of some Government whim or desire the
people who work in this Parliament-and there
are all sorts of categories-will not be entitled to
belong to an organisation which ensures that they
receive their proper rates.

I will not argue about forced unionism and that
sort of thing, but the fact is that the Industrial
Arbitration Act will no longer give protection to
these people or provide them with an award. This
seems to me to be quite ludicrous especially when
we consider the rate at which we are employing
the staff. We seem to employ more and more
every day. These people need protection. They are
not vassals or slaves,. they are people who are
entitled to awards. The Premier said these people
are employed under awards and they are covered
by awards. H-e does not know about the running
of Parliament because they are not under an
award and they are not covered by awards. They
never have been.

There is no reason that they should not be
protected by a union to ensure that they receive
the correct rates of pay and conditions which are
applicable to workers in other callings.

Mr HODGE: The Premier, by his interjection,
demonstrated the complete lack of knowledge and
understanding he has of this matter. He did not
even know that the staff who work at Parliament
House are not under an award.

The member for Welsh pool referred to a
situation in the 1960s whcn many of the staff
belonged to a union called the Hotel, Club,'
Caterers Union. That union is now called the
Liquor Trades Union. All the staff at Parliament
House are entitled to be members of the Liquor
and Allied Industries Employees' Union. The
constitution of that union is wide enough to
encompass all the staff here, apart from the
clerical staff-, that is, it includes the catering staff,
the attendants, the gardeners, and the rest of the
staff. These people are entitled to belong to that
union.

In Parliament House, Canberra, there is an
excellent industrial agreement between the Joint
House Committee and the staff and it was the
intention of the Liquor and Allied Industries
Employees' Union here to bring in a similar
industrial agreement. However, the Government's
actions have successfully thwarted that claim and
I have no doubt it was done intentionally.

As 1 mentioned earlier, an officer of the Public
Service Board, a Mr Ron Watts, at the request of
the union, visited Parliament House. I am not
sure to whom he spoke, maybe it was the Speaker
or the President. He discussed the conditions of
employment here and soon after the Government
introduced this Bill. This Bill is designed to stop
that industrial agreement coming into reality.

The staff here have no protection. They have no
formal award which is legal or binding, so the
Joint House Committee can pay them what it
likes and treat them as it wishes. It may be that
they are unofficially linked to the same award as
the hospital employees. However, that is not very
appropriate to this place. The wages and rates of
pay-that is the basic wage-is taken from that
award but the conditions are not appropriate to
this place.

A special industrial agreement negotiated
between the union and the Joint House
Committee or the Public Service Board would
have been a proper and sensible course of action
to take. It is a mystery to me that the
Government wants to stop that process when it is
all the time saying that it believes in sound and
sensible industrial relationship policies. Why it
wants to torpedo this approach is beyond me.

It is not unreasonable for the staff to join the
liquor trades union and support that union's claim
to have an industrial agreement to regulate
wages. I would have thought the Joint House
Committee would be on side with this Matter. For
once it would have a concrete set of proposals in
front of it and both the employer and employees
would know where they stand.

From inquiries I have made it appears that no-
one seems to know what their contract is and
what the entitlements are. The rules seem to
change from day to day and as far as I can
ascertain no-one is satisfied.

The Government should consider this matter. It
has not presented any explanation or argument
why staff should be excluded from the jurisdiction
of the Industrial Commission.

Special circumstances could be taken into
consideration as has been done in the agreement
for the Canberra Parliament; there is no reason
that it cannot be done here. Our staff are getting
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the rough end of the deal, they are not receiving
the proper wages and conditions, and the
Opposition believes they should. I ask the
Government to give consideration to the support
of this fair and reasonable amendment.

Mr BRYCE: This is a great deal of pompous
rubbish. I have seen various people lake
themselves so seriously when they join this
exclusive "club". I have seen people on the Joint
House Committee deliberate for endless days over
some incredibly trivial matters, and we are now to
see the people who work in this House-people
whose livelihood and remuneration is dependent
on their position here--employed by them. I just
cannot imagine anything more pompous and
irrelevant and for people to take this so seriously
as to suggest that Parliament-that is the
Legislative Assembly and the Legislative
Council-should be placed so rar above the
normal institutions of society that the normal
method of fixing wages would not apply to the
staff who work here, is beyond me.

The Minister has given this Committee
absolutely no reason for this to be necessary. Who
could imagine that it is necessary to suggest that
the Governor's butler or the Governor's gardener
down at the Governor's Establishment should not
be entitled to be a member of, or associated with
an appropriate relevant industrial organisation
and be covered by an award9 How pompous!
What absolute rubbish it is to suggest that it is
improper for someone who works in the
Governor's employ to be a member or an
organisation which will, through the normal
channels, obtain the proper working conditions
and awards. The Government is saying in fact
that the Governor's butler or gardener should
work at the level of remuneration determined at
the Governor's pleasure.

I cannot imagine anything more pompous or so
inappropriate in the I1980s than to place this place
on a pedestal, given the knowledge that all of us
have about the sinful amount of time wasted on
trivial, endless debates on such trivia! matters.
However, here we have a fundamental question
concerning the livelihood of people who work
here, and we are saying that this particular facet
of this institution's organisation should not be
subject to the normal process of fixing wages.
Most of us are fairly well aware that in this
institution bluff and intimidation play a
significant role as far as the staff are concerned.
It is not a question of awards, it is a question of
the hiring and firing of people.

If employees here felt that something was not
right or was incorrect they would not say
anything because even if they did, they would not

have anyone to stand up for them. This is highly
improper.

Mr SKIDMORE: I wish to indicate some of
the instances which led to the Miscellaneous
Workers' Union's decision to move into the
Governor's Establishment to provide some redress
to the workers who were employed at that time. A
great deal of disputation was taking place
amongst the staff and in particular one servant of
the Governor-and I am not blaming the
Governor for it because I am sure that if he had
known about this matter he would have done
something immediately-was being grossly
underpaid. The Miscellaneous Workers' Union
undertook to obtain an award for people
employed at Government House. Since that time
they have been paid under the terms of the award.

This Government repeatedly cells us that
workers are supposed to abide by arbitration and
should always embrace it. However, the
Government is attempting to have the people's
award taken away from them. The mind boggles
when one thinks of the Government's actions.

The system of arbitraton and awards should be
retained and should be voluntary. There are many
workers at the Governor's Establishment who are
not members of the Miscellaneous Workers'
Union but they still receive the award. However,
when this amendment is passed they will Find they
will not have an award because the Government
has taken it away from them.

Where is the Government heading and from
where does the Minister for Labour and Industry
receive the right to take these workers' award
away from them merely by the stroke of a pen?
The employees will be back in the same boat of
being denied decent wages. That is what will take
place.

The attitude of the Government makes the
future for employees doubtful, especially when
looking at what is being debated here tonight. We
are debating an amendment to the Industrial
Arbitration Act which I understand will not be in
existence shortly. It appears from the new Act
that certain other workers will not have cover
either. It appears to be a situation oF five bob
each way here, where the Government is making
sure that it does not lose, because it is armed with
a double barrel shot gun. So. notwithstanding that
we are debating the amendment now, if it were
withdrawn we would still debate the matter in this
place at a future time.

I am absolutely disgusted that a Minister who
professes to have the interests of workers at heart
and who continually puts himself on a pedestal as
being always right in regard to industrial law
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should come here and say. "Notwithstanding that
I have said before all workers should enjoy the
benefits of arbitration and conciliation, unfettered
by the trade union movement, I want this Bill to
be passed." He talks as if there were a
Communist under every bed. I can assure
members that the Miscellaneous Workers' Union
has no Communist officials. So the red bogey does
not apply in this case. The Minister is left without
an excuse for his action.

Surely if anyone is entitled to protection it is
the workers who are being robbed in a place
where the Governor or this State is living. The
Miscellaneous Workers' Union undertook to'get
them a reasonable wage, and now it is to be taken
away from them. I do not think the Minister can
have it both ways. He can have the veracity of his
Press statements challenged either inside this
place Or outside it, but he cannot have it both
ways. I doubt that he as a Minister has the right
to come here and do these things to workers.
What right has he to deny arbitration to workers?
Does he have a God-given right?

Mr O'Connor: We have the right of an elected
Government.

Mr SKIDMORE: That is right; the Minister
has the right of the weight of numbers. He could
not care about human suffering.

Mr Williams: Come on!
Mr SKIDMORE: It is all right for the spot

remover from Midland to say that, but the worker
involved was receiving one-third of the rate
workers outside received. Let the member stand
up and say human suffering does not result from
that. He could not defend this legislation; he
should throw himself into one of' his machines and
clean himself up.

Mr Clarko: Don't get personal.
Mr SKIDMORE: I conclude by saying I

believe the Minister is wrong and in essence there
is no reason for this amendment. I am astounded
that a Government which professes to have the
interests of workers at heart should introduce
such a Bill.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnctt
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill

and a division taken w

Ayes lS
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Bateman

ith the

*Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hasseill
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr McPharlin

Ayes
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Harman
Mr T. D. Evans

Noes 27
Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'NeiI
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodernan
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Young
Mr Macl~innon
Dr Dadour
Mr Nanovich

(Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Bill reported with amendments.

EDUCATION ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from the 20th September.
MR PEARCE (Gosnells) [10.54 P.m.]: I

indicate that the Opposition will not object to this
Bill, It is a measure which is contingent upon a
Bill the Assembly has already dealt with, dealing
with the enlarging of the ability of the Teachers'
Tribunal to hear appeals in respect of salary and
conditions over a much wider range of areas than
previously was the case.

There seems to mec to be a degree of
irony-quite possibly unconscious-on the part of
the drafter of the notice paper for today; because
in the first place we dealt with a Bill which took
away from a group of teachers the right to have
any access to any appeal or arbitration
whatsoever. As soon as we finished depriving that
group of teachers of their access to arbitration, we
began to deal with a Bill which in fact enables
another group of teachers to have greater access
to arbitration than they enjoy at the moment.
That strikes me as being ironic; and certainly it is
inconsistent. However, it appears the Government
does not see the matter that way.

I will not suggest who is right and who is wrong
at this stage; but obviously I would not be saying
the things I am saying if I felt the Opposition was
wrong.

While the Minister is moving to amend the
Education Act with regard to enlarging the

(Teller) appellant jurisdiction of the Teachers' Tribunal,

3758



[Wednesday, 17th October, 1979]175

he is making a number of other amendments to
tidy tup the Act. That is perfectly reasonable; the
Act is not a completely up-to-date document, and
it will not be even after these amendments are
included. It was originally drafted many years
ago, and obviously needs constant updating. It is
the practice of the Education Department to store
up little anomalies, and then when a change is
required to the Act it includes all the other little
matters in the Bill at the same time. As I have
said, I have been carefully through each of the
provisions of the Bill on behalf of the Opposition.
and we agree to each of them.

However. I would like to make one point in
respect of which I would like a guarantee from
the Minister. One of the amendments in the Bill is
to write into the Act the power to suspend
teachers. We do not quibble with that because
obviously the power itself is necessary, as
occasions will occur when the actions of a teacher
make it necessary to suspend him while the
matter is sorted out.

Mr P. V. Jones: It is in the regulations.
Mr PEARCE: I understand it is covered in the

regulations, and I am hoping-because it is not
clear in the Minister's speech-that the power to
suspend is being written into the Act only to
validate, post facto. the regulation that already
exists. I hope there is no suggestion that the
regulation will be changed.

Mr P. V. Jones: It will not be changed as a
result of anything I know at the moment. From
time to time it will be necessary to change it.
However, this is merely a validation and I said so
in my speech.

Mr PEARCE: I did not understand the
Minister to say that as specifically as I wanted
him to say it. I wanted him to say the power was
being exercised but it did not exist under the Act.
However, I am happy to accept his assurance that
there is nothing more in the pipeline with regard
to suspension of teachers, and that this is simply a
validation of a practice which is occurring at
present.

In fact, I will quote what the Minister said in
his second reading speech. The following may be
found at page 3032 of Hansard of the 20th
September-

The power to "suspend" a teacher is also
to be included. Although suspensions have
been made in the past there has been no
reference to this in the Act and the present
amendment seeks to remedy this.

So the Minister will see his speech contains no
reference to the regulation.

Mr P. V. Jones: No, but it is a validation of it.
Mr PEARCE: That is exactly the point on

which I was seeking an assurance; and the reason
I was seeking an assurance is that I have moved
to disallow a regulation dealing with the sacking
of teachers which is before the Assembly at this
time. I thought possibly the Minister and the
department are taking a harder line towards the
continued employment of some staff members,
and I would not like to agree on behalf of the
Opposition to a seemingly innocuous amendment
to validate something which is already happening
if it would in fact enable suspensions to be made
more widely than at present and would make life
more difficult for teachers.

As I have argued previously, the Government is
giving itself powers with regard to sacking
teachers in permanent employment, and one
would imagine that it would be prepared to treat
the suspension of teachers in an even more
cavalier fashion than it is prepared to treat their
sacking.

However, with that qualification, and bearing
in mind the fact that I have drawn to the
attention of the House a possible widening of
powers, to which we would not agree, I indicate to
the Minister that it is not the intention of the
Opposition to oppose the Bill.

MR P. V. JONES (Narrogin-Minister for
Education) [11.00 p.m.I: I thank the member for
his support of the legislation. He has identified all
that we are seeking to do. As he has indicated,
there are times when little things need doing-for
example, the upgrading of the penalties. There
are particular aspects which correlate to the other
legislation, and we are taking this opportunity to
do the other things he has mentioned.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, et c.
Bill passed through Committee without debate,

reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third
reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr P. V.
Jones (Minister for Education), and transmitted
to the Council.

House adjourned at 11.02 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

WATER SUPPLIES
Alcoa of Australia Ltd.

1789. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Water
Supplies:

(1) What was the total amount of water
used by Alcoa of Australia Ltd. in 1978
in their mining and reflning operations?

(2) What percentage of their total 1978
water consumption was provided by
runoff or bores within Alcoa's refinery
sites?

(3) How much water was provided by the
Metropolitan Water Board or the Public
Works Department for Alcoa in 1978?

(4) How much money did Alcoa pay the
Metropolitan Water Board and the
Public Works Department in 1978 for
water?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) to (4) The question asked relates to the

business activities of Alcoa of Australia
Ltd. It is respectfully suggested that the
honourable member address his queries
to that company.

TIM BER
Sawmills

1795. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Forests:
(1) Would the Minister present in tabular

form for each year from 1967
onwards-
(a) the number of sawmills licensed to

operate in Western Australia;
(b) the number of people employed in

sawmills in Western Australia;
(c) the total sawn output from Western

Australian sawmills;
(d) the average employment in sawmills

per I0,000m3 of sawn output;
(e) the proportion of softwoods in the

(f)

(g)

sawn output;
the average fixed capital
expenditure per sawmill;
the number of people employed in
felling and extracting timber in
Western Australia

(h) the volume of chip logs taken from
State forests in Western Australia?

(2) For each of the following companies-
Adelaide Timber Co. Pty. Ltd.,
Bunning Bros. Pty. Ltd.,
Cullity Timbers,
Millars W.A. Pty. Ltd.,
Whittakers Ltd.,

would the Minister-
list the number
sawmills owned by
and list in tabular
sawmill-
(i)
(ii)

of hardwood
each company
form for each

the location of each sawmill;
the size of each sawmill's
hardwood log allocation from
State forests indicating what
proportion this log allocation is
of:.

A. all State forest sawlog
allocations;

B. all State and private
sawlog allocations?

(iii) the size of each sawmill's
hardwood log allocation from
private forests indicating what
proportion this log allocation is
of-

A. all State forest
allocations:

B. all State and
sawlog allocations?

sawlog

private

(3) Would the Minister advise how many
sawmills in Western Australia convert
locally grown softwood logs, specifying
for each sawmill-
(a) its owner;
(b) its log allocation from State

plantations;
(c) its log allocation from private

plantations?
Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) to (3) As the answer is detailed and

extensive, the reply to the question is
submitted for tabling.

The reply was tabled (see pa per No. 410).

LAND: NATIONAL PARKS
Yardie Creek Station

1807. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Lands:
(1) Is a parcel of land at Exmouth which

contains or is part of the abandoned
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Yardie Creek station vested in the
National Parks Authority?

(2) If so, what is the area involved?
(3) Have applications or queries been

received for ownership, control or use by
any portion of this land with the Lands
Department?

(4) If so, by wham?
(5) Have any applications or queries been

received for ownership, control or use of
any portion of this land with the
National Parks Authority?

(6) I f so, by whom?
(7) Has the land been made available to an

applicant by the Lands Department
and/or the National Parks Authority?

(8) If "Yes" to (7), to whom and on what
basis?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) Yes. It is presumed the honourable

member is referring to the Cape Range
National Park.

(2) 50 581 hectares.
(3) Not that area within national park.
(4) Not applicable.
(5) Not to Lands Department knowledge.
(6) Not applicable.
(7) and (8) Answered by (3) and (5).

PUBLIC SERVICE
Trainee Graduate Assistant Scheme

1808. Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

(1) What criteria determine which
applicants are recruited each year to the
Public Service under the trainee
graduate assistant scheme?

(2) What relative weight is given to
academic qualifications and personal
qualities?

(3) What are the basic academic
qualifications required of applicants for
positions in the scheme?

(4) What sort of personal qualities are
sought in people recruited under the
scheme and how is it determined to what
degree each applicant has those
qualities?

(5) Who conducts interviews with potential
recruits to the scheme?

(6) What formal guidelines are issued to
interviewers?

(7) Is there a standard list of questions to be
asked of applicants for positions in the
scheme or a standard list of subject
areas to be covered in interviews?

(8) (a) Will he either table in the House or
make available to me on a
confidential basis copies of the
formal guidelines for interviewers
and standard lists of questions or
subject areas to be covered;

(b) if not, why not?
(9) (a) Who drew up any such lists and

guidelines;
(b) when and how often are they

reviewed?
(10) If there are no such lists, how is

comparability between interviews
ensured?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) (a) Appropriate academic qualifi-

cations.
(b) Persons who are considered to have

the potential to proceed to
administrative positions in the State
Public Service.

(2) Nlo fixed relative weight.
(3) (a) University graduates with

appropriate degrees (such as Arts,
Commerce or Economics) and
associates and graduates of colleges
of advanced education with similar
qualifications.

(b) Undergraduates completing final
examinations in the current year.

(4) Those whom the board would expect to
lead to advancement in the
administrative area of the State Public
Service. Such observations are
determined at interviews.

(5) Senior Officers of the State Public
Service.

(6) Interviewers are well experienced in
public service management and no
formal guidelines are issued to them.

(7) No standard list of questions but a
standard list of subjects to be covered.

(8) (a) and (b) The standard list of subject
areas to be covered is tabled.

(9) (a) Public Service Board.
(b) Annually.

(10) Not applicable.

The list of subjects was tabled (see paper No.
411).
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A BOR IGIN ES
Noonkanbah Station: Sacred Sites

1809. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Cultural
Affairs:

(1) Further to question 1762 of 1979
concerning oil drilling at Noonkanhah
station, will he table the directive given
to the Museum trustees by the Acting
Minister for Cultural Affairs telling
them to consent to oil drilling on a
sacred Aboriginal site?

(2) Is it fact that counsel for the Museum
trustees advised Mr Justice Brinsden in
Supreme Court chambers that the
Museum trustees would continue to
press for the protection of the area if the
consent given on direction of the
Minister was withdrawn or ruled
invalid?

(3) Will he reverse the Acting Minister's
decision to politically interfere upon the
professional judgments of the Museum
trustees?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(I) to (3) I refer the honourable member to

my answer to question 1762, of
Thursday, the I1Ith October, 1979.

TRANSPORT: ROAD
North-west: Permit Fees

1810. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Transport:

What are the administrative and other
costs associated with the collection of
permit fees for the transport of road
cargo from Perth to north of the 26th
parallel?

Mr RUSH-TON replied:
These costs are not specifically
segregated for particular areas but are
incorporated in the overall
administration costs of -the Transport
Commission.

STANFORD INSTITUTE
Report

1811. Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

(1) Further to question 1761
concerning the Stanford
Institute report, was

of 1979
Research

a major

recommendation of the Stanford
Research Institute report that the
Darling Range policy advisory council
should be established?

(2) If so, did the report make any
recommendation on how the policy
advisory council should be composed?

(3) If "Yes" to (2), will he advise the
composition suggested by the report?

(4) Did the Stanford Research Institute
report outline terms of reference for the
Darling Range policy advisory council?

(5) If so, what were they?
(6) What were the report's other

recommendations?

Sir

(I)
CHARLES COURT replied:
to (6) There is nothing I wish to add to
the reply to question 1761 of 1979.

18 12. This question was postponed.

EDUCATION: PRE-PRIMARY
Centre: Upper Swan School

1813. Mr HERZFELD, to the Minister
Education:

for

Is the Upper Swan Primary School to be
provided with a pre-primary centre for
the commencement of the 1980 school
year?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
Yes.

TRANSPORT: ROAD

Freight Rates

1814. Mr MOIVER, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

-(1) In view of the current discontent within
the road transport industry relative to
the low level of rates being paid to
operators and which caused the 1977
stoppage, will he advise details of action
taken to give effect to the Government's
promise to increase the rates and
escalate them as outlined in the letters
of the Premier and the Minister for
Labour and Industry, dated the 14th
October, 1977?
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(2) In view of the undertaking given in the
abovemenrioried letters1  does the
Government and its agencies ensure that
work being performed for them is at the
agreed and escalated rates?

Mr Rushton (for Mr O'CONNOR) replied:

(1) The Government did not offer increases
or escalation of freight rates. This was
an offer made by the WA Road
Transport Association.
The Government did undertake and
proceeded with an amendment to the
Transport Commission Act to provide
for the Commissioner of Transport to--

(a) have access to records and freight
rate systems;

(b) recommend freight rates, and
(c) undertake studies into the industry.

Recommended freight rates were
published in the Government Gazette on
the 15th December, 1978, and there
have been ongoing discussions between
the Minister for Transport and industry
members.

(2) No. The Government does not control
the rates.

WATER SUPPLIES
Consumption, and Services

1815. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Water Supplies:

(1) What was the total consumption of
water in the metropolitan area in 1978-
79?

(2) In 1978-79 what was the total
consumption of water in the
metropolitan area by-

(a) residential properties;
(b) non-residential properties?

(3) How many residential services in the
metropolitan area were supplied 'with
water in 1978-79?

(4) How many residential services supplied
with water in 1978-79 were unmetered?

(5) I-ow many non-residential properties in
the metropolitan area were supplied
with water in 1978-79?

(6) How many non-residential properties
supplied with water during 1978-79
were unmetered?

(7) What is the estimated cost of installing
a meter on every unmetered non-
residential service supplied with water
during 1978-79?

Mrs CRAIG relied:
(1) Metered consumption was

approximately 83 million cubic metres.
(2) (a) Metered consumption

approximately 67 million
metres.

(b) Metered consumption
approximately 16 million
metres.

was
cubic

was
cubic

(3) 249756.
(4) Not readily available from present

recording system.
(5) 12 880 services.
(6) Not readily available from present

recording system.
(7) This would vary considerably within a

range dependent upon the size of service,
location and access to the service and
cannot be readily estimated.

STATE FINANCE: SHORT-TERM
INTEREST TRANSACTIONS

Bank Negotiable Certificates of Deposit

I1816. Mr DAVIES, to the Treasurer:

What is the value of the negotiable
certificates of deposit held by the
Government at 30th June, 1979 which-
(a) have been subsequently returned or

sold back to the dealers in the
short-term money market from
whom they were transferred;

(b) have been subsequently sold to
other dealers in the short-term
money market;

(c) the Government has returned, upon
maturity, to the banks from which
the negotiable certificates of deposit
emanated;

(d) are still held by the Treasury?
Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(a) to (d) 1 find it impossible to see
what the Leader of the Opposition
seeks to achieve or what purpose is
to be served in the extraction of the
information he seeks.
I am therefore not prepared to
authorise the diversion of Treasury
officers onto the work involved.
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If the Leader of the Opposition has
something specific by way of
allegation about improper practice
by the Treasury in the short-term
money market then he should
declare it.
His present tactics are not only

u nfair to the Treasury and its
officers but also do not enhance this
State's reputation as a good place in
which to do business.

TRANSPORT: NORTHERN SUBURBS
Rapid Transit System

1817. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) With reference to the answer supplied to
question 1122 of 1979 from whom has
he received requests for the early
provision of a rapid transit system along
the Mitchell Freeway route at least as
far north as the Joondalup sub-regional
centre area?

(2) (a) Is there an urgent and definite need
for efficient transport services to
the northern suburbs at the present
time; and

(b,) Is there every possibility that if
these were available they would be
fully utilised?

Mr RUJSHTON replied:

(1) The Shire of Wanneroo. The Hon. M.
McAleer, MLC, member for Upper
West Province. Mr A. V. Crane, MLA,
member for Moore, and the Hons. R. 1.
Viner, MP, Federal member for Stirling,
all on behalf of the Shire of Wanneroo.

(2) (a) There is an efficient transport
system to the northern suburbs at
the present time.
There is not sufficient population
density around Joondalup to
warrant a rapid transit system at
the present time. This is planned to
take place progressively as travel
demands dictate.

(b) Not at the present time.

HOUSING: RENTAL
Balga

1818. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for
Housing:

When will the work begin on the
upgrading of rental units in Salmar Way
and Edale Way, Balga, Cot which he
stated that tenders would be invited at
an early date in answer to question 1118
of the 21st August, 1979?

M r R IDG E replied:

Tenders will close on the 5th November,
1979, and work will commence by the
end of November.

EDUCATION: PRE-PRIMARY AND PRE-
SCHOOL

Tea chers 'Aides

1819. Mr WILSON, to the
Education:

Minister for

(1) On what grounds is the Education
Department proposing to deny teachers'
aides employed in pre-primnary and pre-
school centres with 25 children groups,
adjustments to pay scales including
indexation increases?

(2) What consideration, if any, has been
given to the effect of this denial of
indexation increases to those teachers'
aides who are the sole breadwinners for
their families and who have established
long term commitments such as house
repayments to mcet?

(3) How does this decision fit into the
Government's overall policy on wage
indexation?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

(1) Teachers' aides are paid under the terms
of the Teachers' Aides Award 1979. Pay
adjustments will be made according to
increases granted by the Industrial
Cornmission.

(2) Not applicable,
(3) The Government supports decisions of

the Industrial Commission.
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EDUCATION: PRE-PRIMARY AND PRE-
SCHOOL

Teachers' Aides

1820. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

(1) Is there a proposal by the Education
Department to deny to teachers' aides
employed in pre-primary and pre-school
centres with 25 children groups.
adjustments to pay scales including
indexation increases?

(2) (a) Does this action by a Government
department indicate that the
Government is opposed to wage
indexation; and

(b) if not, how does it fit into the
Government's overall policy on
wage indexation?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) and (2) No. However, there is a problem

in relation to assistants previously
employed by the Pre-School Board.
They are currently paid wages in excess
of those prescribed for aides in the
Teachers' Aides Award. This matter is
currently under consideration.

HOSPITAL
Mt. Magnet Area

1821. Mr McPHARLIN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Is the Mt. Magnet area without an
adequate hospital facility since the
closure of the town hospital?

(2) If "Yes", what is the reason for this?
(3) Does the Government have any plans to

upgrade the existing facilities?
(4) If "No" to (3), what are the

Government's plans for the facility in
the future?

Mrs Craig (for Mr YdIbNG) replied:
(1) There is a nursing post at Mt. Magnet in

charge of a registered nurse who is able
to provide emergency service.
Ambulance facilities are available for
the transfer of patients to Meekatharra
or by air to Geraldton regional or a
metropolitan teaching hospital.

(2) There are not enough people in the area
to justify a full scale hospital.

(3) No.

(4) There are no plans for immediate use of
the former hospital but the buildings are
being maintained should there be need
for them in the future.

DROUGHT
Debt Moratorium

1822. Mr McPHARLIN, to the Premier:

(1) If a farmer desires to obtain the benefit
of a five-year repayment holiday of his
existing Government drought debts, does
he have to make a written application to
the Drought Consultative Committee for
an assessment of his case?

(2) Will further drought relief loans issued
subsequent to the present drought also
be given the five-year holiday period?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) As has already been widely publicised,

and seems to be fairly well understood
by farmers, applications for
restructuring of drought debts should be
made through the individual farmer's
own bank which will undertake the
necessary assessment.

(2) No. as already arranged and as part of
the total relief "package" announced
recently for those farmers expcriencing
three or four years of sustained drought,
subsequent drought relief loans will be
made under the normal conditions of a
repayment holiday for the first two
years and repayment over the following
five years.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
Line

1823. Mr McIVER, to the Minister for
Transport:

Under the terms of the lease agreement
with Lease Underwriting Pty. Ltd. for
linc buses, who is responsible for costs of
maintenance and replacement parts for
the buses?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
The Metropolitan Transport Trust.
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EDUCATION: TECHNICAL
Night Classes: Fees

1824. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Education:

What level of fees were charged to
students attending night classes under
the technical extension scheme in each
of the past four years?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
As a preamble I might add that the
expression "technical extension scheme"
was not readily understood. The reply to
the question is on the basis that the
member is seeking the fees payable for
adult education classes conducted by the
Technical Education Services.
1977: 21 years old-0c per 3 hours,

with a maximum of $60 per year.
18-20 years old-0c per 4 h
hours, with a maximum of $40
per year.
Under 18 years-50c per 9
hours, with a maximum of $16
per year.

1978: 50c per hour.
1979: 75c per hour.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WOOD
CHIPPING INDUSTRY

Exports
1825. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Forests:
(1) What was the total quantity of

woodchips exported from Western
Australia in the 1978-79 year?

(2) By how much did this amount fall short
of the maximum which WA Chip and
Pulp Co. Ltd. is permitted to export
under the agreement it holds with the
State?

(3) What quantity of jarrah woodchips were
exported in the 1978-79 year?

(4) Are jarrah woodchips included in the
total which WA Chip and Pulp Co. Ltd.
is permitted to export, or are jarrah
woodchips exported or will be exported
in addition to the quantity allowed to be
exported by the company under its
agreement?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) I am advised that the total quantity of

woodchips exported from Western
Australia in. the year 1978-79 was
562021 tonnes.

(2) The agreement between the company
and the State is conditional upon the
company's obtaining any export licences
required under Commonwealth law. The
total quantity of woodchips exported
during 1978-79 fell short of the quantity
authorised under the export licence by
187 979 tonnes.

(3) Nil.
(4) Jarrah woodchips are included in the

total quantity of woodchips permitted
for export under the Commonwealth
export licence.

TOWN PLANNING
Noranda Hills

1826. Mr TONKIN, to the
representing the Attorney-General:

Minister

As the Minister for Local Government
has stated that she cannot finalise a
matter relating to Lots 8, 9 and 10 in
Hepworth Way, Noranda Hills, because
she has not been advised yet by the
Crown Law Department and as that
department has had the matter before it
since February, possibly causing great
inconvenience to a number of citizens,
will the Attorney-General take whatever
steps are necessary in order to expedite
matters?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
The advice was given to the Department
of Local Government by the Crown Law
Department on the 2nd October, last.

DROUGHT

Roebourne
1827. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Lands:

(I)

(2)

Is the Roebourne Shire area, or part
thereof, declared a drought area?
If "Yes"-
(a) how many pastoral stations in the

shire area are involved, and which
are these;

(b) what drought relief measures are
these station leases entitled to?

(3) (a) What is the cost of carting fodder
from Perth to Roebourne and is any
Government subsidy available for
such freight costs;
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(b) If "No" to (3)(a),
Government intend to
concession on fodder
such areas?

Mrs

(1)

does the
introduce a
freight for

CRAIG replied:
No. Formal drought declaration is not
necessary in pastoral regions for
pastoralists to obtain benefit of drought
relief measures. Each station property is
assessed on its individual drought
situation.

(2) (a) There have been no rent relief
applications or requests for
payment of subsidies from pastoral
lessees in the Roebourne Shire
during the last two years.

(b) The statement tabled in answer to
question 1526 of the 19th
September, 1979, is applicable.

(3) (a) and (b) I am unaware of freight
charges for cartage of fodder from
Perth to Roebourne but a subsidy
would be payable in accordance
with the statement referred to in
(2)(b).

LAND
Roebourne

1828. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the
representing the Minister for Lands:

Minister

(a) Adverting to a recent release of land in
Roebourne by public auction, what was
the cost of development;

(b) how was the cost made up, detailing
each amount;

(c) what was the upset price of the land;
(d) on whose recommendation was the upset

price fixed?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(a) and (b) Servicing of land offered at

auction on the 301h November, 1978,
was co-ordinated under the jurisdiction
of the Townsites Development
Committee.

(c) Residential $8 165 to $8 840
Duplex $11 775

(d) Upset prices were approved by the
Governor on my recommendation.

RURAL ADJUSTMENT SCHEME
Funds, and Applications for Assistance

1829. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(I) What is the total funding which will be
available to the Rural Adjustment
Authority in the 1979-80 financial year?

(2) (a) How many applications for
assistance were received by the
Rural Reconstruction Authority in
the 1978-79 year;

(b) of these, what number were for-

(i) debt reconstruction;
(ii) farm build-up;
(iii) farm improvement;
(iv) rehabilitation?

(3) How many applications were received
from pastoralists. and of these, how
many were successful?

Mr OLD replied:

(1) $2.6 million of which $0.866 million is
to be funded in 1979-80 and $1.734
million is to be funded in 1980-8 1.

(2) (a) 217;

(b) (i) 93
(i i) 97

(iii) 17
(iv) I .

(3) This information is not readily available
since applications are not tabulated in
zone areas. I shall arrange to provide the
honourable member with the
information sought as soon as possible.

WATER SUPPLIES

Mt. Hampton and Westonia Regions

1830. Mr JAMIESON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Water
Supplies:

(1) In view of the Government's
representations to the Commonwealth
Government for financial assistance for
the proposed rural water supplies, as in
the Agaton report, does this now mean
that the former priorities granted to
Westonia and Mt. Hampton areas by
the Public Works Department have now
been superseded?
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(2) What plans and timetable has the
Government now in mind for providing
water Supply to the Westonia and Mt.
Hampton regions?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No timetable has yet been determined

for providing water to the Westonia and
Mt. Hampton regions.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Land: Applications to Sell or Lease

1831. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Local
Government:
(1) How many applications have been made

by local authorities in each of the last
three years seeking to-
(a) sell land under section 266;
(b) tease land under section 267,
of the Local Government Act?

(2) How many applications were approved
in each case?

(3) What was the largest area of land
involved in each case?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) (a) and (b) Records of applications

have not been kept.
(2) The Governor's consent under section

266 of the Local Government Act to sale
of land was granted as follows-

1976-77 115
1977-78 96
1978-79 103

The Governor approved
267 of teases as follows-

1976-77 115
1977-78 69
1978-79 86

under section

(3) Records of area of land involved are not
kept.

HEALTH: RADIOACTIVITY

Mineral Sands: Mines and Processing Plants
1832. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Have any tests been conducted of the
level of radioactivity in-
(a)
(b)

mineral sands mines at Eneabba;
mineral sands processing plants at
Eneabba and Geraldton;

(c) mineral sands tailings which have
been spread on Geraldton gardens
or dumped as landfill in Geraldton?

(2) If "Yes", will he please advise of the
results and their relationship to
recognised safety levels?

(3) If "No" to (1), will he arrange for tests
to be undertaken and results published
in view of an uneasiness expressed by a
number of local residents?

Mrs Craig (for Mr YOUNG) replied:
(1) (a) and (b) The mine sites at Eneabba

and installations at Geraldton have
been inspected by an officer of the
Radiological Council and radiation
levels measured. Workers at the
sites are monitored for radiation
exposure.

(c) No.
(2) Accumulated radiation doses received

by the workers are less than the
maximum permissible levels
recommended by the International
Commission on Radiological Protection.

(3) Samples of tailings referred to under
(1)(c) will be obtained and analysed.

PUBLIC SERVANTS
Conversations with Members of Prliament

1833. Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

(1) What restrictions are placed on
members of the Public Service in talking
to members of Parliament on
departmental matters-
(a) whilst still in the employment of the

Government;
(b) after resigning?

(2) What restrictions arc placed on such
persons writing to newspapers under
similar conditions?

(3) What right of access do such persons
have to their personal Files?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) (a) Administrative Instruction 711

issued under the provisions of
section 19 of the Public Service Act
1978 states-
An officer shall not, except in the
course of his official duty and with
the express permission of the
Permanent Head or the Head of the
Sub-departmient,
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(a) give to any person any
information relating to the
business of the Public Service
or other Crown business that
has been furnished to him or
obtained by him in the course
of his official duty as an
officer; or

(b) disclose the contents of any
official papers or documents
that have been supplied to him
or seen by him in the course of
his official duty as an officer or
otherwise.

In practice in some departments,
senior officers may and often do
discuss with members of Parliament
questions of fact and procedure
relating to the department.

(b) None.
(2) Public Service regulation 13 states-

An officer shall not-
(a) publicly comment, either orally

or in writing, on any
adminstrative action, or upon
the administration of any
Department; or

(b) use for any purpose, other than
for the discharge of official
duties as an Officer,
information gained by or
conveyed to that officer
through employment in the
Public Service.

(3) Administrative Instruction 725 issued
under the provisions of section 19 of the
Public Service Act. 1978, states intter
alia-

2. With the permission of the
Permanent Head or other duly
authorised officer an officer
may examine the personal file
of that officer. If the
Permanent Head refuses such
permission, the officer may
apply in writing through the
Permanent Head to the Board
which may confirm or reverse
the refusal of permission.

EDUCATION: SCHOOLTEACHERS AND
LECTURERS

Public Statements on Policy
1834. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for

Education:
What restrictions apply to school

teachers and lecturers employed by the
Education Department in regard to
making public statements, including
writing letters to the newspapers on
matters associated with Government
education policy?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
The member's question is not fully
understood and more precise details
would assist.
The Education Department regulations
do not impose restrictions on teachers
making public statements.

RIVERS
Reclamation

1835. Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:

(1) Further to his answer to question 1445
of 1979 relevant to further reclamation
of the river, how much of the Swan
and/or other rivers have been reclaimed
by him since the I1st January, 1974?

(2) What river reclamation has been
considered and/or proposed for the
future?

(3) Was not yet another attempt to reclaim
more of our Swan and/or other rivers
for roads recentiy discussed by ihe State
Parliamentary Liberal Party either with
or without the National Country Party
being present?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) If by "him" the honourable member

means me personally, the answer would
be !Nil".
If he means the present Government, or
its departments, then the answer is
complicated by the fact that the
Government elected in 1974 did not
assume office until the 8th April, 1974.
However, the honourable member has
used the reference "since 1st January,
1974". In view of this I advise there was
a reclamation of Maylands Peninsula,
stage 2, which was recommenced on the
16th March, 1973. This was completed
on the 4th April, 1974.
No reclamation has taken place since
that time except for MRD reclamation
for the southern extension of the
Kwinana Freeway which was completed
in June, 1977.
The area reclaimed was 5.888 hectares,
oF which 2.374 hectares was for roads.
and 3.514 hectares for beaches.

(2) None, to my knowledge.
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(3) If the honourable member is referring to
the south-east corridor proposals of
MVRPA for a crossing of the Canning
River he will be aware that the
Government has advised MRPA it is not
prepared to agree to the proposals in
their present form, and has referred
them back to the MRPA for study and
report on alternatives. In any case,
reclamation of the river was not
involved.

STATE FINANCE
Consolidated Revenue and Genera) Loan Funds:

Unpresented Cbeques
1836. Mr BERTRAM, to the Treasurer:

What cheques were drawn by the
Treasury but not presented for payment
as at the 30th June, 1975, 1976, 1977,
1978 and 1979 by the-
(a) Consolidated Revenue Fund;
(b) Loan Fund?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(a) and (b) Cheques drawn by the

Treasury are not drawn against
specific funds but as a charge
against the bank account of the
Government of Western Australia.
The total of outstanding Treasury
drawn cheques was-
$ 9 358 235.48 at the 30th June,
1975.
S 9330069.22 at the 30th June,
1976.
$15 459 730.65 at the 30th June,
1977.
$14656577.94 at the 30th June,
1978.
$16418623.70 at the 30th June,
1979.

HEALTH: TOBACCO PRODUCTS
Pushers: Hay Street Mfall

1837. Mr BERTRAM, to the Minister for
Health:
(I) Is nicotine contained in and/or produced

by the smoking of cigarettes?
(2) Is nicotine a drug?
(3) If "Yes" are cigarettes containing the

drug nicotine being pushed in the Hay
Street mall by young women in
uniforms?

(4) If "Yes" to (3), does he intend to do
anything and, if so, what about this
pushing of drugs?

Mrs Craig (for Mr YOUNG) replied:
(1) and (2) Yes.
(3) 1 believe so.
(4) No. To describe this action as pushing is

a gross exaggeration.

WATER SUPPLIES
Aga ton

1838. Mr COWAN, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Water
Supplies:

(1) What was the amount of funds
requested by the State Government from
the Commonwealth for the development
of the Agaton water supply?

(2) (a) Has the Commonwealth Govern-
ment made a decision in this
matter;

(b) if it has, what was the decision?
Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) The estimated cost of the proposal is

$45 600 000. The request made to the
Commonwealth was that the cost be
shared on a dollar- for-dol la r basis.

(2) (a) and (b) No decision has yet been
made.

ROAD: BEECH BORO-GOSN ELLS
FREEWAY

Commencement, and Resumptions

1839. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) With reference to his answers to my

question 1786 of Tuesday, the 16th
October, when is it anticipated work will
begin on the Gosnells-Beechboro
Freeway through the Gosnells-
Maddington area?

(2) In view of the advice he gave that all
resumptions have been completed in the
Maddington-Gosnells area for the
freeway, will he give accurate and
detailed reasons why surveyors are still
working in these areas re the alignment
of the freeway?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) Work will commence within the next

few weeks.
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(2) Engineering surveys are being carried
out for detailed design and' construction
purposes.

EDUCATION: ROCKINGH-AM

School Holiday
1840. Mr PEARCE, to the Minister for

Education:

(1) Further to my question without notice or
the 16th October, did Rockingham
school children have a hair or full day
holiday last Monday?

(2) 1ffso, will he give details?
(3) Who authorised this holiday for-

(a) primary school;.
(b) high school,
students?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(1) There was no holiday for students of

Rockingharm schools on Monday, the
15Sth October.

(2) Schools had permission to suspend
normal timetables to take part in a
150th celebration ceremony and
carnival.

(3) (a) and (b) The Education Department
has given similar permission for
other regions or subregions to

- commemorate the State's
anniversary.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT

Seats! Forfeiture

1841. Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:

How many members have rorrecited their
seats in this Parliament since 1933 in
consequence of-
(a) having held an office of profit

under the Crown;
(b) having contracted with the Crown;
(c) any other unlawful act or omission?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(a) to (c) To the best or my knowledge,

none, although in the time available
I have not been able to make the
research needed.
There may have been a case in
1939 but the facts require further
study.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
DROUGHT

Aid: 1978-79 and 19 79-80
1. Mr OLD (Minister for Agriculture):

Yesterday I gave a reply to the member
for Warren in answer to question 1799. 1
have received further information, and
with your indulgence, Mr Speaker, I will
now provide it to the honourable
member.
In my reply to question 1799 of the 16th
October, 1979, 1 indicated that the
expenditure on drought aid for 1978-79
was Vi 753 188. Whilst this was the
actual amount approved for the year, it
does not accurately reflect the actual
expenditure.
Under the State-Commonwealth natural
disasters arrangement total expenditure
for 1978-79 amounted to $11.8 million.
Of the total expenditure on drought
relief, the State met $5.2 million from
its resources and the Commonwealth
contributed $6.6 million. The drought
relief expenditure included some loans
and freight subsidies approved in 1977-
78, but actually disbursed in 1978-79.

ABORIGINES: FITZROY CROSSING
Police Investigation

2. Mr HARMAN, to the Minister for Police
and Traffic:

Last evening I asked the Minister for
Community Welfare whether he could
advise the House about an incident at
Fitzroy Crossing.

The SPEAKER: Are you aware the Minister
ror Community Welfare is not in the
Chamber?

Mr HARMAN: I am now advised chat the
Minister for Police and Traffic may be
able to report to the House in respect of
that incident. Can the Minister so
report?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
It so happens I brought some
information along to advise the Minister
ror Community Welfare about the
incident. In general terms, it appears
that at about 7.00 p.m. on Saturday, the
13th October, a ranger of the National
Parks Board reported to an off-duly

3771



3772 l[ASSEMB LY)I

constable at his private residence that he
had received information that
Aborigines were trying to sell crocodile
skins. The constable, although off duty,
accompanied the ranger to the site to
assist in inquiries, and six crocodile skins
were found in a bag. The people at the
camp indicated they had been advised as
to who was responsible but he had left
the scene of the incident.

At that stage another constable and an
Aboriginal police aide arrived and
discussions were held. However, the
policemen thcn left the scene, and at
6.00 o'clock the next morning someone
called at the constable's house. To cut
short the intimate details, the matter is
under investigation. Apparently there
was a report that Aborigines were
selling crocodile skins and it was
investigated at about 7.00 o'clock at
night.

KAMPUCHEA

Aid to Refugees

3. Mr GRILL, to the Premier:

(1) In view of the fact that the Government
has seen fit on occasions to make
donations of aid to people in foreign
countries who have suffered through
natural disasters and other causes, has
the Government given any consideration
to giving some aid to those Kampuchean
refugces on the border of Thailand who
are in such a dire plight and need food
and medical care?

(2) If not, why not?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(1) and (2) As I indicated in answer to an
earlier question from one of the
honourable member's colleagues, the
Government has not at this stage given
any definite consideration to making a
specific donation to the Kampucheans
because under these circumstances it is
normal for the National Government to
act on behalf of the nation. There are
exceptions in the case of natural
disasters, such as occurred in Italy and
Yugoslavia, when the Government sent
donations to those particular causes;, but
in a case such as that of Kampuchea it is
normal for the National Government to
carry the responsibility and act on
behalf of the nation. However, as I
indicated earlier and in answer to a
question in another place today, the
Government is discussing the matter to
see whether there are special
circumstances in this case whereby the
State could intervene. I can assure the
honourable member we keep in touch
with the Commonwealth Government to
see what its policy is in the matter, in
view of the fact that delicate diplomatic
issues can be involved which do not arise
in the case of natural disasters.

EDUCATION
Royal Show Holiday

4. Mr PEARCE, to the Minister for Education:

Further to my question without notice
the other day and question 1840 today, I
have no objection to his or any officer of
his department giving permission to
suspend normal timetables; but is any
consideration being given to returning
the Royal Show holiday to school
children in this State?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
No.
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