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The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearmani took the
Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

BILLS (8): ASSENT

Message from the Governor received and
read notifying assent to the following
Bills:-

1. Foreign Judgments (Reciprocal En-
forcement) Bill.

2. Dog Act Amendment Bill.
3. Bills of Sale Act Amendment Bill.
4. Legal Practitioners Act Amendment

Bill.
5. Bee Industry Compensation Act

Amendment Bill.
6. Supply Bill (No. 2), £22,000,000.
7. Spencer's Brook-Northam Railway

Extension Bill.
8. Railway (Portion of Tambellup-

Ongerup Railway) Discontinuance
and Land Revestment Bill.

BILLS (6): INTRODUCTION AND
FIRST READING

1. Superannuation and Family Benefits
Act Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr.
Brand (Treasurer), and read a first
time.

2. Midland Railway Company of West-
ern Australia Limited AcquislUon
Agreement Bill.
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Bill introduced, on motion by Mr.
Court (Minister for Railways), and
read a first time.

3. Bread Act Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr.

Wild (Minister for Labour), and
read a first time.

4. Parks and Reserves Act Amendment
Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr.
Bovell (Minister for Lands), and
read a first time.

5. Traffic Act Amendment Bill (No. 3).
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr.

Craig (Minister for Transport), and
read a first time,

6. Dentists Act Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr.

Ross Hutchinson (Minister for
Health), and read a first time.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
PRAWNING IN SHARK BAY

NURSERY AREA
Names of Offenders and Action Taken

1. Mr. NORTON asked the Minister for
Fisheries:
(1) Does his department know the

names of the trawlers and the
trawler masters that trawled in
the prawn nursery area in Shark
Bay area this year?

(2) If these are known, was any
action taken against the offend-
ers; If not, why not?

(3) Will favourable consideration be
given to these trawlers and/or
their masters should they apply
for renewal of their prawn trawl-
ing licenses for 1054?

Mr. ROSS HUTCHINSON replied:
(1) There were some rumours in cir-

culation during the last prawning
season that certain trawlers were
working the nursery areas. How-
ever, nobody who was approached
by departmental officers could
give names or pinpoint illegal acti-
vity.

(2) There was no evidence on which
to, base charges.

(3) Not applicable.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
Results of Seminars

2. Mr. HALL asked the Mnister for In-
dustrial Development:
(1) Were the industrial seminars held

this Year considered successful to-
wards the Industrial development
of this State?

(2) What were the determinations, de-
liberations, and final conclusions
of the seminars as to industrial
development and decentralisation
of industry in this State?

Mr. COURT replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) A copy of the summary of the

work of the seminars, which was
forwarded to those who attended,
has been sent to the honourable
member.
Several country committees have
successfully undertaken local fol-
low-up discussions in conjunction
with the Department of Industrial
Development.

YOUTH SERVICE INVESTIGATION
COMMITTEE

Findings

3A. Mr. HALL asked the Minister for
Education:

Has the investigating committee
on youth service completed its
investigations, and what are its
findings?

Mr. LEWIS replied:
The committee has completed its
Investigation, but no decision has
yet been made on its recommenda-
tions and the report is not yet
available for distribution.

YOUTH EDUCATION
Government Assistance

3B. Mr. HALL asked the Minister for Edu-
cation:

What amount was made available
by the Education Department for
youth education to private schools,
State schools, youth organisations,
and the National Fitness Council
for the Years 1951-62 and 1962-63?

Mr. LEWIS replied:
If this question means extra cur-
ricula activities the answers are
as follows:-
(a) To private schools--nil.
(b) To State schools--nil.
(c) Direct grants to voluntary

youth organ isations--nil.
(d) To district youth committees

assisted by the Youth Educa-
tion Branch-
1961-62-

(i) By direct grants-2222.
(ii) By salaries-E7,OO ap-

proximately.
1952-63-The figures are not

yet available.
(e) To the National Fitness Coun-

cil-E2aD for each financial
year for the purpose of train-
ing youth teachers.
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NET FISHING
Control by Fisheries Department

4. Mr. HALL asked the Minister for
Fisheries;.
(1) How many harboura under the

control of the Fisheries Depart-
mEnt -are closed to net fishing in
this State?

(2) How many inlets, rivers, and tribu-
taries under the same control are
closed to net fishing in this State?

(3) How many inlets, tributaries, and
rivers, where fishing takes place,
are not under control of the Fish-
eries Department?

Mr. ROSS HUTCHINSON replied:
(1) Nil. This, of course, means total

closure.
(2) 29.
(3) Nil, unless one includes two inlets

and two rivers the fisheries of
which are under the control of
the Guowangerup Shire Council.
Netting Is permitted therein by
license from the council.

TOURIST DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY

Grants to Country Towns

5. Mr. HALL asked the Minister for
Tourists:
(1) Has the Tourist Development

Authority withheld grants to
countryi towns; and, if so, what
amounts and what towns were
affected?

(2) If grants were withheld, have
grants been made since?

Mr. BRAND replied:
(1) Yes, on one occasion, when the

sum of £651 3s. 4d., payment of
balance claimed by the Albany
Town Councl for the construction
of a caravan park and other im-
provements at Middleton Beach,
was withheld pending completion
of the marking cut of the cara-
van park in accordance with the
model by-laws published under
the Local Government Act.

(2) In the instance referred to. bal-
ance of claim £651 3s. 4d. was
paid to the Albany Town Council
upon advice from the Town Clerk
that the marking out of the cara-
van park had been completed.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATES
Exemptions

6. Mr. HALL asked the Minister repre-
senting the Minister for Local Gov-
ernment:
(1) Can pensioners and persons in in-

digent circumstances claim ex-
emption from local government
rates?

(2) If so, are such exemptions only
suspended until demise and the
estate wound up, or does the ex-
emption completely cancel the
rates owing?

Mr. NALDER replied:
(1) Pensioners as defined in section

561 may claim exemption from
payment of rates. No exemption
is conferred on indigent persons
who are not pensioners.

(2) The exemption postpones the Pay-
ment of the rates and charges
until the sale of the property by
the person, or his death, and does
not cancel the rates owing.

WATER, SEWERAGE, AND
DRAINAGE RATES

Rates Outstanding from Pensioners and
Indigents

7. Mr. HALL asked the Minister for
Water Supplies:
(1) What amount Is owing to the Pub-

lic Works Department by pen-
sioners or persons in Indigent cir-
cumstances for water, sewerage,
and drainage rates, where such
services operate in the Albany
area for the years 1961-62 and
1962-63?

Total Revenue
(2) What amount of revenue was re-

ceived by the Public Works De-
partment from the same services
for the years 1961-62 and 1962-63?

Mr. WILD replied:
(1) Amounts owing by pensioners or

persons in indigent circumstances
are as under-

Albany water Supply ..
Albany Sewerneo. ..
Wilson District Drainage -..

5132
2U

Ci .954

1,761
760

27

f2,648

(2) Revenue received from Albany
wvater supply and sewerage, and
Wilson District Dranage as un-
der:

Albany W"ater Supply
Albony sewerage_. ..
Wilson District Drainage_.

... 71,777
22,829

3,084

£05,590

1962-63
F

76,822
20,028

5.806

£111,156

FORESTRY PERMIT: NOEL SHARP
Withdrawal, Seizure of Fence Posts, and

Tabling of File
8. Mr. MOIR asked the Minister for

Forests:-
(1) Would he advise the circum-

stances of the withdrawal of a
forestry permit on the 9th August,
1963, from Noel Sharp of Esper-
ance?
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(2) What were the circumstances in-
valved in the seizure by the de-
partmental officers of a quantity of
fence posts belonging to the
above?

(3) Will he table the file relating to
this matter?

Mr. BOVELL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Although Mr. N. Sharp was ad-

vised that licenses could only be
given to supply specific orders
from areas to be covered by the
licenses he cut posts without
authority from areas not covered
by a license and for orders of
which no details had been sup-
plied, thus militating against a
proper control of the post-getting
operations. This could have led
to the evasion of royalty pay-
ments.

(3) Yes, for two days. I shalljtable
file 887/63 for two days, and two
days only, because it Is in the
course of action.

The file was tabled for two days.

DRAINAGE AT MERREDIN
Government Financial Assistance to

Shire Council
9. Mr. KELLY asked the Minister for

Works:
Has the Government reached any
decision to financially assist the
Merredin Shire Council to over-
come its drainage problems?

MAr. WILD replied:
The matter of a drainage scheme
was discussed with the Shire of
Merredin last July; and on the
24th October, 1963, 1 wrote to the
shire clerk, giving him technical
advice and an estimate of the cost
of the scheme.

WILSON INFANTS' SCHOOL
Additional Accommodation

10. Mr. JAMIESON asked the Minister for
Education:
(1) Is he aware of the acute accom-

modation Problem of the Wilson
Infants' School even with the
extra room now being provided?

(2) Would he give consideration to
immediately providing more so-
cominodation to bring this school
up to full primary standard be-
fore next school year?

Mr. LEWIS replied:
(1) I am advised that the four class-

rooms at Wilson will be sufficient
for the estimated enrolment of!
170. However, It Is appreciated
that this suburb is developing
rapidly and the situation will be
carefully watched.

(2) The intention is to raise Wilsor
to full primary status eventual3
by retaining the top classes eact
year. However, because of the
possibility of insufficient accom-
modation it is not proposed tc
commence a fourth grade at thig
school before at least 1965.

MOTOR VEHICLES: SHATTERED
WINDSCREENS

Causes
11. Mr. ROWBERRY asked the Mlnistei

for Works:
(1) Has the Public Works Departmenl

made any research into the causeE
and incidence of shattered wind.
screens on motor vehicles or
roads?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) Is there no other method avail-

able to the department of fillnj
in holes on the outside edge 01
bitumen roads other than the usA
of a grader?

(4) Will he agree that this methox
tends to scatter loose gravel ovei
the bitumen surface and coulc
thereby cause a worse traffic haz-
ard than the one it sets out Uc
correct?

(5) Is it possible to assess the losse!
to insurance companies anc
vehicle owners caused by shatter-
ed windscreens due to flying gravel
thrown up by passing vehicles?

(6) Is this problem peculiar to rod
in Western Australia?
Incidence Outside of Western

Australia
(7) What is the incidence of thi!

problem in-
(a) other States;
(b) other parts of the world?

Mr. WILD replied:
(1) No. The Main Roads Departmen-

is aware of the problem of wind-
screens being broken by stone:
thrown up by passing vehicles
Moat of the breakages occur nde:
the following circumstances--
(a) On sections of new bitumin.

ous surfaces. in this cas
drivers frequently fail to heec
signs warning of the hazarc
which exists until surf acini
material is firmly embeddec
in the bitumen.

(b) On sections of road unde!
construction where agaix
warning signs arc disregard.
ed.

(c) On the narrower two-lani
rural roads when loose stone
are either thrown up by pass.
ing vehicles from the roac
surface or from the roac
shoulders.
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No figures are available on the
incidence of breakages, and the
department has no means of ob-
taining this information.

(2) Answered by No. (1).
(3) Grading of shoulders followed by

mechanical brooming the loose
stones from the edge of the seal
is generally the most practical
method of maintaining the
shoulders of the road. In some
cases repairs are done by hand,
and in others by regravelling the
road shoulders.

(4) to (6) No.
(7) (a) There is a similar problem

in all other Australian States.
No information is available
on the incidence of breakages
in these States.

(b) The problem also exists In
other countries, Including the
U.S.A., where there are slimi-
lar type two-lane rural high-
ways.
The problem is so generally
recognised that research or-
ganizations, including the
Research Laboratory of Great
Britain. have for many years
been investigating the prin-
ciples of windscreen design
and types of glass which
either will not shatter or will
have EL shatter pattern which
will not obscure the driver's
vision. Recently a transpar-
ent protective stone shield baa
been placed on the market,
and this is being examined for
its effectiveness and the safety
aspects of its use.

SCHOOL PIANOS
Number Purchased, and P. & C.

Contributions
12. Mr. HALL asked the Minister for Edu-

cation:
(1) How many pianos were purchased

by the Education Department and
P. and C. associations In this State
for the years 1961-62 and 1962-63?

(2) What amount was raised by the
P. and C. associations for the pur-
chase of pianos and what amount
of subsidies was paid by the Gov-
ernment for such purchases for
the years 1901-62 and 1962-03?

(3) How many pianos were purchased
from country suppliers and how
many from city suppliers over the
same years?

Mr.
(1)

LEWIS replied:
1961-62-40.
19 62-63-41.

(2) and (3) The approximate amounts.
were-

1981462
1902483

1951-62
1962-68

Year Goverunent
Subsidy
£4,135
03,990

Piatio.
Year from City

Suppliers
38
37

Paid by P. & V7.
Associations

E4,883
£4,187

Pianos
from country

Suppliers
2
4

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION ACT

AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)
Deferment of Debate

1. Mr. DAVIES asked the Minister for
Labour:

Has he given consideration to a
statement by the Secretary of the
Trades and Labor Council (Mr.
J. Coleman),* which was reported.
on last night's A.B.C. news, to the
effect that the State Government
should allow a cooling-off period
in the present industrial crisis by'
deferring proposed amendments to
the Industrial Arbitration Act for
one month, thus allowing the Gov-
erment and the Trades and
Labor Council to discuss the con-
tentious points In the legislation
in an atmosphere which might ad-
duce a degree of co-operation, and
thus avoid industrial turbulence?

Mr. WILD replied:
I did not listen to the radio last
night, and therefore I have given
no consideration to the sugges-
tions made.

FLUORIDATION OF WATER
Oxford Medical Workers' Findings

2. Dr. HENN asked the Minister for
Health:-
(1) Has he had any reply to his cable

to the British Ministry of Health
concerning a report by two Oxford
(United Kingdom) researchers
that fluoridated water can kill
human cells?

(2) If the answer Is in the affirmative
will the legislation now be con-
tinued in the Legislative Council?

Mr. ROSS HUJTCHINSON replied:
I would like to thank the honour-
able member for giving me notice
of this question.

Mr. Jamleson: Who gave notice to
whom?

Mr. ROSS HUTCHINSON: The reply
to the question is as follows:-

(1) Yes, I have received a reply to
the cable I sent to the British
Ministry of Health.
This is in letter form, and I think
It might be appropriate if I ab-
breviated It, by quoting one or
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two points made in the letter, and
then it could be made available
to anybody who wishes to see it.

Mr. May: Is it for or against?

Mr. ROSS HUTCHINSON: The letter
from the British Ministry of
Health states, in part-

We take the view that these ex-
periments are in vitro--

I looked that up; it means in
glass, or in a test tube. To con-
tin ue-

and bear little or no relation to
what actually happens in the
body. Cancer cells differ from
normal human cells in their
metabolism, and in particular
in their capacity for rapid re-
production.

Another part of the letter reads-
Only when the water had a
fluoride content in excess of 2.5
p.p.m. was a rise in the plasma
level noted. From this it would
appear that any inhibition of
cell growth which might take
place in the body is a normal
physiological process taking
place in every human body re-
gardless of all reasonable varia-
tions in fluoide intake.

With reference to the fact that
mention was made in the report
that the growth of human cells
was killed or retarded, the letter
states-

Careful comparisons have
shown that no differences in
growth can be detected in child-
ren born and brought up in
areas having wide variations in
the fluoride content of their re-
spective drinking waters.

In addition, I would point out
that from research conducted
within our own State it was evi-
dent that there were a number
of inaccuracies in the official
newspaper report. An airmail
copy of the British Medical Jour-
ntal supplied by the Australian
Medical Association reveals these
inaccuracies in the original news-
paper report-

The newspaper report quoted
three medical workers as saying
they had found laboratory evi-
dence that human cells are
killed by sodium fluoride at a
twentieth of the strength of
fluoridated drinking water.
The British Medical Journal
made no such claim. Even the
number of research workers was
incorrectly reported: There
were two workers, not three.
Furthermore, the letter was
studied by Professor Neville
Stanley, Professor of Micro-
biology, Uiversity of W.A., and

also by Dr. Ian Lewis, Depart-
ment of Child Health, Univer-
sity of W.A., and these gentle-
men found that no comparison
could be made with the research
undertaken by the gentlemen
at Oxford concerning fluorida-
tion.

Further, the National Health
and Medical Research Council
-the Premier medical body of
Australia-has completely re-
affirmed its original finding
that fluoridation is beneficial to
the public.

(2) That being so, I will ask my col-
league in another place to proceed
with the fluoridation legislation
as soon as he is able to do so.

METROPOLITAN REGION IMPROVE-
MENT TAX

Legislation to Remove Alleged Anomialy
3. Mr. HAWKE asked the Premier:

Does the Government intend, dur-
ing the present session, to bring
down legislation to relieve home-
owners, occupiers of premises, and
landowners, f rom an unjust
anomaly which exists under the
provisions of the metropolitan
region improvement tax law in
accordance with the motion car-
ried in another place (the Legisla-
tive Council) on the 17th Septem-
ber, 1903?

Mr. BRAND replied:
I would like to thank the Leader
of the Opposition for giving me
ample notice of this question. The
Government has given considera-
tion to the motion passed in the
Legislative Council on the 17th
September, 1963, and has investi-
gated the position. It is of the
opinion that there are no unjust
anomalies, and therefore no action
will be taken.

INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Discussions by Minister with Interested
Parties

4. Mr. GRAHAM asked the Minister for
Labour:
(1) In connection with the Industrial

Arbitration Act Amendment B3ill
now before this House, did he, be-
fore drafting and introducing the
measure confer with-
(a) The President of the Arbitra-

tion Court;
(b) either of the other members

of that court;
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(c) the Registrar of Industrial
Unions;

(d) the Conciliation Commis-
sioner;

(e) any officers of the Employers
Federation:

(f) any officers of any other orga-
nisation of employers;

(g) any officers of the Trades and
Labor Council;

(h) any officers of the Chamber
of Manufactures;

0i) any officers of the Chamber
of Commerce;

Q) any officers of the Liberal
Party;

(k) any officers of the Australian
Labor Party?

(2) If the answer is in the affirmative
in any of the foregoing, what are
the names of the persons in-
volved?

(3) With whom did he have discus-
sions?

Mr. WILD replied:
I want to thank the honourable
member for sending me notice of
this question yesterday. The
anwer is as follows:-
(1) to (3) No discussions were

held with any of those refer-
red to.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman):
Order! I think it should be
quite clear to those present in
the gallery that we do not tolerate
demonstrations of any descrip-
tion here. I think that has been
made fairly clear, and I do not
propose to allow any further
demonstrations of any kind. The
honourable member may proceed.

Mr. WILD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Information in connection with
the new legislation was collated
during visits to the Eastern States
by myself, accompanied by an of-
ficer of the Department of Labour.

Mr. Hawke: No wonder it is as bad as
it is!

Deferment of Debate

5. Mr. BRADY asked the Minister for
Labour:

In view of the serious industrial
repercussions owing to the intro-
duction of the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act Amendment Bill, will the
Mlnihter recommend to the Gov-
ernment that the Bill be deferred
for one month to allow a cooling-
off period?

Mr. WILD replied:
NO.

Effect on Industrial Situation
6. Mr. ROWBERRY asked the Minister

for Labour:
Is the Minister aware of the seri-
ous industrial unrest which has
been occasioned since the intro-
duction of the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act Amendment Bill?

Mr. WILD replied:
I think it is fairly obvious that a
certain section of the community
-in the main, I would say, the
Communists-are stirring up
trouble.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman):
Order! I have appealed to you
people in the gallery to refrain
from any demonstrations. If you
behave you have a perfect right
to be there: but you must not
interfere with the function of this
Parliament in any shape or form.

I would point out that on Thursday
evening for, I believe, the first time in the
history of Western Australia, the func-
tioning of Parliament was interfered
with. I do not propose to allow visitors
to Parliament to behave in a manner which
will interfere with the functioning of Par-
liament; I do not propose to speak again;
and I do not propose to have any more
questions without notice.

BULK HANDLING ACT
AMENDMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill

Nalder
read a

introduced, on motion by
(Minister for Agriculture),

first time.

Mr.
and

TRAFFIC ACT AMENDM1ENT
BILL (No. 2)
Second Reading

Debate resumed, from the 31st October,
on the following motion by Mr. Brand
(Treasurer) :

That the Bill be now read a second
time.

MR. HAWKE (Northam-Leader of the
Opposition) (5.1 p.m.]: This Bill to amend
the Traffic Act is one of an instalment of
increased taxation measures which this
Government has decided to put upon the
people of Western Australia-a series of
increased taxation measures for which this
Government will become no doubt more
and more notorious as time goes on.

I think it advisable to recall, as I did in
the Budget speech, that this Government
was first elected to office on a basis of re-
.ducing taxation, because that was the im-
pression which it left clearly with the elec-
tors at the time. The public were given
then to understand by the present Prem-
ier and Treasurer that taxation in West-
ern Australia had reached the breaking
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point. That was five years ago. So when
the present Premier and Treasurer told
the public of this State five years ago that
taxation had then reached the breaking
point, he clearly left with them, as he
intended to do, an impression that in the
event of a Government led by him becom-
ing elected to power, taxation levels all
round would be reduced for the people.

-So, on the basis of that political deceit,
'he and his colleagues were able to win the
election at that time. However, the people
of the State have not only waited in vain
to obtain any reduction in taxation levels.
but they have, indeed, suffered very
,severely uinder the increased taxes and in-
creased charges of all descriptions which
this Government has put upon them dur-
ing the last five Years.

This measure before us Proposes to in-
crease an existing charge from los. to
£2. Therefore, the percentage increase
proposed is very severe indeed. The fee
has to do with an application for a motor
-vehicle driver's license. Under this pro-
posed increase in taxation the Government
-wil-l, during the current financial year up
to the 30th June next year, for the period
*be new increase in tax will operate, col-
lect an additional £119,000; and in a full
year an amount of £38,000 by way of In-
crease will be collected. I know it can be
said that owners of motor vehicles can
afford to pay increased taxation: other-
wise they would not be owning motor
vehicles. I know there is an Idea current
in some circles that anyone who can afford
to own a motorcar and operate a motorcar
can afford all sorts of increased charges.
But the truth is very far from that basis.

We know that a considerable number
,of people in the community who purchase
mrotorcars and operate them have a very
great struggle to meet the payments which
become due upon the cars from time to
time, and have a very great struggle finan-
cially to meet the operating costs, includ-
ing license fees for the vehicles, driver's
license fees, insurance, and all the rest
of it. So, in many instances, this increased
tax will bear very heavily indeed upon
those who will be called upon to pay it.

We on this side of the House think there
'is no justification for this proposed in-
crease in taxation. We think the Gov-
ernment could easily make up the amount
involved by cutting down on the gross
extravagance in which this Government
indulges in quite a few directions. It is
the duty and responsibility of the GOV-
ernment to administer the affairs of the
State efficiently and not extravagantly:
because when administration is carried on
extravagantly in several directions, as it
has been by this Government, and the
Oovernment can come along to Parliament
to get approval to increase this charge.
that tax, and some other fee, the Govern-
ment is encouraged in its extravagance.

and is quite often encouraged to become
more extravagant all the time. So we op-
pose this Bill.

MR, BRAND (Greenough-Treasurer)
(5.7 p.m.]: The Leader of the Opposition
has again chided me about statements we
made at the elections. I have no doubt
that if I were to look up the records or
debates I would see that when he was in
Opposition on the previous occasion, he
made statements of one kind or another
criticising tax increases, and no doubt im-
plied, through his election campaign, that
there would not be any increases. At
least, I would imagine he would not have
stated straight out that there were going
to be increases. As a matter of fact, every
taxpayer clearly understands that if we
are to have a rising standard of living
there must be increased taxation to enable
this to be done.

Last year increases were brought about
through the basic wage, awards, and the
demand for increased teachers, increased
police, and increases in the Public Service,
and these all had an impact on the Budget.
This money must be found from some-
where, and it is the taxpayers who must
pay out of their pockets. I believe a Qov-
ermnent must face up to and not avoid
its responsibility to bring taxing measures
to this House.

in respect of this particular Bill, let
me say that it is a sharp increase from
los. to £2 for the initial license; but, as
has been expressed In this House, through
the Press on a number of occasions, and
through safety council campaigns, there
is a need for a closer examination in re-
spect of the granting of a license to drive
a motor vehicle: and the need of extra
examination and closer supervision, has in
itself, caused an increase in the cost of
running this section of the Traffic Branch.

We must not forget that the overall
demand In respect of motorcars is such
that during this year, particularly in the
Eastern States--and here to some extent
-there has been the greatest upsurge in
the buying of motor vehicles for many
years. In fact, the number is equal to,
or perhaps more than, what it was in 190
during the sharp inflationary period.
Therefore the Government has to find
money to police the roads and to provide
the safety facilities which are necessary
to enable the motor vehicle owner to use
his car as he wishes with the required
degree of safety. This measure and the
one which follows, have as their objec-
tive the raising of money to provide for
some of these facilities and services.
which are a demand on the Treasury.

The Leader of the Opposition said there
is an increasing demand on the motorist.
I understand that roughly one person out
of every three and a quarter persons in
this State owns a motor vehicle; and if
we are to have the supervision that is
necessary, and if these cars are to be
used with the required safety, then we
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must find the money to ensure there is
supervision and control and, indeed, that
there is a margin of safety on our roads.

it is a fact, of course, that license fees
are increasing. There was an increase in
the third party insurance fee; and this
increase was brought about by the fact
that we as a Government, or the trust
as a trust, has not been able to cope with
the payments in respect of decisions made
on insurance claims.

All this means that if we want to use
our motorcars in the way we do use them
we must be prepared to face up to the
added cost that goes with it.

Question put and a division taken with
the following result:-

Mr. Bovell
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Crommelin
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Orayden
Mr, Guthrie
Dr. Renn
Mr. Hutchinson

Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Evans
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawks
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Regney
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jlamieson

Ayes
Mr. Hart
Mr. Garter

Ayes-as3
Mr. Lewis
Mr. I. W. Man
Mr. W. A. Max
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runciman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Neii

Noes-22
Mr. ftelly
Mr. D. 0. Ma
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oidfleld
Mr. Rhatlgan
Mr. Rowherry
Mr. Seweli
Mr. Tome
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

Pairs
Noes

Mr. Curran
Mr. Bickerton

Majority for-i.
Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees

W. Manning) in the Chair: Mr
(Treasurer) in charge of the Bill

Clauses 1 and 2 put and Passe
Clause 3: Section 23 amended-
Mr. HAWKE. I move an amen'

Page 2, line 0-Delete th
"two" with a view to substitu
word "one".

This would reduce the proposed ii
charge from £2 to £1.

Mr. BRAND: I oppose this
ment. I have explained the reE
the increase. If it is increased
even in one Year it will only air
£19,000. As this is for the initla
it will be paid only once in a lifeti
therefore I do not think there
Justification for a reduction.

ining

(Tell

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

Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Evans
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Mr. Boydl
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Crommelin
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Orayden
Mr. Guthrle
Mr. Hearman
Dr. Kenn

Ayes
Mr. Curran
Mr. Bickerton

Ayes-fl2
Mr. Kelly
Mr. V. 0. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldalid
Mr. Rhatlgan
Mr. Rowbarry
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Toms
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

(Teller)
Noes-fl

Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Lewis
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Hunelman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Nel

(Telle)
pairs

Noes
Mr. Hart
Mr. Gayfer

a? Majority against-i.
Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and

the report adopted.

Third Re4ading
(Teller) Bill read a third time, on motion by

Mr. Brand (Treasurer).* and transmitted
to the Council.

STAMP ACT AMENDMENT BILL
(No. 2)

Second Reading
Debate resumed, from the 31st October,

on the following motion by Mr. Brand
(Treasurer):

(Mr. I. That the Bill1 be now read a second
Brand time.

MR. HAWKE (Northamn-Leader of the
d. Opposition) r5.23 p.m.]: This is another
-of the Government's taxing measures. It

proposes to levy an ad valorem stamp
tlment- duty of 10s. per £100 on the initial license
ec word in connection with every new motor
ting the vehicle, and the same rate of ad valorem

stamp duty on the transfer of every
nereased license for a motor vehicle. It is antici-

pated that in the period of six months
amend- from the beginning of January next to the
ison for 30th June next, motorists will be called
Ito £2, upon to pay to the Government by this

iontt tax an amount of £125,000: and, for a
1n licns full year, £280,000.
ime, and it will be seen the Government is reilly

is any thrashing the motorists in connection
with this proposed new tax. For the
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reasons which I mentioned in connection
with the Bill with which we have just
dealt, the Opposition strongly opposes this
Bill.

MR. BRAND (Greenough-Treasurer)
(5.24 p.m.]: I just want to say in reply
that for the same reasons I gave on the
previous Bill, we support the second read-
ing of this measure. I want to point out
that this particular tax applies in New
South Wales and it has applied I think
from last year. As we are adjudged by the
Grants Commission according to the Stan-
dard and level of taxation, if the Labor
Government of New South Wales has seen
fit to impose this tax, then we feel that
we are justified in asking the motorists
of Western Australia to pay the same level
of tax.

Mr. J. Hegney: What about raising the
standard of the Workers' Compensation
Act here to make it in line with that of
New South Wales?

Mr. BRAND: Unless we do ask the
motorists to pay this tax we shall suffer
an adverse effect on our grant from the
commission. Therefore I hope the House
will agree to the measure.

Question Put and a division taken with
the following result:-

AYes-23
Mr. Bovell Mr. Lewis
Mr. Brand Mr- I. W. Manning
Mr. Burt Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Cornell Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Court Mr. flker
Mr. Craig Mr. Nimmo
Mr. Croramelln Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Dunn Mr. Ruuciman
Mr. Grayden Mr. Wild
Mr. Guthrie Mr. Williams
Dr. Henn Mr. O'N~eil
Mr. Hutchinson (Teller)

Noes--22
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Evans
Mr. Pletcher
Mr. Grahamb
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Ayes
Mr. Hat
Mr. Usyfer

Majority for-i.

Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldfield
Mr. ihatigan
Mr. Kowberry
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Tomns
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

Pairs
Noes

Mr. Curran
Mr. Bickcerton

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without

debate, reported without amendment, and
the report adopted,

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by

Mr. Brand (Treasurer), and transmitted
to the Council.

SUPERANNUATION AND FAMILY
BENEFITS ACT AMENDMENT

BILL
Second Reading

31R. BRAND (Greenough-Treasw'cr)
(5.33 p.m.): I move-

That the Bill be now read a second
timie.

This measure contains machinery
amendments to the Superannuation and
Family Benefits Act which are all de-
signed to clarify the intentions of certain
sections of the Act and to bring the pro-
visions up to date with present-day condi-
tions. The Bill also provides for a minor
amendment to the Act in order to conform
with a recent change in the national in-
surance legislation of the United Kingdom.

The first item in the Bill is in con-
nection with board of management hos-
pital employees. In 1940 the Act was
amended to afford eligibility to certain
employees of public hospitals and other
Crown instrumentalities to contribute to
the scheme subject to the recommendation
by the Minister controlling hospitals or
the instrumentalities concerned, and sub-
ject also to the hospital board, or instru-
mentality, as the case may be, recouping
to the State the State's cost in regard
to the payment of benefits under the Act.

In connection with the definition of a
hospital, the existing provisions of the Act
refer to a board of management of a public
hospital financed with moneys from the
hospital fund established under the Hos-
pital Fund Act, 1930-1937. That Act, al-
though not actually repealed, is virtually
defunct, and it is considered that the
definition of a hospital should be a hos-
pital defined in the Hospitals Act 1937-
1955. Under this Act, public hospitals
are divided into two categories--

(a) Those controlled by hospital
boards.

(b) Those directly controlled by the
Medical Department.

Under the present provisions of the Act,
employees of hospitals irs category (a)
are not eligible to contribute for super-
annuation, because they are not directly
employed under the State-that is, by the
Minister for Health-nor are they em-
ployees of a public hospital established
under the Hospital Fund Act of 1930.

Staff are often transferred between de-
partmentally managed hospitals and hos-
pitals administered by hospital boards,
both of which categories of hospitals are
responsible to the Minister for Health.
The employees of both types of hospitals
are employed under similar conditions,
and it Is desirable that provision be made
to enable any employee of either type of
hospital to contribute for superannuation
benefits. For this purpose the definitions
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of "employee" and "department" will re-
quire amendment. The cost of the em-
ployer subsidy will be a charge to the hos-
pitals concerned.

The next. proposal concerns employees
who transfer units from another State
or Commonwealth fund. The original in-
tention of the existing legislation was to
facilitate tranfers of officers between the
States and the Commonwealth fund, but
one factor was not previously considered.
The wording of the provisions of the Act
in relation to the eligibility of contributors
for invalidity benefits requires contribu-
tion to be made to the Western Australian
fund for a minimum period of three years.
However, where contributions and units
are transferred from another fund, and
the three years' contributions have been
Previously made to that other fund, a fur-
ther three years of contributions should
not be required to render a transferred
officer eligible for invalidity cover. The
provision in the Hill will effect the ex-
emption.

Where contributors join the fund as new
contributors, or increase their unit holding
subsequent to having had previous eligi-
bility for such increased units, the com-
mencing date of contributions is fixed in
the Act as the date on which application
for units Is made by the contributor. How-
ever, where a contributor is eligible to in-
crease units which become available to
him because of a salary increase, and he
has been Previously contributing for the
maximum units available to him, the pre-
sent relevant sections of the Act and regu-
lations allow a period of two months
from the date he becomes eligible to in-
crease his units, in which to exercise his
option to do so. However, the contributor
is now also required to pay contributions
for those additional units from the date
of eligibility, and not from the date of
application as required in the other sec-
tions to which I have previously referred.

In view of the fact that the ceasing
dates of contributions under any circum-
stance is fixed to provide for a complete
number of years of contributions for each
unit held, it is felt that the commencing
dates should also be uniform. The pro-
posed amendment will have the required
effect, and will also avoid the require-
ment of payments of arrears by contribu-
tors concerned.

In connection with the next proposal,
members may recall that last year benefits
payable to widows were increased. Follow-
ing that amendment, it has been found
that the legislation in regard to section
57 (1) (a) and section 63 (1) can be mis-
interpreted because of earlier or previous
amendments made to those sections prior
to 2962. For instance, in section 57 (1)
the wording not only provides for the 1962
increase, but subsection 1 (a) of section
57 inserted in the Act in 1960 requires
that the Pension payable under the

amendment Act of 1960 shall continue to
be payable at the rate of benefit applic-
able in 1960. It is obvious therefore that
the section relating to widows' benefits
should be clarified, and the proposals in
this Bill are designed to straighten out
these sections to give the true meaning
and intent to the 1962 amendments.

An amendment is considered desirable
in regard to pro rata pensions paid under
the Provisions of section 60 of the Act.
In all other sections of the Act which pro-
vide for retirement pension benefits.
where a contributor elects for additional
units, he must pay the equivalent of 26
fortnightly contributions in respect of
those additional units before becoming
eligible for pension benefits.

In section 60, however, there is at present
no requirement for contributions to be so
paid; and, as the State's share of pension
is involved, it is both desirable and neces-
sary that a similar provision to the other
sections of the Act to which I have re-
ferred be inserted in section 60.

In 1961, an amendment to the Super-
annuation and Family Benefits Act was
passed to prevent the surrender by mem-
bers of the staff of the London Agency.
of units of superannuation which would
bring their entitlement below the number
required to obtain exemption from com-
pulsory contributions to the British
National Insurance Scheme.

If the 1961 amendment had not been
passed, the staff of the London Agency
would have been required to contribute to
the British scheme notwithstanding mem-
bership of our own State Superannuation
Fund, which, naturally enough, the staff
did not wish to do.

The 1961 amendment of our Superannua-
tion and Family Benefits Act refers to the
National Insurance Act, 1959, of the United
Kingdom, but this has since been re-en-
acted as the United Kingdom National In-
surance Act. 1963, thereby necessitating a
consequential change in title to the refer-
ence in the State Act.

The amendment proposed in the Bill has
been drafted so as to embrace the 1963
re-enactment as well as any future Act
which may be substituted for the National
Insurance Act of 1959. This has been done
simply to avoid the necessity to amend
our legislation on every occasion an
amendment is passed to the English Act.

The next Provision also deals with
widows. The Act now defines "maximum
age" as the retiring age for which a con-
tributor Pays contributions. If a male
contributor elects for age 60 retirement,
he ceases to Pay contributions on attain-
ing that age; but he may, if he so desires,
continue in employment until he attains
age 65. Under existing provisions, where
a contributor marries after attaining his
maximum age-age 60-but before he
actually ceases duty, the widow of that
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marriage is not eligible for widows' bene-
fits. It is proposed to provide for a widow
of such a marriage, and the proposed
amendment is included in the Bill.

Again, dealing with pTo rata pensions as
affecting a widow, earlier amendments to
the Act in 1960 and 1962 granted general
increases from a half-rate widows' pension
to, approximately, twa-thirds of the de-
ceased husband's rate. The section dealing
with widows of ex-contributors who drew
pro rata pensions was not amended al-
though the intention was to provide in-
creased benefits for all widows. Section 76
still provides for a bali-rate pension to a
widow of a pro rata. pensioner, and the
opportunity is now taken to bring the
benefits for that class of widow into line
with those for other widows by providing
for the reference to a half-rate pension
to be amended to 22/3fiths of the deceased
husband's rate but for his death.

The remaining amendment is in con-
nection with the Provident Account estab-
lished under the Superannuation and
Family Benefits Act. In the section deal-
ing with voluntary subscribers, a period of
five years' contributions is required before
a withdrawal of credit is permitted. After
that period a subscriber may either with-
draw the whole or part of his credit in
the account. Thereafter, if only part of
the credit is withdrawn, he may pay in
and withdraw credits at any time.

Experience has shown that a number
of subscribers use the account as a sav-
ings bank; and bearing in mind that de-
ductions made from salary for this pur-
pose are claimed as taxation rebates, and
that. most of the amounts paid in during
the year are in a number of cases with-
drawn before the end of the financial
year, the account is, by existing law, as-
sisting in the avoidance of income tax
payments.

Likewise, a subscriber may lodge a lump
sum in the account, sufficient to bring
his total payments far Superannuation and
insurance premiums up to the allowable
tax rebate payment of £400 and claim the
full rebate.

He can, however, withdraw that lump
sum payment on the following 1st July,
because of the existing allowable with-
drawal provision. In order to ensure that
the account is not used for a purpose
never intended-that is, as a savings bank
account, or a means of incorrectly claiming
taxation rebates--it is Proposed that where
a contributor does not wholly withdraw
his credit at the end of five years he shall
continue to make subscriptions for a
further compulsory period of five years
from the date of the last withdrawal be-
fore any further credits can be obtained.

Provision is also made for non-accept-
ance into the account of lump sum pay-
ments other than advance payments for
periods of leave, or arrears accrued during
Periods of leave without pay. It is pro-
posed that subscribers who have already

completed five years' subscriptions, and al-
ready made withdrawals, will be allowed
a period of three months from the com-
mencement date of these provisions, in
which either wholly to withdraw from the
account, or to elect to continue to sub-
scribe to the account for a further period
of five years from the date of the last
withdrawal. As I said at the beginning,
this is a Bill which contains a number of
amendments to straighten up the parent
Act, and I commend it to members.

Debate adjourned until Thursday, the
7th November, on motion by Mr. Hawke
(Leader of the Opposition).

FIRE BRIGADES ACT
AMENDMENT BILL

Returned
Bill returned from the Council without

amendment.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, On
motion by Mr. Nalder (Minister for Agri-
culture), read a first time.

INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Second Reading
Debate resumed, from the 31st October,

on the following motion by Mr. Wild
(Minister for Labour):

That the Bill be now read a second
time.

MR. TONKIN (Melville-Deputy Leader
of the Opposition) [5.48 p.m.l: This Bill
to amend the Industrial Arbitration Act
will, if passed, affect the welfare of the
whole of the people of Western Australia.
Why should the Government wage war
upon the working men and women in this
Way? The Bill provides for a mass assault
upon the working conditions of men and
women in Western Australia. Its real
purpose has not been disclosed: nor have
the real reasons for its introduction been
given to the Assembly. The Minister said
that substantial delays have occurred in
hearing cases. That may be true: but
substantial delays have occurred ever since
arbitration was first established in 1924-
in fact, very substantial delays at times.
But whose fault has that been?

The Minister also said that there were
other manifestations of industrial dissatis-
f action. From whom? The Employers
Federation? So he says an improvement
in arbitration facilities is necessary: and,
in order to effect an improvement, the
Government proposes to scrap the Arbi-
tration Court and set up an entirely new
arrangement.
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History has a habit of repeating itself.
There was a time, in 1929. when the
Bruce-Page Government set out to repeal
the Commonwealth Conciliation and
Arbitration Act; and, of course, it be-
came necessary for Mr. Bruce, as he was
then, to give a reason to the Common-
wealth Parliament for the step he pro-
posed to take. I have his reason here,
and one can see in it the motive whiAch
is similar to that behind the action which
has been taken by this Government on
this matter.

The Prime Minister was explaining that
there had been delays with regard to
arbitration. He said there had beep econ-
omic difficulties as a result of the delays.
He said there had been dissatisfaction-
the same reasons given by the Minister
for Labour in this House on this occa-
sion. On page 202, vol. 121, of the Com-
monwealth Parliamentary Debates, the
Prime Minister then went on to say-

The obvious answer to our probemns
is to reduce cur costs of production,
and I propose to show that if we go
about this in the right way we can
reduce the cost of production and yet
maintain our high standard of living,
and far from doing anything to the
detriment of the worker we shall con-
fer on him the greatest benefit by
providing more employment and in-creasing the purchasing power of his
wages.

What a lot of nonsense that was, Mr.
Speaker! How on earth was it possible.
by repealing the Arbitration and Concilia-
tion Act-the provisions of which safe-
guarded the workers' wages and conditions
-to improve the situation for the great
mass of working men and women in this
country?

You, Mr. Speaker, probably know the
result to the Government of the day of
that ill-fated attempt; because, at the fol-
lowing general election, the issue was
arbitration. And what happened to Mr.
Stanley Melbourne Bruce? In the blue
ribbon Liberal seat of Flinders, to which
he had been returned with a majority of
about 20,000 at the previous election, he
was beaten by his Labor opponent, Mr.
Holloway. That was a demonstration of
the effect on the people generally of any
attempt to interfere with the regulation
and control of their working conditions;
and, without attempting in any way to be
a prophet, I would say the same result
will befall this Government if it persists
with this Bill.

Mr. Graham: Here's hoping!
Mr. TONKIN: What justification could

there possibly be for this enislaught on
the people? Let uis try to reconcile the
statements which have been made on the
birth of this legislation. The Minister for
Labour, when he introduced this Bill, said
that over the last two years the Govern-
menit has made a careful study of the

arbitration systems of other States and
the Commonwealth. If that he true, the
Government had this proposal in mind
prior to the last general election but said
nothing of it to the people.

Mr. Hawke: What is the Minister look-
ing so white about?

Mr. TONKIN: The Government had
its opportunity to obtain a, mandate, if
it dared, from the people for the course
it proposed to follow. Why would it study
-if it did study-the arbitration systems
of the other States and the Common-
wealth if it had no intention of effecting a
drastic alteration in the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act of Western Australia? Further, if
it had that intention Prior to the last gen-
eral election, there was an obligation on it
to tell the people; to say, "We are looking
into the arbitration systems in the various
States and that of the Commonwealth.
and if we can find some way by which the
arbitration system in Western Australia
can be improved, we propose to do it."

But no, not a syllable! Not a reference
was made in the Premier's Policy speech or
in the speeches of any of his Ministers
even suggesting that the Government had
this In mind!I Although we are told the
Government had been looking into this
question and studying it carefully for two
years, we find that when a deputation
went to the Minister for Labour to pro-
test to him against the provisions in this
Bill, the Minister did not say the Govern-
menit had been studying this legislation
for two years and therefore the Ministers
were aware of what was proposed. Fromn
The West Australian of the 1st November,
the following is what the Minister did
Say:-

This Bill was probably the best-
kept secret since I have been in the
Government.

Mr. Hawke: They were ashamed if it!
Mr. TONKIN: Continuing-

Only my staff, the Labour Depart-
ment and I knew what was going on.

Mr. Heal: And the Employers Federa-
tion.

Mr. TONKIN: But we are told that
this legislation was studied by the Gov-
ernment for two years.

Mr. W. Hegney: It did rnot learn any-
thing in the two years.

Mr. TONKI: So all the other Ministers
knew what was going on. Then the Min-
lster for Labour went on to say-

The Bill was prepared because the
Government and I have been very
concerned at the repeated stoppages
at Kwinana and Laporte, and to a
lesser extent on the Ord River pro-
ject. It is the collation of ideas gained
by myself and a departmental official
on recent visits to the Eastern States
and represents the best of arbitra-
tion practices in Australia.
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'The Minister told the deputation that this
Bill resulted from recent visits to the
Eastern States. What has happened to
all this careful study by the Government
which has been going on for two years?
Why, one statement laughs at the other!

Surely responsible members of the Gov-
errnent would not spend two years care-
fully studying the arbitration procedures
in the other States, and then scrap all the
information they obtained in order to ac-
cept the ideas of the Minister for Labour,
which he gained upon recent visits to the
Eastern States! That does not make sense.
The only assumption which I can make in
the circumstances is that this Hill was pre-
pared outside.

Mr. Hawke: The Hill was not pre-
pared. It was framed!

Mr. TONKIN: It was presented to the
Government for introduction. No Parlia-
ment should pass a law without the weight
of public opinion behind it. As members
of Parliament, we are not elected to push
the interests of individual sections, irre-
spective of the effect upon the general
community. The representatives in Parlia-
ment are expected to present the point of
view of the constituents-the people gen-
erally. If the great mass of opinion is
not behind the proposals, they should niot
be proceeded with under any circum-
stances. It is perfectly obvious from the
unrest and turmoil which this proposal
has created that the great mass of opinion
in Western Australia is against the Bill-
not with it.

Mr. Wild: Hut they have been incited
by people like you.

Mr. TONKIN: Not by anybody like me.
Mr. Wild: Not much!
Mr. Hawke: The Minister should not

have been allowed into Australia. He
should be deported.

Mr. TONKIN: I defy the Minister for
Labour to mention a single instance where
I have been in consultation with any Of
the men concerned.

Mr. Wild: You might not personally.
but some of your people have.

Mr. TONKIN: The Minister said I had.

Mr. Wild: You are speaking for the
opposition.

Mr. Graham: Name the members of the
Opposition!

Mr. TONKIN: When the Minister said
I had he meant me; but he missed out
badly.

Mr. Graham: Can the Minister name the
Opposition members?

Mr. Court: Has the member for Hal-
catta not been Inciting?

Mr. Graham: No.
Mr. Court: What have you been doing?

Singing lullabies?

The SPEAKER( Mr. Hearman): Order!
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
the floor. I shall not permit any inter-
ruption by the Minister for Industrial
Development, the member for Balcatta, or
any other member.

Mr. TONKIN: Not that I would not have
been proud-in fact, I would consider my-
self to be Privileged-to do what my col-
leagues have been doing; but I was other-
wise busily engaged. However, I support
wholeheartedly the indication which they
have given to those whom they represent
that they will do their very utmost within
the Standing Orders to see that this legis-*
lation does not get upon the Statute book

This Bill is the commencement of indus.
trial warfare, waged by the Government
at the behest of a section. We are led to
believe, in the first place, that the Gov-
ernment knew anl about the proposals in
the Bill after two years of careful study.
The Premier came out yesterday in The
West Australian as saying that the opposi-
tion to this measure was based on mis-
conception.

Mr. Moir: The Premier does not know
the Bill.

Mr. Hawke: Bill does not know it either!

Mr. TONKIN: The Premier made parti-
cular reference to the preference clause
and said this was not understood, and
there were no reasons to oppose it. It
is a mighty strange thing that he has now
agreed to delete that provision from the
Hill. If the opposition to this Hill had
been based upon misconceptions on the
part of those who have been looking into
it, why has the Government climbed so
far down? Why has it now agreed to de-
lete a number of important provisions
from the Hill, if it thought in the first
Instance that opposition was based on mis-
conceptions? Why has it agreed to take
the action which it Proposes to take if the
opposition was based upon misconceptions,
and if there was nothing wrong with the
clauses? The action of the Government.
in itself, shows a weakness; and shows
that the Government was not sure of its
grounds. Of course, that is perfectly ob-
vious. I would say very few Ministers of
the Government had a clue of what was
involved in the legislation.

Mr. H-awke: Very few. I would say two.
Mr. TONKIN: If one takes the attitude

of the Minister for Labour, who did not
at any stage in this House give the slight-
est indication of an appreciation of the
difficulties or show a readiness to solve
them, it appears that somebody has got
hold of him and said. "This Bill has got to
go through. You are an employers' Gov-
ernment. Irrespective of what the Hill
does to the working People, or however
much they may resent it, you Put it
through, because we Put you into Gov-
ernment."
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That seems to be the situation which
has developed in connection with this leg-
islation: otherwise how can we explain
the change in attitude of the Premier who,
in the first instance, was so satisfied that
the opposition was based upon a miscon-
ception; but who now, after a Cabinet
meeting, Is prepared to delete a number
of obnoxious clauses?

It was only on Monday last that the
Premier was reported in The West Austra-
ian as having said-

Many of the points which the
T.L.C. had taken up with Mr. Wild,
or in the Press, were based on a com-
plete misconception of the Bill.

Mr. Hawke: I wander who wrote that
for html

Mr. TONKI-N: The Premier was fur-
ther reported as having said in regard to
preference to unionst-

It had also been claimled that pref-
erence to unionists would be destroyed.
This was not so.

Then in this morning's The West Austra-
lian we were told that Cabinet gave con-
siderati on to the objections which had been
raised, and it agreed to a number of them.
with the result that a letter was sent from
the office of the Minister for Labour to the
secretary of the Trades and Labor Council
indicating what the Government proposed
to do.

I shall quote that letter to show how
much misconception there was, because
the Government has now acknowledged
that the opposition was not based on a
misconception, and that the objections
were fully justified-, otherwise how could
the Government agree to delete some im-
portant clauses from the Bill? The letter,
dated the 4th November, 1963, from the of -
fice of the Minister for Labour, Is as fol-
low:-

Mr. J. Coleman,
Secretary,
Trades and Labor Council,
Beau!fort Street,
Perth,
Dear Sir,

With reference to the recent deputa-
tion which waited on me to discuss
certain clauses in the Government's
Bill to amend the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act, as promised consideration
has now been given to the submissions
then made and Cabinet has agreed to
make the following amendments to the
Bill:-

Page 3 Item 6-Delete Section
4A (1).

Page 29 Paragraph 2 (a)-to be
deleted.

Pages 30 and 31-delete the
whole of Clause 61A.

Page 12-delete Clause 13.

Provision will be made for in-
dustrial inspectors to be included
in Subsection (1) of Section 99.

Page 64 Clause 124-to be de-
leted, and to make provision to
enable the Commission in Court
Session to hold general enquiries.

All of the submissions made by the
deputation have received considera-
tion but Cabinet is not prepared to go
beyond the clauses mentioned above.

I would also like to advise that
Cabinet has decided to recommend to
the Governor, subject to the Bill be-
coming law, the appointment of Mr.
S. F. Schnaars as Chief Industrial
Commissioner.

it is considered that the Govern-
ment has now gone a long way to over-
come the objections that have been
raised in regard to the legislation.

It will be noted that the Minister for
Labour did not say in that letter, "Your
objections were based on misconceptions,
but despite that we are prepared to agree
to these deletions." As events developed,
he could not possibly say . that without
making a fool of himself.

Mr. Hawke'. He would not have to do
that.

Mr. TONEKIN: It was perfectly clear as
a result of Cabinet decision that those
who went on the deputation were able to
put up a convincing case, and their ideas
were not based on a misconception of the
true import of the clauses. In fact, they
had good grounds for their objections.

Let me take one of the provisions which
the Government has agreed to delete from
the Bill, by way of illustration. In respect
of the preference clause the Premier was
reported as having said previously-

It had also been claimed that pre-
ference to unionists would be de-
stroyed. This was not so.

But the provision in the Bill dealing with
preference to unionists Is to be deleted.
So instead of that objection being based
on a misconception, it was based upon a
proper understanding of the situation and
upon a very genuine fear that the prefer-
ence which had been enjoyed was to be
taken away.

How on earth can the Government now
Justify proceeding with the Bill, when its
whole conception has been half destroyed
by the deletions to which it has agreed?
Surely there is a good case for the with-
drawal of the Sill, and for some consulta-
tion with those who are to be affected, in
order that the objective-I say it is a
sound objective if it is an honest one-
of improvement to the arbitration facili-
ties can be achieved. If the Government
has a very real and genuine desire to
remedy the deficiencies of the existing
legislation and the arbitration system, and
has no ulterior motive-

Mr. W. Hegney: Which it has.
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Mr. TONKIN4: -it should withdraw this
Bill and seek the opinions of employers
and employees with a view to framing a
new Bill which could effect the improve-
ment desired. Of course, improvement is
desirable; and improvement in any direc-
tion is desirable it it is properly achieved.
But it should be achieved In common fair-
ness to all concerned, and not in the in-
terests of one particular section at the
expense of the great mass of the people.
That is the weakness in the proposals in
the Bill before us, as it was In the
Commonwealth Government's proposal in
1929. 1 do not know whether you, Mr.
Speaker, recall the circumstances when the
Commonwealth Government made a two-
pronged attack upon the arbitration sys-
tem. It introduced into the Senate a Bill
to amend the Public Service Act which it
called the Public Ser-vice Arbitration Bill.
Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. TONKCIN: I was proceeding to refer
to the fact that when the Commonwealth,
in the time of the Bruce-Page Govern-
nment, had decided to do away with
arbitration and conciliation, it was a two-
pronged attack. The Government intro-
duced a Bill in the Senate, called the Pub-
lic Service Arbitration Bill, which altered
the system of arbitration then in opera-
tion so far as the public service was con-
cerned; and it also introduced in the House
of Representatives what was known as the
Maritime Industries Bill, which was to re-
peal the Conciliation and Arbitration Act
of the Commonwealth in so far as It ap-
plied to all organisations. other than mari-
time organisations.

The Commonwealth sought by this Bill
to retain control of' the maritime unions
but to return to the various States the
control of wages and conditions of all
other unions. It was very clearly shown
at the time by Labor, in Opposition, that
this was a deliberate attempt to recede
from the arbitration field and to make an
attack on the standards and conditions of
the great mass of the working people
throughout the Commonwealth: and the
people reacted apparently then the same
as they are doing now, with the ultimate
result that the Bruce-Page Government
was subsequently defeated and the Prime
Minister lost the blue ribbon seat of Putn-
ders.

One of my objections-and a very strong
objection-to the proposed legislation is
that It will destroy the Arbitration Court
as such and remove the link which now
exists between the arbitral functions of the
court and the employees in industry. We
have always conceded the right of workers
to be represented upon boards which have
any administration that affects the wel-
fare of the workers themselves. One of
the best principles of existing arbitration
in this State is the one in which an em-
ployees' representative sits with the Presi-
dent of the Arbitration Court and is able
to bring to bear on the problems with

which the court is confronted from time
to time a special knowledge of the ramifi-
cations and of all the advantages and de-
fects which are likely to follow from any
given judgment.

I think that is very important. A judge
sitting alone is not likely to have an inti-
mate knowledge of conditions in industry
that a representative of employees would
have who was drawn from industry and
nominated by the employees in it to be
their representative on the tribunal. This
legislation destroys that organisation and
substitutes, in the first instance, a single
commissioner who will exercise an arbitral
function without the assistance of the
special knowledge of the representatives
of the employees and the employers. It
was said that one of the advantages to be
derived from this new proposal would be
that the business of arbitration would be
speeded up. Therefore that should confer
same advantage.

But will not this be the position? A
case is first of all heard by a single com-
missioner whose judgment is not regarded
as satisfactory by one or other of the par-
ties, and it Is inevitable that there will be,
in most cases, a reference to the full court
of commissioners-three or four of them.
So, in the ultimate, there will be created
again this bottleneck of a number of
cases waiting for adjudication before all
the commissioners after the individual has
made his pronouncement in connection
with the case.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: All three of them?
Mr. TONKIN., Three or four of them;

but they have to get together. So it Is
necessary to create the court of industrial
commissioners to hear the appeal from a
decision of the single commissioner. There-
fore, what will be gained in the long run,
compared with the existing condition?
And in the meantime there will be lost
the definite advantage which now exists
of having the very special knowledge of
the employees' representative who can
assist the Judge in the arbitral authority
he is exercising, because of his position.

I object very strongly, too, to the right
which the Government is taking to Inter-
vene In order to suspend the operation of
any award now existing. Government In-
tervention was limited to State instrumen-
tallities. This Bill provides that the Gov-
ernment, if the Minister is of the opinion,
may Intervene to have an award sus-
pended. I1 quote from the Bill1-

Where in the opinion of the Minis-
ter the public interest is or Is likely
to be adversely affected by any in-
dustrial dispute or by any award-

This does not limit it to industrial dis-
putes or imminent industrial disputes. If
the minister considers that some award
that has been given is against the public
interest, then the award may be sus-
pended. So that is setting the Minister
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up as a superior authority to this special
court, which is established for the purpose
of making a determination upon the evi-
dence. The Minister will not be actu-
ated upon the evidence. He might be
prodded like he Is now by some organisa-
tion which wants to achieve a certain re-
sult. So this nullifies completely the
action of the tribunal which we are told is
specially set up to improve the conditions
of the workers. What possible justifica-
tion can there be for that provision? And
that is one which the Government has
made up its mind to retain.

Surely if we have any confidence in a
tribunal which we establish, it Is for that
tribunal to decide whether any award it
is going to make is contrary to the pub-
lic interest or not! If all the relevant
factors involved in the making of an
award have been considered by the tri-
bunal, what right has the Minister to come
in and say, "I think this award Is against
the public interest, so I am going to sus-
pend it?"

There is no doubt in my mind that this
stems from a decision made by the Arbi-
tration Court in connection with the hours
of baking for bakers. As a matter of fact,
in The West Aus tralian, dated the 1st Nov-
ember, 1963, there appeared an article by
Don Smith under the heading, "How New
Arbitration System Would Work." I as-
sume this writer got his information from
authentic sources, and he makes this
statement-

A major change sought by the new
legislation relates to hours for in-
dustry.

A new clause would restrict the
power of the Industrial Commission to
the fixing of working hours for em-
ployees--not the hours for which an
industry may operate.

The Government has made no secret
of the fact that this is the result of
an award decision by Mr. Justice
Nevile last November which limited
bread baking hours to five days a week
in the metropolitan area and prevents
master bakers from working them-
selves on their own premises outside
the prescribed hours.

It does not take much Imagination to
enable one to come to the conclusion that
it was that very occurrence which led to
the Inclusion in this Bill of the clause I
read, because obviously it is one of the oc-
casions. where the Minister would consider
it against the public Interest that that
award should continue. So he wants the
right to go in and suspend it. That is the
purpose of the clause. We might as well
set the Minister up in control of wages
and conditions and allow him to deter-
mine what he considers the best in the
public interest-and what sort of Judge is
be of that?

Mr. Pletcher: Like Hitler.

Mr. TONKIN: One only has to take his
attitude to the reasonable request that
has been made that further consideration
of the Bill should be delayed in order to
provide reasonable opportunity for fur-
ther consideration and the preparation of
legislation which would more suitably meet
the requirements of the present situation.
What did he say? He said he did not see
anything on the television about the re-
quest, and therefore he Is not going to
grant It.

Mr. Rowberry: It was in this morning's
paper.

Mr. TONKIN: In other words, it does not
matter whether there is any merit or not
in the suggestion; but because he was un-
aware of the suggestion he will have none
of it. We propose to test the House in
connection with this matter; and I am
going to move that in the motion by the
Minister for Labour for the second read-
ing of this Bill we delete the word "now"
and subsequently insert after the word
"time" the words "in May next."

The purpose of that amendment to the
motion would be to afford ample time for
a Proper consideration of all the aspects
involved. In view of the fact that the
Government has destroyed much of the
original concept by intimating it is pre-
pared to delete a number of clauses, surely
it is not in the best interests of the State
that some piecemeal legislation should be
passed' 1it Is far better that the Bill be
withdrawn for the time being and that
the trade unionists be consulted and their
views obtained in order to effect this de-
sirable improvement which has been men-
tioned so often,

I do not think there in any merit in
the claim of the Minister that this has
been one of the best-kept secrets since
he has been in the Government. This is
not a question which should be kept secret
so that he can fling a Bill into the Legis-
lative Assembly and say, "There it is, and
you are going to take it, whether you like
it or not!"

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
another five minutes.

Mr. TONKIN: I do not think this is an
occasion when that should be done. After
all, if ever a Bill should be discussed
openly, it is a Bill of this nature, where
the persons to be so vitally affected should
be given an opportunity beforehand of ex-
plaining their attitude and views.

The Minister chided the members of the
Opposition for being responsible for the
turmoil and unrest that exists. Any rea-
sonable-thinking man would know that
the opposite is the Case; that the Govern-
ment is responsible for the turmoil and
unrest that exist, because it kept the Bill
secret and then flung it into the
Legislative Assembly; and Standing Orders
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have been. sustiended in order to rush
it through in the minimum amount of
time.

Is that the way to deal with a major
alteration to the Industrial set-up which
has been operating in Australia since
1904? Surely to goodness the difficulties
that are being experienced in this State
have been experienced in every other State
of the Commonwealth! But there has been
no suggestion of secrecy in those States
and the cooking up of a Bill which could
be flung down in the Legislative Assembly
and passed through all stages as rapidly
as possible.

The fact that the Government has re-
tracted in regard to several of the provi-
sions is enough to indicate that it is not
sure of its ground; that It is not satisfied
its proposals will be generally acceptable.
I lay at the feet of the Government the
responsibility for the disruption of indus-
try and the turmoil which has resulted.
What else could the Government have ex-
pected from the attitude it has adopted?

Amendment to Motion
I move an amendment-

That the word "now" be deleted.
If I succeed in my motion I shall then
move to insert after the word "time". at
the end of the Minister's motion, the
words, "in May next."

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
moved to delete. in the motion moved by
the Minister for Labour, the word "now",
with a view to inserting after the word
"time" the words "in May next." This
motion will have to be dealt with in two
parts. The first part is to delete the word
''now,-. The question is that the word
to be deleted be deleted.

MR. JAMIESON (Beeloo) 11.49 p.m.]:
There is every reason for the amendment
of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
and for preventing the Bill from being read
a second time immediately this debate is
concluded. My colleague gave abundant
evidence of how the measure has been
rushed before the trade union movement
by the present Government. The Premier
made certain statements to the effect that
there was nothing wrong with the provi-
sions of the Bill; and after the Govern-
ment had had a further look at the meas-
ure, he came out with another set of state-
ments that alterations would be made.

Surely this is not the way to bring down
legislation! It is a good reason for de-
laying the measure for some time; and,
as you indicated, Sir, this matter has to
be dealt with in two parts. Firstly, it is
necessary to delete the word "now ".
Naturally, in deleting the word "now" we
will have to look at what is to follow. I
think we should examine some other
methods of arbitration where a settling
down Derlod has been granted.

on the American airbitration3 scene It is
often necessary for the President of the
United States to step in and instruct that
there shall be a settling down period to
enable consideration to be given to various
problems which arise between unions and
management.

That is not an unusual feature, and it
would be a realistic thing to do on this
occasion. There should be time for the
Trades and Labor Council, and other in-
terested parties--such as those unions not
associated with the Trades and Labor
Council who are up in arms over this par-
ticular Issue-to discuss this measure with
the Government over the conference table.
It is true that many things might be ironed
out; but there are other aspects which it
might not be able to iron out, and we
want a clear knowledge of exactly where
we are going.

The Government does not appear to
know where it is going. The Minister, in
replying to questions this evening, said
it had been decided to proceed with the
proposition forthwith. The Government
has not got its own amendments on the
notice paper. it should have had the de--
cency to hold Its fire before its amend-
ments were before the House. It is not
particularly important, from the point of
view of the well-being of the trade union
movement, that the measure should be
dealt with at this juncture; and it is de-
sirable that a further look should be taken
at this particular legislation.

There are many reasons why we should
not proceed with the Bill, but the main
thing for me to say before I sit down
is to repeat that time is necessary to cover
this particular Bill. It should be clearly-
studied by members on both sides of the
House, and we should obtain the opinions
of those who are likely to be affected by.
what may stem from the measure. A
period of six months does not appear to
me to be unreasonable, should my col-.
league, the Deputy Leader of the Opposi-
tion, move to insert those words in con-
nection with his amendment. I have
pleasure in supporting the amendment.

MK. J. HEGNEY (Belmont) r7.54 p.m.):
I propose to support the amendment.
moved by the Deputy Leader of the Op-
position. It has a great deal of mnerit
in view of the industrial turmoil that
now exists in the State. If breathing space
were given for the further consideration
of this Bill I think It would be to the
advantage of everyone concerned.

This measure was not a matter for con-
sideration at the last election. It was not
referred to in the policy speech of the
Government; nor was any mention of It
made in the Lieu tenan t-Governor's Speech
to Parliament. With a Bill of this magni-
tude, and one of such concern to industry
in Western Australia, it ill behaves the
Government to throw it before Parlia-
ment at this late stage. It has undoubtedly
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created a good deal of industrial unrest:
and to proceed with the measure at this
stage would be a retrograde step for this
country.

After all said and done, we wish to make
progress in this State, and we must have
a labour force that is working under
reasonable and fair conditions and not
under conditions which will, in many in-
stances, be considered unfair. That is
the aspect which has to be considered.

The proposed amendment will provide
breathing space, a time for consideration,
and a time for mature judgment to be
applied to this most important question.
I have been in Parliament for a good many
years, and I do not know of any issue
that has caused so much strife and un-
rest, and where the gallery has been filled
on so many occasions.

I come into contact with People apart
from industrial workers, and they have
said to me. "What is the Government do-
ing, upsetting the people with this Bill.?"
That seems to be the consensus of opinion
of many of those with whom I come into
contact. They are not Labor supporters,
either. They are people in between: the
"swingers" at election time. These people
arc concerned at what is happening in the
State. The Proposed amendment would
give the Government time to consider the
matter more fully with advisers from out-
side the administration of the Govern-
ment; it would give time for opinions to
be expressed more calmly, and a better
Hill might eventuate.

MR. EAS(Kalgoorlie) [7.57 p.m.]:
The motion is that the Bill be now read
a second time; and the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition has moved to delete the
word "nlow". He then proposes to move
to insert other words; and the full effect
of his move will be that the motion before
the Chair, instead of being that the Bill
be now read a second time, will be that
the Bill should be read in May, six months
hence.

I make it Quite clear that I support
unequivocally the amendment moved by
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I
do so for this reason: I have in my hand
a copy of the parent Act-the Industrial
Arbitration Act, of Western Australia,
which is a citadel of democracy and
national justice-a citadel of democracy
inasmuch as the constitution of the
body, created and maintained in this
Act since 1904, consists, on the one hand.
of a representative of the employing
classes: and, on the other hand, a repre-
sentative of the employees. The body in-
cludes, as an impartial judge, a person
of just that status: a person who, as
President of the Arbitration Court, has the
status of a Supreme Court judge.

If this is such a citadel of democracy
and natural Justice, then why do we find
this present turmoil? Why do we find a
situation that surpasses the traditions of
the 5th November, and the tradition that
is the happy lot of the first Tuesday in
November? People today were not think-
ing in terms so much of Guy Fawkes day
or of a famous horse race run in Victoria.
They were thinking in terms of this Bill,
and what moves lay behind It.

I claim that this Hill is to abrogate our
arbitration system, and it Is an instrument
of conspiracy. The purpose behind the
amendment is to provide that the Bill,
which will abrogate our arbitration system,
shall not be read now, but that saner
thoughts will prevail; and if it is ever
thought necessary that it should be read
again, an attempt could be made in May of
next year. Some of us may aspire to be-
coming Immortal; and there is a man who,
in a certain way, has achieved a place in
the hail of fame. He Is the man who wrote,
"Good-bye, Mr. Chips."-James Hilton. I
feel that our Minister for Labour, in his
way, has tried to emulate the efforts of
James Hilton with "Good-bye Mr. Chips,"
in putting forward a Bill clearly intended
to say, "Good-bye Mr. Nevile."

I say to the Minister that if he persists
with this Bill it may inspire others in the
community also to rise to this hall of fame
by their efforts when they take pencils
into their hands at the first opportunity
they get of going to the ballot box: and it
will mean not only good-bye Mr. Nevile,
but it will also mean good-bye Mr. Wild,
good-bye Mr. Court, good-bye Mr. Brand,
and good-bye to all the members who sit
so silently behind the front bench.

The Minister claimed in the Press, and
by interview on television, that this was
a great piece of secretive legislation. He
was quoted as saying that during the whole
of his career in Parliament he had never
known of a better-kept secret than the
introduction of this piece of pernicious
legislation. Why did he say that? Why
should this particular piece of legislation
take unto itself any more secrecy than
applies to any other legislation introduced
into the Chamber? The Minister said it
was drafted in the presence and in the
restricted knowledge of members of his
staff. If such Is the case, what does he
expect in regard to any other Piece of le--
islation he brings to this Chamber? Does
he expect his staff to go babbling it around
the community? Of course he does not.

When the Minister said that this was a
well-kept secret I am sure he let the cat
out of the bag, because obviously the con-
tents of the Bill were known to many more
sections of the community than the Minis-
ter's own personal staff, the staff of the
Labour Department. Those who assert
that they see behind this Bill the hand of
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the Employers Federation are not very
far wrong. There is some Justification for
such an assertion; otherwise, why should
the Hill be such a closely-kept secret?

In his introduction the Minister spoke of
the delays that sometimes unfortunately
occur in our arbitration system; but those
delays occur just as frequently in our ordi-
nary legal system. The Minister went on
to say it would be appreciated that this
was a situation which could not be al-
lowed to continue. He.said he had brought
this Bill forward to put an end to all
those troubles. It is not the menders that
we are worried about, but the enders; and
that is the sole reason behind the Bill:
it is the Minister's desire to amend our
arbitration system in order completely to
end the system; and I am opposed to hi
move. That Is why I take this opportunity
to support the amendment moved by the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition, and in
the hope that saner thoughts may prevail.

I feel sure that the Minister, and Cabi-
net, have had second thoughts about the
Bill, even at this early stage, because it
was reported during the weekend that the
Premier had tried to allay the fears of
the trade union movement of Western
Australia. He tried to allay the fears
of the workers and said there wvas nothing
In the Bill to cause them any concern .
The Premier said he could not see what
was wrong with it; and Yet, within 24
hours, an announcement Is made that the
Government will drop certain clauses in
the Bill and will Put forward certain
amendments.

What has caused the change of heart?
Perhaps saner thoughts are prevailing, and
this amendment will give the Govern-
ment an opportunity to have a closer look
at the situation. So that we can have
clearer thoughts about it, and give the
Government that opportunity, let us sup-
port the amendment of the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition and delay the passage
of the Bill.

This move by the Government is not
made simply to obviate delays that have
occurred in the arbitration system. If that
was the Government's only idea the answer
was quite simple, and it did not require
a measure of 159 clauses. By this Bill
the Government intends to create a body
comprising four commissioners, which
will mean that there will be four concilia-
tion commissioners to handle the business
connected with arbitration. But if that
was the only purpose behind the Govern-
ment's move it could have brought for-
ward an amendment to section 108A. All
that would have been required would have
been one amendment and that would have
given effect to what the Minister said was
the sole reason behind the Introduction of
this legislation. But instead of that the
Minister Introduces a Bill of 159 clauses.
He certainly does things the hard way!

I feel there Is something sinister be-
hind this Bill; and I am reminded of a
very famous quotation, the source of which
I do not need to mention because it is
well known-"By their fruits ye shall know
them." There is another one about
wolves in "sheep's clothing." The Gov-
ernment. in the dying hours of Parlia-
ment, when Standing Orders are sus-
pended, brings forward legislation of this
kind. Why? Members of the Govern-
ment can certainly be likened to the say-
ing about people coming like wolves in
sheep's clothing. They remind me of
Lord Byron who said, "The Assyrian came
down like the wolf on the fold."

Members of the Government thought
they could do that, but they found the
trade union movement was organised.
They were very surprised at the organisa-
tion; there is no doubt about that, One
could see that by the red face of the
Minister the other night, Members of the
Government were completely surprised:
and they will be a lot more surprised if
they persist with the passage of this Bill,
which is designed not only to end our
arbitration system but also to plunder in-
dustrial Justice and throw contempt upon
the dignity of labour. The full unity of
the Labor movement has been shown; the
full and united Labor movement will cer-
tainly express itself when this Govern-
ment meets the people who will have a
say at the next elections.

I would like to ask the Premier one
question: Has he considered the grounds
upon which the Prime Minister of Aus-
tralia has sought to have the people of
the Commonwealth express themselves-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
That has nothing to do with the amend-
ment before the Chair.

Mr. EVANS: Very well, Mr. Speaker. I
will simply ask the Premier: Will he take
a leaf out of the Prime Minister's book
and allow us to go to the People on this
issue and let the people have a. say now?
That would be a sounder basis for an elec-
tion than the reason put forward for a
Federal election.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. EVANS: Apart from the Present

Conciliation Commissioner we do not know
who the commissioners will be, and we
can only have a suspicion that as far as
the workers are concerned the other three
will be like the three wise monkeys who
sit on the mantelpiece: they will see no
evil, hear no evil, and speak no evil,

I cannot be a party to that, and so I
support the amendment to delay the Bill
for at least six months. But I hope it will
never be read a second time.

MR. GRAHAM (Balcatta) [8.9 o~mi:
What an extraordinary state of affairs!
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
moved a vital amendment to the question
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which is before the Chair, and yet not
one member of the Government is pre-
pared to stand up in his place and inform
us of the attitude of the Government to
this proposition.

Mr. Court: The Minister told you be-
fore we started the debate.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. Hawke: Spoken at last!
Mr. GRAHAM: A question was asked

without notice, and now we are confronted
with this situation: a move has been made
by a responsible member of this Parlia-
ment and the Government has not offici-
ally informed the House of its attitude.
I suggest it should do so in order to give
a lead to what a Country Party member
in another place said were a bunch of
ciphers. How would those who sit behind
the Government know how to vote on this
issue unless there was some indication
given by a spokesman for the Govern-
ment? First of all this Bill was trotted
out as being the complete measure-the
ideal Bill-to meet a certain circumstance
quoted by the Minister for Labour and
subsequently by the Premier. They said
this was it; and there was no cause for
complaint or criticism; and there had been
a whole lot of misunderstanding; or else
they, the workers, were being led by the
Communists, or something akin to them.

Yet this perfect conglomeration of
words, the Bill now before us, was so per-
fect in its conception that yesterday
afternoon Cabinet found It necessary, not
because of any recently found love for the
workers, but because of political embar-
rassment which the Government felt, to
make certain drastic alterations to that
ill-begotten child of the Minister for
Labour. It was the answer to a maiden's
prayer last week, and this week the Min-
ister himself has admitted that it has
considerable shortcomings.

As we have been reminded, the Premier.
probably without having read the measure
-and if he did read it, he certainly did so
without understanding it-told us as
recently as yesterday. I think it was, that
there was nothing wrong with the Bill. Yet
within 24 hours--and this was really extra-
ordinary-the Premier and his Govern-
ment, and no doubt the yes men who sit
behind him, are now of the opinion that
this Bill has not got so much merit after
all.

What the Opposition Is suggesting is
that we should have a little more time
to enable us to make an analysis of the full
implications of the Bill, and also to give
ample opportunity for the message con-
tained In the Bill at present to be broad-
cast from the far north to the far south,
and from our western seaboard to our
eastern border-in other words, to the
workers generally--so that everyone will
have a full knowledge of the possibilities
Provided by this Bill. Perhaps if that is
done the Government will have a second

and third look at the measure, I should
say to the great relief of some of its sup-
Porters who at this stage are probably
showing more than their usual interest in
any suggestions there might be for im-
provements to the parliamentary super-
annuation scheme.

I say that the Government has admit-
ted and acknowledged the frailties of the
Hill it introduced because it has already
back-peddled considerably, but not nearly
far enough to satisfy those who have a
direct association with the Industrial move-
ment. Further, I think it is a shocking
omission and admission on the part of
the Government, and we are entitled to
know who were the authors of this in-
famous plan.

You will recall. Sir, that I asked a series
of questions of the Minister for Labour
this afternoon. Before this Bill saw the
light of day he did not confer with the
President of the Arbitration Court, a man
who has been in charge of the Industrial
arbitration and conciliation machinery of
Western Australia for a great number of
Years. Neither of the other two members
who sit with Mr. Justice Nevile on the
Arbitration Court has been asked for his
views, despite the experience that they
have had in respect of industrial matters.

The Industrial Registrar apparently
does not mean a thing In the scheme of
things of this Government. The Concilia-
tion Commissioner, who is to be made the
principal man In this new set-up, with his
wealth of experience not only as Concilia-
tion Commissioner, but prior thereto as
union secretary and union organiser. was
not consulted at all-there was not
one word of consultation with him.

The same was apparently the case
with the Employers Federation. I was
looking for the lump in the Minister's
cheek when he said he had not conferred
with the Employers Federation. But I sup-
pose we must accept his word when he
says he has not conferred with them.

Mr. Hawke: They conferred with him.
Mr. W. Hegney: Accept his word with

a grain of salt.

Mr. GRAHAM: Whether we agree or
disagree with the views of the Employers
Federation, surely its officers have had a
considerable amount of experience in these
matters, and surely their point of view
should be worth hearing. No other organ-
isation of employers has had the oppor-
tunity to submit its viewpoint; and no
officers of the Trades and Labor Council
were consulted in order to ascertain their
approach to the different propositions.
There was no consultation with the Cham-
ber of Manufactures, or with the Cham-
ber of Commerce. We are also told there
was no consultation even with the Liberal
Party itself. As one might expect, the
Minister did not confer with the repre-
sentatives of the Australian Labor Party.
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I would like to know what sort of people
the Minister was engaged with. He said
an officer of the Labour Department and
he decided this matter. The experience
of the Minister in industrial and labour
matters would be exactly nil.

Mr. H. May: No wonder the whole thing
is in such a mess.

Mr. GRAHAM: The officer in whom the
Minister apparently reposes so much con-
fidence is a very junior officer in the Pub-
lic Service.

Mr. Fletcher: Yet he torpedoed the
President of the Arbitration Court.

Mr. GRAHAM: Apparently the officer
torpedoed the Minister, and submitted all
sorts of propositions to the Minister.
which were swallowed hook, line, and
sinker. This whole affair is an insult to
Parliament. The Bill has not been sub-
mitted to the people who are so vitally
affected. None of them has been con-
sulted. But the Minister, who knows
nothing of industrial affairs, together with
a junior officer, took a trip around the
Commonwealth of Australia, and then
came up with this terrible document; and
at short notice the entire industrial move-
ment of Western Australia-both em-
ployer and employee-is expected to ac-
cept this measure; and we, who are spokes-
men in this Parliament for the employees
-be they white collar or blue collar em-
ployees-are also expected to accept it.

There are certain members who sit on
this side of the House who, In their little
finqer. have a greater knowledge of indus-
trial matters, spread over 30 or 40 years,
than has the Minister in his entire being.
So if no consultations have taken place
with those people who are directly affected
-not even as a matter of courtesy-an op-
portunity should be provided now for them
to be consulted; and the amendment-the
part moved, and the part foreshadowed by
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition-pro-
vides that very opportunity.

Who is to suggest that, because a group
of Ministers met in a Cabinet room yester-
day afternoon and detected a number of
weaknesses in the Hill presented to us,
and which we are now considering, they
have the complete answer: and that their
one review resulting in these alterations
could not, and should not, be varied by a
second, and a third review, which might be
responsible for removing some of these
clauses which are so offensive to the trade
union movement? It is rather surprising
in my mind that the Employers Federation
has clasped this measure to Its bosom.

Mr. Hawke: What a bosom!
Mr. GRAHAM: I still have reservations

in my mind as to whether there have not
been some sort of conferences, official or
unofficial, between the Minister, certain
menmbrrs of the Government, and the Em-
ployers Federation.

What has been the position in Western
Australia? Have not all of us. irrespective
of party Politics, prided ourselves that In
this State there is a considerable measure
of industrial peace; that our arbitration
and conciliation machinery has worked
effectively and well; and that whilst there
are differences-and on occasion strong
differences-of opinion between the em-
ployer and the employee, nevertheless
overall the relationships between the two
are on a high plane in Western Australia
compared with some other parts of the
Commonwealth, and some other portions
of the world? Why then is this Govern-
ment hell bent in its endeavour to destroy
that relationship?

Mr. H. May: We all know.

Mr. GRAHAM: I assume the Govern..
ment Is not receptive to the proposition
submitted by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition; and I ask it: Why? What is
the drastic urgency to have this measure
passed? Is It because the Government
realises how distasteful it is in the eyes of
so many tens of thousands of people in
Western Australia; and does It accordingly
want as long a period as possible between
the Passing of this legislation and the
holding of the next election?

Is the Bill rushed in in the way it is
because we are threatened with grave in-
dustrial unrest? Are we on the verge of
an industrial crisis? What is the reason
for disturbing the overall happy circum-
stances which Western Australia enjoys on
the Industrial front? Surely the Minister
has some reason for wanting to rush this
Bill through! All I can suggest is that he
is doing the bidding of certain interests.
On a vital measure such as this, which
seeks to upset the industrial machinery
of Western Australia, and with it to upset
tens of thousands of good citizens In the
State, we find that the Minister occupied
approximately 15 minutes in introducing
the measure. There was just an odd word
here, and an odd word there.

Surely Parliament is entitled to some-
thing better than that! If we were dealing
with Argentine ants, or fruit fly, or some-
thing of that nature, it might have been
all right. But this is a measure which, if
it becomes law, will affect the lives, out-
look. and welfare of tens of thousands of
good citizens, and of their wives and their
families. It means bread and butter to
them; it means the certain knowledge that
they can participate in organised sport,
and the rest of it.

The Government bends over backwards
when the millionaire interests show them-
selves on the Western Australian horizon;
but in the matter of something basic,
which is likely to affect such a large sec-
tion of our community, no concern what-
ever is shown. With one fell swoop it is
a case of good-bye to arbitration with
representation of employer and employee.
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I wonder how many of those who sit
on the Government side of the House have
any knowledge or appreciation of the value
of having a direct spokesman to be a mem-
ber of a determining tribunal? I have not
had much experience, but I was the em-
ployees' representative on an appeal board
presided over by a magistrate, and the
effectiveness of the work after the formal
hearing of the case has to be experienced
to be appreciated. But this is to be some-
thing of the past; and, probably what is
worse still from our point of view, the
Minister who is responsible for this will
be the one who will appoint persons to
become commissioners under this Bill.
That is something I cannot contemplate
with a happy heart. We will get the most
hard-crusted and reactionary Tories im-
aginable-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
I suggest the honourable member had
better confine himself to the amendment.

Mr. GRAHAM: I am doing so, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I do
not think you are. Who Is to be appointed
is a little outside the amendment.

Mr. GRAHAM: I was hoping that as we
heard something about the 74-year-old
gentleman who is to be appointed chair-
man of the Metropolitan Water Board.
we might learn a little of the officers
of the Employers Federation who might
be made conciliation commissioners. If
that were the case we would, in my opin-
ion, be making progress, and it would be
an added argument to postpone this Bill
not until, May 1964, but until May, 1994.

On the grounds of good manners, if on
no other grounds, we have a right to hear
from the Government as to whether it Is
in favour of this amendment. If it is
not, it should supply a few reasons. Had
this Bill been passed last week-in other
words, had there been a supine Opposition
-the Bill would have passed with these
half-dozen or so items that the Minister
is now prepared to forego: but there
has been additional time, and because of
that there has been a modification of the
Hill. All we ask is that not only members
of Parliament of all Political complexions,
but the people outside be given an op-
portunity and time to study, and con-
sider the implications and ramifications of
the Hill. Is that too much to ask?

I also suggest there is need for further
consideration, because this measure was
now here foreshadowed. The Government
had no authority from the electors to in-
troduce this Bill. Had there been a pledge
given at the time of the last election
under which thie Premier could say, "We
have a mandate to do certain things,"
then perhaps it would be in a different
category. Hut there was no mention of
this proposition whatever; and, as has been
mentioned, even when Parliament was

opened about three months ago, there was
no mention or suggestion whatever of a
Bill designed to do all that this Bill seeks
to do.

So, firstly, I suggest to the Government
that it has a bounden duty to display a
little courtesy to the Opposition in con-
nection with this amendment. Secondly.
I say that if it is confident it is doing
the right thing,. and if it feels that the
State-wide protest that has been made
emanated from Communists-as was stated
by the Minister for Labour this afternoon
-then the Government has an election-
winner; and accordingly on my behalf, and
on behalf of my colleagues, I invite the
Government to resign and submit this
matter to the electors.

Mr. Hawke: On the 30th November.
Mr. GRAHAM: The sooner the better.

As has been mentioned, we have the
example in the Commonwealth of the elec-
tion being held prior to the expiration of
its full term. I suggest to the Govern-
ment that here is an issue in which It
profoundly believes; here is an issue in
which it feels that the public is on its
side, and that the only ones opposed to
it are a few Communists who are being
stirred up by Labor Party members.

If its grounds are so strong and so
secure, this is an election winner, if ever
there was one. Therefore, we give to the
present Government an opportunity of
continuing, not for the next 18 months.
but for the next three years by the simple
expedient of giving democracy an oppor-
tunity of expressing its viewpoint.

On every ground on which the Govern-
ment has been challenged, It has been
found that It has no answer, Labor, at
this stage, in connection with this amend-
ment, is saying that it believes this to be
a bad Bill. We also say that the Gov-
ernment, which paraded It as being the
perfect Hill, has, in the last 24 hours, ad-
mitted that It is not as good as it was
thought to be. Therefore we say: Give
us a little more time, not only us as par-
liamentarians. but the public-and especi-
ally those directly affected-to study the
thing in all its aspects. Then in May, or
June. or July-certainly not before May-
of next year. let the Government come
back with its second, third, and fourth
thoughts on the matter. Let it come back
fortified with the opinions of, and deci-
sions arising from, consultations with
people who had a right to be consulted
in the first place.

Mr. Pletcher: Hear, hear!
Mr. GRAHAM: If that were done, per-

haps the Passage of the Bill in Its amended
form would be quieter and more expeditious
than it is likely to be under the present
circumstances.

That is all I say except that I think it
will be a grievous Insult to the Opposition
if, on my resuming my seat, there is not a
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spokesman from the front bench to indi-
cate the Government's ideas, or at least
to show respect to the Deputy Leader of
my political party.

MR. ROWBERRY (Warren) [8.32
p.m.l, I also would like to raise my voice
in support of the amendment to strike
out the word "now", with a view to bring-
ing about that situation which the Mlin-
ister himself envisaged in his speech when
he presented the Bill. I wonder if the
Minister remembers what he said. He did
not take long to make his speech, so his
memory should serve him well In this in-
stance. He said-

'This legislation is being brought for-
ward with a view to giving both the
unions and the employers easy and
immediate access to the court, in order
that their differences can be aired
around the table, and so obviate con-
ditions such as have arisen even as
late as today with the present indus-
trial dispute and strike of the Trans-
port Workers' Union.

Now, because we want just these con-
ditions, we on this side of the House arc
supporting this amendment. If more time
were given to the consideration of this
Bill, I am sure the misconceptions which
the Minister and his Cabinet have alleged
exist, would not have arisen; and I am
sure that if the Bill had not been kept
secret for so long, and more time had been
given to discussion with those immediately
and so vitally affected by the legislation,
this situation would not have arisen.

You, yourself, Mr. Speaker, said that
this was. the first time in the history of this
Western Australian Parliament, that the
proceedings of Parliament had been inter-
rupted by people in the gallery. Now, are
we to assume that these people were, as
has been stated in a loathsome allegation
by the Minister for Labour this evening,
stirred up by Communist agitation?7 Ap-
ropos of that, it Is a strange thing that
when People do react to certain domestic
conditions, industrial conditions, and in-
dustrial injustices, they are condemned by
certain sections of the community. Yet.
when exactly the same spirit is adopted
to combat aggression and injustice outside
of Australia, it is lauded up to the skies.
It is exactly the same spirit which moti-
vates the people. On the one hand they
are standing up against domestic injus-
tices: and on the other hand they are
standing up, thank God, to outside in-
justices which could be imposed upon
them.

Because of these things, I think that the
action of the Government in foisting this
Bill on us so hurriedly without giving
Proper time for due consideration of the
provisions in it which have been fount
obnoxious by the trade unions and the
workers generally, is to be deplored, and

the Government should give more time for
consideration of this very important
measure.

The member for Balcatta mentioned
that the Government gave no indication
that it would introduce a Bill of this sub-
stantial nature-no indication on the
hustings, nor in the speech of the Uieuten-
ant-Governor. I have read that speech,
and the only reference I could see that
would indicate that this legislation would
be introduced is a statement which
reads-

Legislation is to be introduced dua-
Ing this session which will include a
Bill to control the sale of poisons.

It is time we had that Bill to control the
sale of poisons, when we have the Min-
ister for Labour saying that we on this
aide of the House are no better than Com-
munists, and that the people whom we
lead and whom we intend to lead and ad-
vise in their best interests are no better
than fellow-travellers.

That type of talk used In an election
has brought the Government a certain
amount of advantage, but the time has
come when that advantage has been used
up and Is now coming to an end. There-
fore I would advise the Minister that
whatever he does, he should think up a
better answer when he is asked whether
he is aware of the amount of industrial
unrest which is apparent to everyone else
in the community.

The Minister said this Bill will do away
with the delays that have been engendered
in the working of the Arbitration Act. To
try to find a method to circumvent It, he
went to the Eastern States to examine the
arbitration systems there. I want to ask.
the Minister why it Is that everything in
the Eastern States is considered better
than everything in Western Australia.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman); I
think the honourabie member had better
confine himself to the amendment. He has
been fairly well off It for some time. 1
nearly pulled him up a couple of times,
but I do not like doing so. He had better
confine himself to the amendment.

Mr. ROWEERRY: The point I am try-
ing to make is to induce the Government
by argument to deiay this Bill by agree-
ing to the amendment to strike out the
word "now". In order to do that, surely
I do not have to stand up here and say,
"You had better do it; you had better
do it; you had better do it." I have to
present some argument; and the argument
I am presenting is-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I do
not know whether the honourable, member
is reflecting on my remarks, because he
is Implying at least that I had no right
to Pull him up. Actually I have been
very tolerant with the member for War-
ren. I very nearly pulled him up earlier.
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If he casts his mind back to last Thurs-
day, he may well remember that I went
to considerable trouble to enable him to
continue his speech, and I feel I was justi-
fled in going to that trouble. I thought
his remarks this evening were a little un-
fortunate, although possibly unintended.
They could have been construed by some
people as being a justification for those
People who created that difficulty. Now,
I would ask the honourable member In
future not to reflect on the Chair, but to
exhibit some awareness of the responsi-
bilities that devolve upon the Chair. He
must confine his remarks to the amend-
ment. because I cannot have general
second reading speeches over again.

Mr. Graham: What about the Minister's
reply?

Mr. ROWBERRY: Mr. Speaker, if I
have, by any word, led you to believe that
I reflected upon your judgment. I apolo-
gise; but I do think, from my reading of
Standing Orders, that members themselves
have certain rights and privileges; and
while they keep those rights and privileges,
they are entitled to continue. I will admit
that it is the Speaker's prerogative to pro-
tect the members' rights and privileges,
and on that assumption I countered your
argument. I tried to say that what I was
doing was to show to the Minister
that he had made a mistake in introducing
this Bill and in not giving proper time to
have it considered. I said that because he
had made a journey to the Eastern States
and come back here with information
from there, he had introduced legislation
which was similar to that in existence frn
the Eastern States, and thereby had over-
thrown legislation which was already in
existence in this State.

Because of that I made the point, or I am
trying to make the point, that he should
reconsider this Bill and give more time
for everyone concerned to reconsider it.
The Government itself has admitted that
there are certain obnoxious provisions in
the Bill, and it could be that if we delayed
the measure, more of these obnoxious pro-
visions could be dealt with. At any rate,
more time would be given to reconsidera-
tion; and that is the point which I think
is most important.

If the Government did that, it would
prove to the trade unions and the leaders
of the trade unions that It bad considera-
tion for their arguments; that It was pre-
pared to consider them; and without that
consideration we cannot have a proper
system of arbitration. Unless the argu-
ments of each side are considered-anid
that is the purpose of arbitration-then
the arbitration system will fall down. So
it is essential that when we consider legis-
lation which is going to set up arbitration,
we give as much consideration as is pos-
sible to every facet of It. I support the
amendment.

MR. FLETCHER iFremantle) [8.45
p.m.]: I support the amendment to delete
the word "now" for the purpose of insert-
ing other words. The removal of the word
"now" is a prerequisite to the insertion of
other words. The member for Kalgoorlie,
when speaking earlier, made reference to
tonight being the 5th November; and I
think it is pertinent to the amendment
before us, inasmuch as I would say that as
a consequence of the Bill, the biggest bang
tonight-tonight being Guy Fawkes night
-will be as a mere dull squib compared
to the explosion that will occur In some
quarters.

Mr. Graham: There are a few squibs
over there! Stand up and say your piecer

Mr. FLETCHER: The Hill will cause all
sorts of recriminations here and elsewhere.
We on this side of the House, including
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, have
been accused of inciting, and causing the
incidents that have taken place. The
other night I posed this question: Who
could be blamed if people are provoked-
those who are provoked, or the ones who
do the provoking? I mention that point
in passing to show just how empty is the
assertion that we on this side of the House
are responsible for the incidents. I point
out that it is simply a case of cause and
effect. The cause is created by the Gov-
ernment, and the effect is the spontaneous
action in opposition that has taken place.

I believe that as a result of what has
occurred the Bill should be deferred; but
it cannot be deferred unless we support the
amendment. As has been pointed out, the
employers have pushed this thing; and I
am saying to Ministers and private mem-
bers opposite that they have not given pro-
per consideration to this measure. I know
that members opposite are busy men and
have not had the time to study this mea-
sure, or they would not support it. I know
they believe in my sincerity and that I do
believe in what I say. I am not seeing
shadows: nor are the trade unionists see-
ing shadows, as has been suggested by an
agent of the Employers Federation. There
is something more substantial that I can
see, and I do think more time should
be given for consideration of the Bill; and
it is for that reason and that reason only
that I ask members to support the amend-
ment.

The Bill includes a prospect of awards
being suspended because the Minister does
not like the position. The trade union
movement has fought for years for indus-
trial conditions, including the five-day
week, and the trade unionists have an
absolute right to demand the deferment of
this Bill because the things they have
fought for could be in jeopardy. These
responsible trade unionists whom we now
see involved in this as a consequence not
of any agitation or urging by trade union
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officials or Labor members, but because of
their own reaction to the dangers to the
conditions that they have fought for over
a period of years.

It does not matter what the Government
says, or the Press; or what the Premier
says in the Press, in regard to what will be
deleted from the Bill-the measure should
be delayed; al'though I admit the Minister
has put some undertakings on Paper. The
whole scope covered by the Bill is unsatis-
factory to the trade unionists; and the
suggestion of watering down the Bill is
merely to make it more attractive to the
less militant trade unionists and, in effect.
to create a split in the ranks of the trade
union movement. Personally I sincerely
hope that will not happen. I suspect those
are the present tactics of the Government
and the Employers Federation.

The court in the past, and even up until
recently, has been used by our political
opponents, and by the trade unions' in-
dustrial opponents, to frustrate the desires
of the trade union movement. In effect,
the court in the past has said, "Yes, we
will deal with you in court on a legal
basis. There will be no conciliation." As
a consequence the ambitions of the unions
have been frustrated and the demands of
the unions have been held up. unfortu-
nately, until such time as they have in-
dulged in industrial action, or reaction , in
exasperation through having their rights
deferred.

Unless this word "now" is deleted from
the motion and other words inserted, the
Position I have just described will be per-
petuated in the Bill, and the trade union-
ists will be further frustrated. That is
why they are here breathing down the
neck of the Governmient.

I ask the members of the Government
to respect those people and to listen to
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition when
he moves an amendment to defer this issuefor further consideration, These people-
honest working people-do not like in-
dulging in this unseemly behaviour. They
do not want to parade in the manner in
which they do. I know how they feel. I
am a trade unionist-I always have been
and always will be. I know how they feel.
They want further time to consider this
measure; and unless the amendment is
agreed to they will not be able to give it
the consideration they would wish; and
all the encumbrances and imperfections
will remain in the Bill despite the fact
that the Premier has said that this and
that will be withdrawn as some petty pal-
liative ta induce a few of the unenlight-
ened ones to desert a good cause.

I am lost for words. I support the
amendment. The evidence of opposition
is with us here and now, in the very
precincts of Parliament, in support of
opposition to the Bill as it exists.

MR. HEAWKE (Northam-Leader of the
Opposition) 18.53 P.m.]: The clear-cut
purpose of the amendment is to delay for
at least six months the taking of any
decisive vote for or against the Bill to
amend the Industrial Arbitration Act.

I support the amendment, and I do so
in connection with the practical interest
-which the general public has in the situa-
tion. Other speakers on this side of the
House, both on the general debate and in
the discussion on the amendment, have
stressed the importance of the interests of
the employees as represented by the trade
union movement, and the interests of the
employev~s as expressed through their
various organisations, mainly the Em-
ploy ers Federation.

However, we know that a measure such
as the one before us, which deals with
industrial matters-including levels of
wages and salaries, conditions of employ-
ment, hours of labour, and so on-does
fundamentally concern the whole of the
economic system; and that the condition
of the economic system is of great practi-
cal interest and concern to almost every
member of the public. Obviously any
serious disturbance of Industrial condi-
tions, such as would doubtless be brought
about by the early passing into law of the
Bill, is a matter of great concern to the
general public.

I am certain in my own mind that,
should the Bill become law in the near
future, as is the intention and objective
of the Government, then the public in this
State would be seriously prejudiced. They
could have to face up to all kinds of dis-
turbances and difficulties; and I should
hope no member of this House would
wish that to happen, and certainly not
to happen for any length of time.

Therefore, looking at the interests of the
general public, apart from the specific
interests of the trade unionists and the
employers and their organilsations, it
seems to me there is every justification for
a postponement of a decision on the ques-
tion whether the Bill is or is not to be-
come law in the near future. We all know
that the existing Arbitration Act, with
which the Bill proposes to deal very dras-
tically, has been in operation in this State
for a considerable number of years. We
also know it has worked smoothly and
successfully, so much so that it has won
great praise from people in other States
and from visitors from other countries. We
know our record of industrial peace in
Western Australia through the years has
been used for the purpose of persuading
companies to look writh favour upon the
Proposition of establishing their industry
in this State; and we know that several
such companies have made favourable de-
cisions along those lines and have at least
been considerably influenced in the mak-
ing of their decisions by our record of in-
dustrial peace.
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Surely in view of that situation it would
be folly indeed for the members of this
House. at this time, to come to a decision
upon this measure, which proposes to
abolish completely the existing Arbitration
Court. There is no misconceptions in the
community about the major objective of
the Hill which is, as I have just said, to
abolish the court completely.

Surely we should not be asked to rush
into the making of a decision of that
character, with all the serious conse-
quences it could inflict not only upon
workers, not only upon many of the em-
ployers, but upon the general community
for whom I am making a special plea in
what I have to say in support of the
amendment. Not all employers want this
legislation, either.

The other evening, when I was speaking
on the general debate, I Said that, in my
judgment, only the very greedy type of
employer-the more ruthless type of em-
ployer-was seeking to have our existing
arbitration machinery abolished. Why
should we rush into a decision of this
kind-one of such paramount Importance
to everybody in the community-at the
behest of that type of person? Such people
are concerned only with their own finan-
cial and economic welfare. They are
not concerned with the welfare of the gen-
eral community. They are not concerned
with the welfare of the public. Therefore.
on every count, and from every angle from
which anyone logically looks at this situa-
tion there is every reason why Parliament
should not, at this time, put this pro-
posed legislation on the Statute book or
give any approval to it.

This Arbitration Court system has been
built up over many years. and this Hill
proposes to wipe it out overnight. There-
fore the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
is entirely Justified in putting forward this
amendment to ensure far deeper con-
sideration being given to the major propo-
sition in the Bill. The present Arbitra-
tion Court system is generally accepted in
this community. The only people opposed
to it are the minority type of employers
to whom I have referred, and some very
extreme left-wing people. They are the
only people opposed to the continual main-
tenance and operation of the existing Arbi-
tration Court system.

Why should we rush into a decision to
abolish the court when the best Interests
of the great majority of the people will
be safeguarded by the court continuing to
operate in its present form? The only ex-
cuse put up by anybody on the Govern-
ment side as an attempt to justify the
abolition of the court at this time, and
immediately, is that there has been some
accumulation of claims in the court: that
every claim has not been dealt with as
expeditiously as some might wish. Is
that any reason why we, as a Parliament,
should rush Into making a decision now to
abolish the Arbitration Court as such?

There is an easy solution to the problem
to the extent it exists and operates, and
the easy solution is to appoint one or more
additional conciliation commissioner to as-
sist the court. AS we know, there is one
conciliation commissioner operating now,
and he has been operating over a few
years. He has assisted the court materi-
ally. So if there is, from time to time.
an accumulation of claims in the court
which are not being dealt with as expedi-
tiously as a trade union might wish, or
as an employers' organisation might wish,
why not take the simple course, the sens-
ible course, and the sane course of bring-
ing a short Hill to Parliament during this
session to obtain authority for the appoint-
ment of one or more additional concilia-
tion commissioners?

On behalf of members on this side of the
House, I would say we would unanimously
support such a proposal, and it would meet
the situation which the Government put
forward as an excuse for abolishing the
Arbitration Court-utterly and totally
abolishing it! I say the public has had no
time to consider the major provisions in
this Bill. Even you, Sir, would agree that
we, as members of Parliament, have not
had a great deal of time to consider it.
It is a very large Hill. It covers many
pages of closely printed matter, with 159
clauses in all; and if we, as members of
Parliament, have had hardly sufficient
time to consider thoroughly and carefully
every part of the Bill, what chance has
the general public to consider it?

Obviously they have had no opportunity
to study it at all, and In my opinion that
is a very good reason why this Bill should
not be rushed through Parliament during
these fewv remaining days of this parlia-
mentary session. I am strongly of the
opinion that members of the Government
-most of them, anyway-and the mem-
bers who support them, do not realise the
terrific importance of this proposal; the
terrific dangers wrapped up in it. AS I
said earlier, the Arbitration Court in this
State has been functioning for years and
years, successfully and satisfactorily, pre-
serving Inustrial peace almost to the ex-
tent of 100 per cent., and giving a major
degree of satisfaction to most workers and
to most employers.

Yet this Government wants to rush a
Bill through Parliament to wipe out the
Arbitration Court and to set up some other
system in its place. There is no sense in
the proposition, and certainly no wisdom
in it. I was always trained to believe that
one tested something out in actual prac-
tice to ascertain whether it was suitable;
to ascertain whether it was satisfactory:
to ascertain whether It was efficient; to
ascertain whether it was safe; and to
ascertain whether it produced good re-
sults. If we apply that logical test to the
Arbitration Court as we know it-and as
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we have known it for a great many years
-we must say, if we are honest with our-
selves, there is every reason why the Arbi-
tration Court system should be retained;
wherever possible, strengthened; and wher-
ever possible, assisted; and there is no
reason why, in a fit of madness, we should
make a decision to abolish the court.

So there is every reason why this mea-
sure should be delayed f or at least the
remainder of this session, because there is
every need for it to be given a great deal
more thought and consideration by the
Ministers of this Government in the first
place; by their rank and file supporters
in the second place; and-perhaps, most
importantly of all-by the general public
who, in the long run, will be the people
most affected, either one way or the other.

That is why I think there is every reason
we should do everything possible to pro-
tect, maintain, and safeguard the Arbitra-
tion Court system, which has proved itself
through the years by such remarkably
good results.

In the circumstances, we should sup-
port the amendment which has been
moved by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition and thereby give to the Min-
isters of this Government an opportunity
to develop a greater understanding of the
situation; to develop more commonsense
in connection with it; and to realise, as
I hope they will, between now and when
Parliament meets next year, that the Ar-
bitration Court system is too valuable to
be wiped out; that any attempt to wipe
it out is a move in a dangerous direction;
and if, in the meantime, between now
and the end of this session those opposite
want an amendment to the Industrial
Arbitration Act to give them an oppor-
tunity and a legal right to appoint an
additional conciliation commissioner, let
them bring a Bill here for that purpose,
and I am satisfied, in my own mind, it
would receive unanimous support.

MR. H. MAY (Collie) [9.9 p.m.1: In
supporting the amendment I want to point
out, as the Minister for Police will readily
understand that I have been making
representation for police protection for
people in a certain part of my electorate.
but to date the Minister has continued
to refuse to have a police officer appointed.

Air. Craig: I am very sympathetic.

Mr. H. MAY: I can now understand the
reason why. It was because he was ad-
vised that this legislation was to come
before this House, and he further realised
what effect it would have on the general
public of this State. As a consequence
of that he evidently realised that it would
take all the policemen in this State to
maintain law and order after the pro-
visions of the Bill had become known to
thle general public.

In the few minutes he took to introduce
this measure, the Minister told us he had
spent two years scouring the whole of
Australia in order to prepare this legis-
lation.

Mr. Hawke: "Scouring" is the right word.

Mr. H. MAY: I was trying to be kind
when I used that word. However, he simply
told us that he had been procuring this
Information for the last two Years. Yet
he decided to bring this legislation before
this House, speak for 15 minutes on
its introduction, and expect the Opposi-
tion to be prepared to debate the whole
of its provisions within a few days. That
just goes to show how much opportunity
this Government and' its Ministers con-
sider members on this side of the House
should have to study this legislation.

How can any member of the Opposition
examine the legislation that is put for-
ward, and prepare his notes to make a
contribution to the debate in such a short
time? When we visit our electorates dur-
ing the weekend our constituents expect
us to tell them what the legislation means,
and what effect it will have on them. How
can we do that if the Government ex-
pects us to rush the Bill through in such
a short period?

The Bill bristles with industrial prob-
lemis. In one fell swoop it proposes to
abolish the Arbitration Court, I say here
and now that the Arbitration Court in
this State has done a wonderful job;
and despite the views of this Government,
it will always remain a monument to
industrial peace in this State. The man-
ner in which it has conducted and heard
all the cases brought before it is some-
thing of which we should all be proud.
Yet we find the Government, on a very
weak excuse, proposing to abolish the
Arbitration Court, its excuse being that it
considers the work has become congested.
If that be so, then, as previous speakers
have said. it would be a simple matter to
relieve that congestion. One can only
surmise there is a great movement behind
the proposal contained in the Bill, and
only asume whence this movement comes.

I want to refer to the adjectives em-
ployed by the Minister this afternoon
when the public gallery of this Chamber
was crowded by people who had come
here to listen to the debate to try to
understand what the Bill means to them.
The Minister rose in his seat and
deliberately called them "Commos." I
do not think there has been such an un-
dignified statement made by any Min-
lster in this House than that which was
made by the Minister this afternoon when
he indicated that all the people in the
public gallery, and the members of the
Opposition, were "Commos." it is aL crying
shame that a member of any Government
should make such a statement!I

2358



[Tuesday, 5 November, 1953.1 25

It ill becomes the Minister to say what
he said this afternoon, in suggesting that
those in the public gallery were Commu-
nists. He showed very little concern for
those who are affected by the proposals
in the Bill. He wiped them off simply by
saying they were Communists.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I think
the honourable member has made his
point. He should proceed to deal with the
amendment.

Mr. H. MAY: If my remarks have irked
You to that extent, Sir, I hope they will
irk the Minister much more. As the
Leader of the opposition said, the work-
ing class in this State are very much con-
cerned with the ramifications of this Bill.
Even if the Minister did spend two years
in the preparation of the measure, I do
not believe he understands what it Pro-
poses to do. I do not believe he is aware
of its ramifications, and of the upset it
will cause in this State. Is it any wonder
that the employees are really worried about
its intention?

I am very sorry indeed to see the day
when a Government proposes to abolish
what has become the "rock of ages" to
the industrial movement in Western Aus-
tralia. If it is necessary for a change to
be made to the present industrial set-up,
it is far easier to arrange such a change
than by the method proposed in the Bill.
In regard to both the Bill and the amend-
ment before us I appeal for a saner and
a more merciful outlook because I believe
it w]1l bring about confusion-and, in the
long run, regrets-If the Bill sees the light
of day. I strongly commend to the Gov-
ernment, to the Premier, and to the Min-
ister for Labour, and to all those concerned
with the Bill, that action be taken along
the lines I have suggested. Let us have
time to examine the Bill, and to put our
views before the Government, in the hope
that suitable legislation will see the light
of day, and that a more reasonable atti-
tude with regard to the Arbitration Court
will be adopted.

MR. BRADY (Swan) [9.19 p.m.): I
support the amendment moved by the
Deputy Leader of the opposition, because
I believe he is trying to act in the best
interests of all sections of the community.
If passed, the amendment will allow for
a cooling-off period to prevent what could
become a major industrial upheaval in
this State, at a time when the State could
least afford to have such an upheaval.

This afternoon I asked a question of the
Minister for Labour without notice. I
asked whether he would recommend to
the Government that consideration of the
Bill be postponed for one month in order
to allow for this cooling-off period, but
the Minister was not prepared to agree.
if that is the case, it means the Govern-
ment does not realise the consequences of

W]5

this Bill. If it is put into operation in its
present form it could have very serious
repercussions not only in Western Austra-
lia, but probably in some of the other
States also.

I have studied industrial arbitration
from about the age of 18 years. There is
no question about this: In its present form
industrial arbitration in Western Austra-
lia has certain weaknesses, but those weak-
nesses are far offset by its strength. In
introducing the Bill, the Minister had this
to say in relation to arbitration in West-
ern Australia, "The State has developed
and the court work has expanded." That
is a natural corollary. The State has ex-
panded in all directions-in mining, agri-
culture, and other activities-and as a
consequence of the growth of the popula-
tion and trade unions, the Arbitration
Court has been) called upon to do much
more work than it did years ago.

Let me remind members that many years
ago, when industrial conditions in Aus-
tralia were difficult, the father of arbi-
tration (Mr. Justice Higgins) introduced
arbitration to fix the basic wage for the
farm machinery industry. To a large ex-
tent that Act saved the day for the econ-
omy of Australia, Just as the father of
arbitration in Australia succeeded in do-
ing that for the industrial unions some 50
to 80 years ago, so arbitration has done
for Western Australia, It has allowed the
State to expand: and, as the Minister said,
progressively the work of the Arbitration
Court has become more difficult. It was
because the work had become more diffi-
cult that Governments in the past~ in their
wisdom, decided to improve arbitration.

We are all aware that the Industrial
Arbitration Act has been amended for
various purposes-to establish industrial
boards, boards of reference, boards of
demarcation; to provide for compulsory
conferences: to appoint conciliation com-
missioners and industrial magistrates-to
allow for better and improved working.
These amendments were made subsequent
to the passing of the original Act. Be-
tween 1925 and 1948 the Industrial Arbi-
tration Act did just that: it improved the
arbitration system in this State.

The arbitration system has not given
everybody one hundred per cent. satisfac-
tion: it has not given the employers that
degree of satisfaction; and neither has it
given the employees that degree of satis-
faction. But it has kept industry in this
State moving, and it has allowed the State
to progress. Between the period 1925 to
1948 the boards I have referred to worked
in the best interests of the People and the
State.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearnian): Order!
The honourable member must confine him-
self a little to the amendment before the
House.
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Mr. BRADY: The Minister in 1948
brought in a further amendment for the
appointment of a conciliation commis-
sioner to assist in the work of arbitration.
and an amendment was made to section
108B of the Act for that purpose. The
Conciliation Commissioner functioned very
effectively from 1948 to 1962, and that
was a period of nearly two decades in
which the Arbitration Court was able to
keep things running smoothly.

My point is that if the Government gives
this Bill further consideration it might see
the desirability of appointing more con-
ciliation commissioners, Instead of abolish-
ing the Arbitration Court. I prefer to see
the appointment of conciliation commis-
sioners. rather than commissioners as a
committee, or straight-out arbitrators; be-
cause under conciliation the Parties con-
cerned can be called to discuss their dif-
ferences around a table to try to arrive
at an arrangement which will be of help
to all. If that spirit of conciliation could
be included in this State the position would
be improved immensely. I hope the Gov-
ernment will agree to the amendment so
that some of the matters that have been
raised can be looked into.

If the proposals in the Hill are passed,
the ultimate result will bring about greater
delays than are now experienced. I have
had a little to do with Arbitration Courts,
both Federal and State. and I am
aware there have been delays. I can re-
cite a number of cases in which I was per-
sonally involved. In one instance I fell
into disfavour with the President of the
Court (Mr. Justice Dunphy) for referring
to a meeting in Trades Hall in connection
with a delay in the work of the Arbitration
Court. That is by-gone and I shall not
deal with it further. From the time when
he was President of the Court up till now
there have been delays: but these difficul-
ties could be overcome if the Government
would appoint more conciliation commis-
sioners.

There Is no doubting the fact that arbi-
tration has been brought into operation
in Western Australia by the efforts of the
workers-and I say this advisedly-because
they experienced great difficulties in their
industrial relationship with their employ-
ers. It is no exaggeration to say that the
Industrial Arbitration Act has been placed
on the Statute book as a result of the
sweat, the blood, and the tears of the
workers of Western Australia.

As the Opposition, we cannot lightly
allow this Bill to go through Parliament,
because we realise its implications. If
passed, it will bring about bitterness of
the worst kind; It will bring about the
worst possible industrial relations between
master and servant, and between eml-
ployer and employee. There should be a
cooling-off period to allow everybody to
have more opportunity to consider the Bill
and its lrnpllcations-lincludlng the trade

unions, the political parties, the Govern-
ment, the employers, and the Employers.
Federation, so that we can see whether
there is something we can do to improve
the overall position.

I do not want to weary the House by,
relating the many difficulties which now
prevail. They exist, and they will con-
tinue as surely as the day follows the
night. Some of those difficulties are tre-
mendous. and they have resulted in 8,000;
people from this State being unemployed.
We all know that you, Mr. Speaker, are
very keen to observe Standing Orders, and
I am sure you will not allow me to con-
tinue in that vein much longer.

Innocent people will be hurt by this Bill
if it eventually becomes law. Those are
the ones to whom we have a responsi-
bility as members of Parliament. People
in all parts of the State will be hurt and.
hurt badly. I do not want to see that
happen to people who are only very in-
directly associated with trade unions, em-
ployers, and others. But innocent people
will be hurt, so we owe them some respon-
sibility.

I regret having seen a deep insult in-
flicted on a very big proportion of the
people in the gallery this afternoon.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): What
the honourable member is saying has.
nothing to do with the amendment before
the House. I have tolerated similar re-
marks once, but I shall not continue to do
so. In any case, we cannot have a repeti-
tion of matters which are quite irrelevant
to the amendment.

Mr. BRADY: I regret to bear you ruling
that way. I shall accept your ruling, Mr.
Speaker, because I do not wish to bring
your wrath upon me. as I want to make
one or two other points. I want to say
this: I feel I have my finger on the pulse
of industrial conditions in this State when
It comes to trade unionists and industrial
arbitration. What I am fearful about is
this: In the main, without any question of
doubt, the trade unionists who do not be-
lieve in direct action, foreign aid, and
foreign assistance, are in control, and I-
want to see that continue. But if we have
an arbitration law like that envisaged In
this measure, it could be that we will lose
the grip we now have. That is all I want
to say on that point.

I commenced by saying that we cannot
afford In this State to have the aftermath
of industrial unrest arising out of this Bill,
if it becomes an Act. Our adverse balance
In Interstate trade is already running into
approximately E100,000,000, to say nothing
of the overseas position. Industry has
been built up in this State by the co-
operation of all parties. I instanced this
the other night when I mentioned the
wonderful project of Chamberlain Indus-
tries; and there are a number of others
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which demonstrate the great co-operation
between employer and employee working
under our Arbitration Act, under which
we have brought about this great indus-
trial stride forward, which I hope will
continue.

I just said that our adverse interstate
trade balance is running Into E100,000000,
and next year it could be £150,000,000 or
E200,000,000; and the smaller rnanufac-
turers and industrialists who are just get-
ting established and looking forward to
overseas trade with the South East Asian
countries in the near future will go to the
wall. I do not want to see that happen
either. I feel the Minister, when he intro-
duced this Bill, did not realise the full im-
port of its provisions. As I said before, the
Act at the present time provides for a
conciliation commissioner, special commit-
tees, industrial boards, and industrial
magistrates; and I believe if we had a few
more conciliation commissioners we could
get over the substantial delays which the
Minister said the President of the Arbitra-
tion Court had reported to him. By doing
this we would bring about that smooth
working which 'we want to see take place
in this State.

The Minister also said that the Bill
takes into account changes in industrial
concepts, and clarifies certain powers. I
only wish the Minister had told us what
those words mean. What does the Minis-
ter mean by "changed industrial con-
cepts?" We know there are changed in-
dustrial activities and modes of working
in Western Australia. but we feel that the
Arbitration Court, as at present consti-
tuted, is in the best position to judge the
overall situation instead of having the
one-way traffic which the Bill proposes,
should it pass through this House. What
are the "certain powers" that the Minister
wants to see clarified?

As a matter of fact, if anybody looks
at volume 10 of The Reprinted Acts c/ the
Parliament of Western Australia on page
123 and right throughout the Act it will
be seen that over the last 25 or 30 years
various courts have been laying down in-
terpretations of practically every import-
ant sentence in this particular Act. What
more can the Minister do to clarify the
position? I would say that 95 per cent.
of the difficult matters that could arise
under this Act have been interpreted or
tested in the Industrial court, the magis-
trate's court, the High Court, or the Full
Court.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
honourable member must get back to the
amendment. He is making a second read-
Ing speech.

Mr. BRADY: I will do that, Sir, and
,conclude, because I can see I will make
it difficult for the Government if I con-
tinue In that strain. What I would say
Is this: To have a commission in session
,comprising four conciliation commissioners

as against the present system of one presi-
dent and twvo other people, one represent-
ing the employees and one representing
the employers, will not be in the best In-
terests of all concerned.

It has been mentioned that we should
accept this Bill in its present form because
it has been passed by both the Queensland
and the Commonwealth Parliaments. How-
ever, I cannot agree with the Bill that has
been introduced in this House in its pre-
sent form, The Commonwealth Govern-
ment when it introduced its legislation did
not have regard for the overall position.
Our industrial and commercial difficulties
here are quite different from those per-
taining to the Eastern States. I do not
want to go into that because I know you,
Sir, will say that I should get back to the
amendment. However, our position here
is quite different. It Is significant-and
these are my final words--that the amnend-
ments introduced in the Queensland Par-
liament in 1960 were introduced by a
Liberal Government, Just as a Liberal Gov-
ernment has introduced this measure Into
this Parliament. I support the amend-
ment.

MR. DAVIES (Victoria Park) [9.37
p.m.): I did pause for a moment as I
thought someone from the Government
side would have leapt to his feet at this
stage of the debate to get behind the
Minister's action in bringing down this
Bill and defend the clauses that it con-
tains. However, it seems to me that we
are witnessing the same thing as has
happened so often in this Parliament,
where Government members sit silently,
knowing they have a brutal majority of
one and feeling they have a mandate to
do whatever they like. Therefore, the
Government feels it does not even have to
attempt to defend actions which it Is tak-
ing.

We would expect legislation of this type
to be brought down this session because,
had it been delayed another year, that
would have been far too close to the next
general election; and the Government
knows only too well that it would not
dare introduce any legislation of this kind
with an election in the off ing. No doubt
the Government feels it has made a mis-
take on this occasion, but the matter
now appears to be beyond its control.

I feel I must support everything that
has already been said tonight and say I
am quite amazed at the sweeping re-
forms which the Bill proposes. The mea-
sure itself is so sweeping I feel it would
have been better, and probably more rea-
sonable, of the Government to just repeal
the Industrial Arbitration Act as It now
exists and bring down a new Bill, because
the amending Bill contains 159 clauses and
the Industrial Arbitration Act itself con-
tains only 180 sections which would leave
-if my arithmetic is correct-21 sections
untouched. You can imagine, Sir, what
types of matter they would deal with.
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They would probably be machinery mat-
ters and quite innocuous as far as indus-
trial legislation goes.

The immensity of the Bill and the con-
tents of it, are the best reasons for the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition moving
his amendment to delete the word dinow"*
and subsequently, if we are successful,
inserting words to provide that the Bill
will be read a second time in six months.
I am certain it would take me at least
six months to fully digest the contents of
the measure. I spent three and a half
hours on it the other night;, and quite
apart from the amendments which already
appear on the notice paper, I was able
to digest only 14 clauses in that time. I
feel that even that was a very good
attempt. It was three and a half hours
straight without any interruptions; and
you, Mr. Speaker, will know only too well
that very few of us can get three and
a half hours without interruption. I
venture to say that possibly many members
on the Government side, including the
Premier, who scowls at me, has not even
read the 159 clauses that are contained in
the Bill. He is a much busier man than
I, and I cannot find time to fully digest
all the clauses.

I am quite certain the Premier has not
been able to find the time. I do not only
charge the Premier, but the rest of the
Ministers. I do not think any one of them
knows, apart from the general outline
that we have been given, what the Bill
proposes, They probably could not have
any experience or any detailed knowledge
of the sweeping reforms which are Pro-
posed. I would also say that it took the
Minister for Labour only 17 minutes to
introduce this Bill, which contains 159
clauses, into the House. I think that even
beats his water board record. I thought
that was a really good effort on the part
of the Minister so far as the saving of
words is concerned, but this one I feel will
stand unchallenged for many a long day.

Before Parliament agrees to a measure
of this kind it should feel it has the sup-
port of the public; and the events we
have witnessed in the past week must
clearly indicate to the Government that it
has very little support from the public
at all. Indeed, the support it has, would
certainly be partisan and sectional. The
events that have been detailed in this
House tonight of the reaction since this
measure was introduced have been con-
fusion confounded, because we have had
responsible Ministers making statements
in the morning paper and, in effect, re-
pudiating them in the evening paper. We
just wonder how much the Cabinet knows
of what is really going on, and whether
it does know the damage it is doing as
a consequence of the proposed amend-
ments. I wonder if it has a true assess-
ment of the reaction of the people?

I would say I have never in all my
political career-although I have only been
in Parliament just over two years, I have
been actively associated with the trade
union movement for something like 15
years-known any issue to create so much
concern as this one has. Possibly I was
more fortunate than some of the members
of Cabinet in the last Saturday morn-
ing, for an electioneering purpose, I1
spent four hours on the streets in the
middle of Victoria Park-right in the
shopping centre-and I would say there
was no other topic discussed with me apart
from amendments to the Arbitration Act.
This was a subject that was really con-
cerning the people.

I suppose I must have spoken to well
over 200 people and spent some time with
them. Perhaps it was only a minute or
two in many cases; but people were com-
ing to see me and expressing concern and
asking me what we were doing to stop
the Government from taking this action.
I told them they had probably assisted to
put the Government in office, and this was
the kind of thanks they were being given.
Many working people have supported the
Government, as we know only too well,
and this is the backhanded slap they are
given for their support. I venture to say
that if there were an election now, we
would find a much different result than
that which was experienced some two years
ago.

Very few people knew or had any in-
dication that this measure was being in-
troduced. I do not wish to dwell on that
aspect because it has been well and truly
covered during the debate. I must say
that I was alarmed at the secrecy with
which the whole matter was handled, I
did notice that the only gallery we had
on that occasion was one representative
from the Employers Federation.

The fact that the Employers Federa-
tion has, since that time, accepted this
measure so well, makes me very suspicious
of it now. I do not know whether the
federation has had time to study the 159
clauses in the Bill or the full impact of
them; but from the few statements it has
made-and it has been singularly quiet
on this measure to what it usually is--It
is apparent that it is very much in favour
of it. Perhaps the federation would be
content to see the measure put to the vote
this evening, if possible.

Reaction generally has been that the
Government should allow a period for
quiet study of this Bill; a cooling-off
period, as has been described in the House.
This opinion has been expressed particu-
larly by white-collar workers. I heard a
report broadcast on the news tonight that
although white-collar workers were re-
lieved that the Government had proposed
some amendments, they still felt there was
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a great need for allowing a. period during
which the Bill might be studied more
closely.

This, of course, is the purpose of the
amendment: namely, that all parties con-
cerned should have an opportunity of ex-
amining what is proposed; to see whether
there are any misconceptions-about which
the Premier complained, and then changed
his mind: and to find out the truth about
the situation.

I understand that the nursing federa-
tion is also concerned. That is a body one
could not describe as being radical. It
is a body that does not take a great deal
of interest in industrial affairs1 particu-larly outside its own ambit. A high official
of a federation, to whom I was speaking,
expressed concern at the haste with which
the measure was being brought before
Parliament; and I understand there is a
meeting to be held tonight. I expect the
outcome of that meeting will be that the
Government will be asked not to proceed
with the measure at the present time.

We ask: Why the haste? Why is the
Government hurrying with this measure?
The Government has been silent about it.
Our construction placed on that silence is
that to bring the legislation down at a
later stage would be to introduce it too
close to election year, and therefore the
Government must rush ahead with it now.
The cost to the Government will be an
imposition. There will be cost to the Gov-
eminment, because the Bill proposes thtt
the employers' and employees' represen-
tatives on the Arbitration Court shall be
retired and paid in full up to the time
of their normal date of retirement.

Last week I asked a question of the
Minister as to when the two gentlemen
concerned would be retiring. The answer
was that Mr. Christian, who represents
the employers, and Mr. Davies-no rela-
tion-who represents the employees-were
due to retire on the 21&t December, 1965.
That is two Years off, but they are to be
paid up to the 21st December, 1965, and
be retired as soon as this Bill becomes
law. I also asked what was the annual
salary-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
honourable member must keep to the
amendment. I have been very tolerant.
If members do not show greater apprecia-
tion of their responsibilities in connection
with this debate, I will have to be stricter
in my interpretation.

Mr. DAVIES; I was asking the Gov-
erniment why there should be haste in
bringing forward this measure and why it
would not agree to a postponement as pro-
posed by the amendment, I was pointing
out that there was a very good reason
why the Government should agree to a
postponement. It will cost the Govern-
ment a considerable amount of money if

the Bill goes through as it is. I do not
believe that the Government should pro-
ceed with it.

Both Mr. Christian and Mr. Davies are
on the Arbitration Court until 1955, each
at a salary of £3,243. To retire those
gentlemen at the present time will cost
the Government within the region of
£13,000. For that fact alone, the Govern-
ment should agree to the measure being
postponed and considered at a later stage.
I could find plenty of things in my elec-
torate in connection with which £13,000
could be put to very good use. I think it
is a waste that the Government should
biring down a Bill which is going to cost
the Government, at least initially, £13,000.

Let us look at what the position will
be if the Government agrees to the
amendment that the word "now" be
deleted. The position will be, of course,
that a great many people will feel that
the Government is honestly trying to do
something for the workers of the State;
that it has nothing to hide; that it is not
afraid of its proposed legislation being
looked at carefully, in detail, quietly, and
with plenty of investigation of how it
compares with the arbitration and indus-
trial commissions in the Eastern States
which have been held up to us as some-
thing to be highly desired in this State.

it would mean that the trade union
movement, the Employers Federation-
and, indeed, all the bodies that are or
should be concerned, and must be con-
cerned, with this type of legislation-would
be able to study it in detail at their leisure
and find cut whether the Government
does intend to do anything which will dam-
age or worsen the conditions which now
exist. If the Government means what it
says; if it is truthful in what it says,
then surely it will agree to the suggestion
that the word "now" be deleted from the
motion. The Government has nothing to
lose. It would repair its damaged stocks,
and surely its stocks have never been
lower.

I think that is as much as I need say
at present. I know that you would look
severely at me, Sir, if I repeated what baa,
already been said. I do not wish to weary
the House or the gallery, because they are
no doubt anxious to see how the vote
will go. I would say, however, that if the
Government is genuine in its statement
that this is indeed an improvement, it
should agree to the amendment. If the
Bill were to be read at a later stage, the
Government would have nothing to lose.

MR. W. HEGNEY (Mt. Hawthorn) [9.55
pm.]: FIrstly, I should like to commend
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for
moving the amendment to delete the word
"now"~ with a view to inserting the words
"in May next", because this Bill contains
provisions or far-reaching importance. its
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passage will affect practically every em-
ployee in the State, and It will affect every
industry. It will also have a bearing on
the conditions and the outlook of thou-
sands of industrial workers in the com-
munity.

The Bill, being of such vital importance,
should receive every consideration. I sug-
gest that has not been the position, and
no member of Parliament, be he on the
Government side or on the Opposition
side, has had an opportunity of fully ab-
sorbing all the implications of this mea-
sure. There has been confusion between
the Minister for Labour and the Premier,
as I propose to show. The Minister ad-
mitted that he had not consulted any
authority in this State-any industrial
authority or any appropriate authority-
in connection with the compilation of this
measure. Indeed, he admitted that he had
not even consulted the first person who
had every right to be consulted and
his opinions obtained In regard to any
amendments to the Act. I refer to the
President of the Arbitration Court.

On the contrary, it Is patent to me, as
it is patent to any person who has made
a study of the provisions of the Bill, that
the President of the Arbitration Court-
let alone the two lay members-has been
grossly insulted by the Government. The
President of the Arbitration Court can be
appointed for life under the provisions
of the Act; and the present incumbent
of the office has held that position for
some years. with, I suggest, distinction and
dignity, why did not the Government
consult the members of the Arbitration
Court if it considered it was advisable to
streamline the measure?

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
I hope the honourable member will re-
late his remarks to the Bill.

Mr. W. HEONEY: I am certainly going
to relate my remarks to the Bill- I am
leading up to the point that this is a
measure which deserves the consideration
of every member of Parliament: and It is
ill-timed, as submitted by the Minister for
Labour. That is the reason why I say
that the first person who should have been
consulted in connection with the amend-
ments to the Act should have been the
President of the Arbitration Court; be-
cause it must be obvious to you, Sir, or to
anyone who has had dealings with the
arbitration system, that it would be fair
and reasonable to suggest that the Presi-
dent of the Arbitration Court, after hold-
ing that position for a period of ten years,
would be the person most fitted to advise
the Government as to the terms of any
amendments.

In the Minister's own words, he did not
consult the President of the Arbitration
Court, or the Conciliation Commissioner:
or, indeed, any representative of the trade
union movement. He went to the Eastern

States with a civil servant, and he came
back and said that the Bil was compiled
in secrecy.

The measure has caused consternation
to many employees, I am speaking now
on behalf of the trade union movement.
It has caused consternation, bitterness, and
hostility among the unions in this State.
I say that nothing less than the with-
drawal of the Bill at this stage will satisfy
the trade union movement.

Mr. Graham: Hear, hear!
Mr. W. HEGNEY: It is true that the

Minister met a representative of the
Trades and Labor Council, and agreed
that certain obnoxious clauses would be
removed. But there was no suggestion
previously that there were any obnoxious
or objectionable clauses in the Bill. I pro-
pose to show that there have been a few,
which the Minister proposes to delete. But
there still remains the major issue, and I
should like members to realise that the
major issue is the retention of the present
Arbitration Court. That goes to the heart
of the Bill.

I repeat: Nothing less than the with-
drawal of the Bill will suit the trade union
movement at this stage. If the Govern-
ment wants to streamline arbitration, and
if it wants to bring in amendments to the
arbitration Act, the time would be oppor-
tune and it would be Justifiable for the
Government to call interested parties to-
gether, or obtain the views of the in-
terested parties in this State with a view
to arriving at a series of amendments that
would suit the circumstances and the views
of all concerned.

If that were done there would be a far
better feeling, far better understanding.
and more generous and harmonious em-
ployer-employee relationship than will be
the position if this Bill becomes law,

I would like to proceed for the moment
to the time when the Minister met a depu-
tation from the Trades and Labor Council.
In discussion with the Minister the mem-
bers of the deputation put up a number
of objections to the provisions of the Bill.
The Minister agreed, either during the
course of the discussion or afterwards, to
the deletion or the removal of certain
clauses. In the Bill as it stands--and I
will deal with the Premier's misstatements
in a moment-or under the Act as it
stands, the President of the Arbitration
Court, or indeed the court as a whole can
award preference to unionists, and it has
done so in a number of cases.

The court has done that after evidence.
very wide In character-voluminous evi-
dence-was presented to the court. The
implication of a preference to unionists
clause Is that any person who is employed
or Is working under a particular award or
Industrial agreemo-nt, shall, after a period
at work, be obliged to join the appropriate
industrial union, and to remain a financial
member of that union. But what does this
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Bill do? It contains a provision that
where there is competition for labour be-
tween a unionist and non-unionist the
unionist will obtain the position; and
where there is a retrenchment the non-
unionist will be put off first.

That is as far as it goes, and it states
very definitely In the Bill that beyond that
the commission shall not go. Yet we have
this in The West Australian of the 4th
November, under the heading of "Indus-
trial Bill Statements Misleading, Bays
Brand"-

Premier Brand said last night that
misleading statements made In con-
nection with the Government's Indus-
trial Arbitration Bill had resulted in
a number of WA. workers unneces-
sarily losing wages through stoppages
aver the measure.

The Premier went on to say further-
The Cabinet would deal with these

matters tomorrow.
Notwithstanding its approach to Mr.

Wild, the T.L.C. seemed more Intent
on causing industrial trouble than on
having its objections considered.

However, the Government would not
be deterred by tactics which were pos-
sibly inspired by the Federal election
atmosphere.

Mr. Graham: What, no communists!
Mr. W. HEGNEY: The Premier con-

tinued-
Many of the points which the T.L-C.

had taken up with Mr. Wild, or in the
Press, were based on a complete mis-
conception of the Bill.

I challenge the Minister for Labour and
the Premier to get up on their feet now
and explain to the House just where mem-
bers of the Trades and Labor Council were
under a misconception.

Mr. Graham: They could not do so.
Mr. W. HEONEY: That is a fair invita-

tion to the Premier and the Minister for
Labour. The Premier went on in regard
to preference to unionists to say-

It had also been claimed that pre-
ference to unionists would be de-
stroyed. This was not so.

I challenge the Minister or the Premier
to get up and dispute my statement that
under this Bill preference to unionists has
been destroyed. Yet the Premier tries to
mislead the public through the daily Press,
and tries to indicate that the Trades and
Labor Council were under a misconception.

Mr- Graham: I think Mitchell let him
down.

Mr. Brand: No; wrong again!
Mr. W. HXEGNEY: Now we have a state-

ment from the Minister himself. This ex-
tract reads,-

Labour Minister Wild said today he
would withdraw any obnoxious clauses
from the Government's plan to re-
form the W.A_ arbitration system.

The Press report went on further to say-
Wild said he had decided to prepare

the legislation because he was dis-
turbed by repeated industrial stop-
pages at Swinana, Laporte and the
Ord River.

There is a further statement-
Wild said the Government would go

ahead with the legislation.
"There are probably a few things

that need alteration, but this is one of
the best steps forward that we have
taken," he said.

Mr, Moir: In which direction?
Mr. W. HEGNEY: The Minister went

on-
If I can correct any anomalies, I

will.

I should now like to quote the final state-
ment the Minister made in his quarter of
an hour speech when introducing the Bill.
He said-

This Bill merits the approbation of
every -good unionist and employer in
Western Australia, and I hope will re-
ceive the early approval of the House.

I am going to show the reasons why this
Bill should be delayed for at least six
months. After the Minister met the de-
putation he wrote its members a letter and
in that letter he indicated that certain
clauses of the Bill would be either de-
leted or altered, and these are very im-
portant clauses. But, as I say, they do
not go to the heart of the Bill, which is
to abolish the present arbitration system.

one clause deals with a new section 4A
which is added, and this means that after
the Bill became law awards and agree-
ments entered into before the passing of
the measure would automatically come
under the new Act. After representations
from the Trades and Labor Council the
Minister decided that he would delete that
clause. He also proposes to delete an-
other clause which refers to the limitation
on the industrial commission in regard to
preference. So now the Minister has
agreed that there shall be no reference to
preference to unionists in the Bill, and
preference to unionists determinations wvill
be at the discretion of the commission, and
the commission will not be hamstrung as
the Government tried to hamstring it at
the request of the Employers Federation.
The next page also deals with the prefer-
ence clause, and that is something else the
Minister proposes to delete.

There is another most objectionable pro-
vision regarding a limitation on the mem-
bership of unions, and the Minister Intro-
duced a reference to the Crimes Act. It
was pointed out to him that if the provi-
sions of the Bill were to become law any
person who, for example, advocated the
overthrow of organised government-and
Russia has an organised form of govern-
ment--could be refused membership of any
union.
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The next provision deals with industrial
inspectors appointed under subsection (1)
of section 99. It shows the absolute neces-
sity for some commonsense to be brought
to bear in connection with the Hill. When
the Factories and Shops Act was intro-
duced we vehemently and strongly op-
Posed the deletion of the provision which
provided that factories and shops inspec-
tors would have the power and authority
of industrial inspectors under the Indus-
trial Arbitration Act, and they could police
awards and industrial agreements to en-
sure their observance.

At the second reading we made refer-
ence to this, but the Minister did not feel
disposed to do anything about it. Now
he indicates he is Prepared to write into
the Bill a provision that factories and
shops inspectors will have the power of
industrial inspectors under the Industrial
Arbitration Act.

His final agreement to requests from
the Trades and Labor Council was in con-
nection with a most obnoxious and objec-
tionable provision which threw an obliga-
tion and a liability on a union to be fined
heavily even though it had no control
over some of its members who, for any
reason whatever, might have decided to
cease work. Those are a few of the provi-
sions which the Minister proposes to delete
after meeting a deputation from the
Trades and Labor Council.

There is another one, and this is most
important because it is one of the funda-
mental principles in the legislation. Up
to now the Arbitration Court has been
entitled, in the making of an award, to
nominate the number of hours Per week.
and 40 is the standard. The court was em-
powered to stipulate the days during each
week that work would be performed, and
with factories and establishments gener-
ally it is a five-day week from Monday
to Friday. But what do we find in this
Hill? We find that the Minister has agreed
to delete that provision and the industrial
commission has been restricted in this
connection. It will not have the power or
authority to say the days on which work
will be performed in any particular in-
dustry or establishment.

There should be some cooling-off period,
as one of my colleagues said, or a time
of thinking and consideration: and I pose
this question: If the court is not going
to have the power to nominate the days on
which work shall be performed, who is
going to have that power? Who is going
to decide the days on which work shall
be done? Is the employer going to
do it, or are the workers in industry going
to do it? I invite the Minister to get up
and explain to the House what is going
to be done. But the Minister will not
get up. He will just sit there like a dumb
Dora as long as we debate the issue, no
matter what logical arguments we Put

forward. The Minister will not reply, but
I ask the question again: If the indus-
trial commission of one commissioner, or
four commissioners, has not the power to
nominate the days on which work shall
be Performed, who is going to have that
power?

Mr. Graham: The Employers Federa-
tion.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I come back to the
point that there should be further con-
sideration of this position, because the
Provision to which I referred has been
left out. This has been done because the
Arbitration Court, some 12 months ago,
after hearing all the evidence, and after
years of agitation and battling on the part
of the Bakers' Union, awarded a five-day
week, Monday to Friday, for bakers.
Under this Hill the court will not have the
Power to award a five-day week. That is
the reason; it has been published in the
daily Press.

The court did not grant a five-day week,
nor did it grant preference to unionists,
because the unions asked for it. They had
to present an unanswerable case to the
court to have these matters determined in
their favour; and the President of the
court, and the other two members of the
court,' or a majority of the court, decided
in the unions' favour.

Any departure from the existing Act, and
the ramifications of the court under the
Act, should have been carefully considered
by the Government. It should have been
considered by the Premier; he should have
taken the reins in regard to this measure
instead of leaving it to the Minister for
Labour when he knew wvhat was going
on. If he did not know what was going
on, as head of the Government he should
have taken steps to ascertain what the
position was. A step of this nature is too
far-reaching and important, and there are
too many human beings involved to justify
a Government having one Minister who
keeps everything under his hat, and who
confers with only one officer of the civil
service, and who then comes to Cabinet
and puts the Bill before it. The next
thing we find is that a Bill of 159 clauses
is brought down, and it takes the Minister
only 15 minutes to introduce it.

I suggest that if the Government wanted
to streamline arbitration, and if it wanted
to obviate the congestion which might
mount in the court from time to time, it
could do so in a simple, commonsense, and
wise manner. It could leave the arbitration
Act as it is. and appoint one, two, or three
extra conciliation commissioners, That
would have been the sensible remedy. But
that was not for this Government.

I am satisfied the Government has been
under pressure from vested interests. It
has been antagonistic to the decisions of
the Arbitration Court: and the best way
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to deal with the question, it thinks, is not
by constitutional methods which the
workers have had to adopt to get their
just awards; but by virtue of its majority
of one on the floor of this House, and two
or three in another Joint, for the purpose
of abolishing the Arbitration Court alto-
gether.

This is one of the most diabolical insults
that has even been offered to a Supreme
Court judge-one who has a Position of
such great importance. Yet Parliament is
asked to offer this insult.

Mr. Bovell: Why don't you talk about
the amendment?

Mr. W. HEGNEY: In order to show the
confusion of the Government, and to in-
dicate that the members of the Govern-
ment have not read the Bill, and that
they do not understand its Importance, or
if they do they have tried to mislead the
public, I will read what the Premier had
to say in the Daily News of the 4th Nov-
ember. Under the heading, "Premier
Puzzled by Fuss", we find the following:-

By 1965 W.A. trade unionists would
be wondering why they made such a
fuss about the proposed 1963 changes
in the arbitration system, Premier
David Brand said today.

He said the proposed alterations
were designed chiefly to speed up the
handling of disputes and awards.

On the objections voiced to the obnoxious
provisions in the Bill he said-

This was mainly in the interests of
workers who had frequently been
critical of the time lag in this respect.

The principal bottleneck in the past
had been in getting disputes an~d
awards before an over worked arbitra-
tion court.

The substitution of an improved
conciliation system was aimed at re-
moving this bottleneck.

The way to overcome the bottleneck would
have been to leave the Arbitration Court
as it was, and to appoint further concilia-
tion commissioners. The unions and the
employers should have been allowed to sub-
mit their case to the conciliation commis-
sioners, and if either party was not satis-
fied it had the right of appeal direct to
the Arbitration Court. But now we will
have appeals from the commissioner
to the Full Court. I do not pro-
pose to deal with that aspect, because I
woidld be out of order. Another provision
in the Bill seeks to eliminate industrial
boards.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crorure-
11W': Order! The honourable member Is
getting away from the amendment, which
is to strike out the word "now". Hre is
making a second reading speech, and I
suggest he get back to the amendment.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I was leading up to
indicate the justification for striking out
the word "now". The Bill proposes to
strike out all reference to industrial boards.
These boards have performed a very useful
function, even though they may not have
been used to any great extent lately. But
if the union organisations desire to use
industrial boards to settle industrial dis-
putes they are able to do so. That is
another question that should be submitted
to employers and unions in the State to
obtain their views, Instead of trying to
rush the Bill through here, with a view
to getting in into another place within a
day or two.

r am going to show, Mr. Acting Speaker
-by the way, I would like to see you
Speaker, Sir-the position that exists with
regard to other unions. We have here a
statement in the Weekend News which is
headed in thick black type. "They'd Go
To Queen". This is a statement by Mr.
Sawyer, Secretary of the Clerks' Union-

If the W.A. Government forced its
new arbitration plan through Parlia-
ment white collar workers would
petition the Queen against it . ...

Many associations and unions of
white collar workers were prepared
to organise a petition to the Queen
against the bill on an Australia-wide
scale.

The meeting endorsed the views of
an earlier meeting of delegates from
the Australian Council of Salaried and
Professional Associations which criti-
cised the "furtive" preparation of the
legislation and the "hasty" attempt
to push it through Parliament.

The State council of the clerks'
union felt that the Government had
moved secretly on the Bill to confound
associations and unions as well as
members of Parliament,

In a prepared statement, the coun-
cil said the W.A. arbitration system
at present was the best In Australia
and the most progressive in the world.

The Government had prepared its
reformation of the system under pres-
sure from the Employers' Federation,
the Master Bakers' Association, a
handful of married female clerks from
the Liberal Country League, the De-
partment of Labour and other vested
interests.

That is a statement made by the secre-
tary of a large union in an official state-
ment to the Weekend News last Satur-
day. The Trades and Labor Council then
had meetings with the Minister for Labour,
and certain amendments were agreed to by
the Minister and reported in the Press.
They are important amendments, I agree;
but they certainly do not come anywhere
near the level that we desire-which is to
leave the Arbitration Court system as it

2367



236I ASSEMBLY. I

is. Then we find that this apostolic dele-
gate of the Clerks' Union-I need not say
which apostle he follows-had this to
say-

The F.C.U. and other white collar
organisations would support the Arbi-
tration Bill now that the Government
had agreed to withdraw some of its
provisions. It was pleased the Minis-
ter had clarified the Government's in-
tentions on the Eil.

As far as I am concerned it has not clani-
field its intentions. He then went on and
said-

The union and other associations
connected with the Australian Coun-
cil of Salaried and Professional As-
sociations were concerned at the un-
justified industrial unrest fomented
through the Trades and Labor Council
on the measure.

They wondered If this was brought
about because Communist-controlled
unions were associated with the
Trades and Labor Council. Their in-
fluence in the Trades and Labor Coun-
cil was creating the unrest which ap-
parently had the blessing of political
Labor.

So here we have the secretary of a big
industrial union first saying that they
would petition the Queen; that the pres-
ent W.A. arbitration system was the best in
Australia and the most progressive in the
world: and that the Government moved
secretly on the Bill; and yet, later, we have
this apostolic delegate of the Clerks'
Union coming out and saying that every-
thing is all right.

The reason why we want the amend-
ment carried with a view to shelving the
Bill till next May is that it will give the
Governent a chance to retrieve itself.
The Government will have an Opportunity
to consult the recognised industrial autho-
rities in this State--both employers and
workers; it will have a chance to consult
the President of the Arbitration Court, and
all other Parties concerned. If that were
done, I am sure a different type of Bill
would be introduced next session.

In conclusion I would like to recite a
verse which I learned many years ago as
a boy, and wvhich might be considered by
the Government. The lines run as fol-
lows:-

Sam was an ox team driver; he was
black but clever,

For his whip with startling crack
would hit whatever he had set
eyes upon.

Driving his team one day he saw a
fly on the roadside fence,

One crack and the fly was dead;
another and a lizard lost his
head'.

A bright-eyed squirrel from the herb-
age rose, and the fatal flash
just got him on the nose,

A white man saw, and asked for one
more test,

"Try that, Sam," he said and pointed
to a hornet's nest.

Sam at once the situation sized.
"No fear Boss; I'm not a mug, them

blokes are organised."
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Cram-

melin): Order! I would point out to the
people in the gallery that another demon-
stration might cause me to give serious
consideration to do what was done last
week-that would be to ask you to leave.
I ask You to listen to the debate.

MR. MOME (Boulder-Eyre) [10.20
P.m.]: I support the amendment. We have
had 11 speeches from this side of the
House on the amendment, but we have not
had one word from the Government side,
either agreeing with, or opposing the
amendment.* The Minister for Labour has
sat in silence, as has the Premier, the
Deputy Premier, and the Minister for In-
dustrial Development.

Mr. Hawke: Verbally dumb.
Mr. MOIR: This is in striking contrast

to their attitude on other occasions when
they have been anxious to leap to their
feet in order to express their views,

Are we to form the opinion that the
Government has decided on this occasion
to treat the Opposition with the utmost
contempt? If that is the Government's
attitude, I would point out that we repre-
sent almost 50 per cent. of the people of
this State, as was evidenced by the figures
of the last election. The Government,
therefore, is showing contempt for the
elected representatives of a large body of
people of this State-a large body whom
we represent.

I hesitate to draw that conclusion; but
the only alternative Is that the Govern-
ment has no answer to the amendment
put up from this side of the House. I
can well understand that, because what
we are asking Is not unusual. On many
occasions over the years, Bills of far less
importance than this have come before
the House; and, when introducing the Hill,
the Minister has explained that all parties
concerned had been consulted; that there
had been conferences at which the various
aspects of the measure in question had
been discussed, after which the Bill had
been drawn up and presented to Parlia-
ment. Members are well aware of the fact
that that has been the procedure adopted
on Hills of a less important nature than
this.

In 1951 a controversial Hill was intro-
duced; and it was pointed out to the Gov-
ermnent of the day, which was led by the
late Sir Ross McLarty, that the people
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vitally concerned-in this case the workers
on the goldfields--had not been consulted:
whereupon the Bill was withdrawn from
the House, and a meeting of the parties
was held. Because the parties, after hold-
ing conferences, could not reach unanimity
on a certain point, the Bill was never ever
proceeded with, and never placed on
the Statute book.

Bills have also been introduced into this
House in one session and laid aside so that
the interested parties, and the public, could
become acquainted with their provisions.
The Bills have then been proceeded with,
in some cases after a lapse of 12 months.
So a Hill of this nature, which will have
such far-reaching effects and conse-
quences, and which is so important to so
many people, should be considered by all
interested parties.

But what do we find? On the admis-
sion of the Minister concerned we ascer-
tain that this Bill was drawn up in the
utmost secrecy. Anything that is
nurtured under a cloak of darkness should
be regarded with the deepest suspicion.
It is only when we are ashamed of some-thing or we have something to hide that
we proceed in that manner with any of our
undertakings.

Surely to goodness we can expect
honesty from Governmentsl People have
a right to expect honesty from Govern-
ments as well as fair dealing. They have
a right to expect Governments to express
their intentions in regard to action they
propose to take-action which will have
the far-reaching consequences this Bill
will have. As a matter of fact, if the Gov-
ernment were honest about the measure
it would have consulted the people by way
of an announcement at the last elections.
If it is something which has occurred
since then, the Government should have
the courage and fortitude to go to the
people in an election and indicate what
It intends to do, and thereby seek the
approval or otherwise of the people. It
is quite obvious that this Government has
not the courage to do that.

The amendment moved by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, and supported
so far by 10 other speakers on this side
of the House, is quite logical. This Bill
of 80 pages and 159 clauses cannot be
studied and understood in a week. That
is quite obvious, because the Minister does
not understand it; and we find that the
Premier does not understand it either. I
am quite sure that 75 per cent. of mem-
bers on the other side do not understand
one-fifth of it.

A Hill which is of such a far-reaching
nature, wiping out the whole of our pres-
ent arbitration Act, has many legal impli-
cations. This is recognised in the Bill it-self, because Provision is made for the set-ting up of three judges of the Supreme
Court to act as a court of Industrial appeal.
Therefore it is recognised by the Govern-
ment that the conciliation commissioners.

either sitting singly or in a body of no
fewer than three, can make mistakes in
their interpretation of their powers under
this Act.

It is specifically provided that this court
will adjudicate on questions of law arising
from any decision of those commissioners.
The questions of law can arise only from
the commissioners' interpretation of
various aspects of this Bill if it becomes
an Act. That is why I say it is recog-
nised by the Government that various in-
terpretations can be placed on many
aspects of this measure.

Therefore I say it does not matter how
much industrial knowledge people have
gained by practical experience, they can-
not be expected to understand all the
legal implications contained in this Bill,
and it would be necessary to obtain legal
opinion on Quite a number of points.

True enough, the industrial people, as
well as the members on this side of the
House, have been very quick to seize on
certain points that are transparently ob-
noxious. Let me say, In relation to that,
too, that the Premier was at great pains
to inform the public in this State that
they were being misinformed and misled
by those on this side of the chamber
in regard to this legislation. I try to be
fair, and believe that the Premier was
honest in his remarks. If he were, it
shows how very little he knows about this
Bill-or did know when he uttered those
remarks-because he has since seen fit
to say that his Government will remove
certain of the provisions,

The following is a statement, attributed
to him, which appeared in today's
The West AUStralian:-

The State Government will modify
its Industrial Arbitration Bill when
the measure reaches the committee
stage in the Legislative Assembly.

The main provisions of the Bill will
not be affected but some points which
have aroused the antagonism of trade
unions will be dropped.

The Premier then enumerated the various
provisions.

If he thinks that that will mollify the
people opposed to this Bill, he is very wide
of the mark, because the most obnoxious
provision in the Bill is the proposal to
abolish the Arbitration Court. There are,
of course, a number of others. As I say,
unless time is given for a thorough ex-
amination of this Bill, and an opportunity
to obtain legal opinion on some of its
clauses, some of the provisions which
now seem fairly innocuous will later on be
proved to be very obnoxious indeed. That
is a reason why this measure should be
stood over for a Period.

I am rather Intrigued by the attitude
of the various employer organisations. I
have not seen one word from them indi-
cating their opinion on this measure. If
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we accept the Minister's statement that
he did not consult them in any way, we
must assume that either someone consulted
them on his behalf and he evaded this
point, or they were not consulted-which
seems rather extraordinary to me; and.
I am sure, to a lot of other people-
and they do not wish to express their
true feelings about this legislation for fear
of embarrassing the Government.

The Government would be well advised
to postpone this measure in order that a
long look might be made at its provisions.
This Bill is of untold importance-not only
to the workers, who will be those princi-
pally affected, but also to a lot of other
people in this State. Business interests
will be affected when any industrial trouble
arises. If the measure is going to cause
industrial trouble in the future in this
State, surely to goodness it is important
enough for consultation to be held on it
to try to avoid such trouble!

However, we find that this Government
is not even prepared to give explanations
in this House not only for the benefit
of the members here, but for the public
outside. The only speech which has come
from the Government on this Bill-apart
from information obtained from Press
statements-was the introductory speech
of the Minister, which occupied about 15
minutes and in no way explained the Bill.
By and large, he merely expressed pious
hopes about the measure, and certainly
did not give the House any justification
for its introduction.

It is quite evident that the measure has
caused a considerable amount of alarm
amongst the people. It is the one topic
being discussed. I have been back in my
electorate over the weekend, and I was
besieged on all sides with questions as to
whether this measure was really as bad
as it appeared to be from the reports
received on it. Unfortunately, I was not
able to reassure my questioners in any way
whatever, because I have the deepest Ems-
givings not only with regard to the con-
tents of this Bill, but also concerning the
manner in which the Government has ad-
mitted it was conceived.

There is probably a reason why the Goy-
ermnent will not be prepared to agree to
the postponement of the Bill. If it did, and
after consultation and disagreement, the
Bill was placed before Parliament, it would
then be getting a little too close to the next
Assembly elections, and it would not want
that. The Government is probable banking
on the idea that the memory of the people
is rather short; and if this legislation is
rushed through now and no Pin-Pricking
occurs under its provisions for the next 12
months, then the public will probably have
forgotten about the measure and will not
be prepared to hold it against the Govern-
ment at an election.

However, I can assure the Government
that a large number of people are so in-
censed about this Bill that they will not
readily forget it. Perhaps I should be glee-
ful about that. If the Government faces
the electors with this measure on the
Statute book, it will be shown in no un-
mistakable manner that the public resents
deeply the Government's interference with
an institution which has operated so rea-
sonably successfully in this State over the
years. I support the amendment.

MR. OLDFIELD (Maylands) [10.43
p.m.]: I support this amendment moved
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
and I intend to speak on those matters
relevant to it, and will save any other
arguments for the ensuing debate which
will no doubt take place. It is quite obvi-
ous at this stage that the Government is
not going to allow any speaker from that
side of the House to make any utterances
in connection with this matter. Because
the Government has given no indication
as to its attitude to the amendment, it
must oppose it. To me that is what the
Government's silence means.

There have been some very interesting
events as a result of the introduction of
this Bill. They will make great telling
at some time in the future. It is only a
matter of 10 or 12 days since the Bill was
first introduced. It was only last Thurs-
day that the member for Mt. Hawthorn
replied to the debate. The Minister stated
that the Bill would no doubt merit appro-
bation by every trade unionist in Western
Australia. Subsequently the Premier made
a fewv utterances to the Press to the effect
that trade unionists should be thankful
that the Government was Prepared to in-
troduce such a measure. However, when
trade unions decided they did not like the
Bill and what the Premier was saying, the
Minister agreed to receive a deputation
from the Trades and Labor Council.

Having listened to the argument put
forward by the delegates from that body
the Minister then made a Press statement
to the effect that he would remove any
obnoxious clauses. We did not know who
was to decide which were the obnoxious
clauses, but we have subsequently found
out. The Premier stated that there was
nothing to be afraid of and the Em-
ployers Federation backed him up with
its statements. They said that the union-
ists were jumping at shadows.

Mr. Sawyer, the ex-president of the
Democratic Labor Party and Secretary
of the Clerks' Union, made a state-
ment that he was going to petition Her
Majesty the Queen and ask her to pre-
vent the Governor from signing the as-
sent to this legislation. Nobody took any
notice of what was said by the Labor
movement, or the industrial movement, to
the Minister or the Press. But immedi-
ately Mr. Sawyer opened his mouth the



[Tuesday, 5 November. 1963.] 2371

Government sat up and took notice and it
it quite obvious that the obnoxious clauses
to be removed from the Bill were those
which did not meet with the approval of
Mr. Sawyer.

During the weekend Mr. Sawyer had
something further to say. After the Cabi-
net meeting of yesterday when it was de-
cided which clauses would be withdrawn
-we have yet to be told but it is obvious
that Mr. Sawyer knows because he has
stated that in view of the Government
making its position clear to him he would
withdraw his opposition-he said the Bill
met with the approval of his union and
the associated unions including the Aus-
tralian Council of Salaried and Profes-
sional Associations.

We know what happened behind the
scenes. It was not a ease of whether Mr.
Sawyer was to be satisfied with this Bill:
in exchange for his support of the meas-
uire and the D.L.P.'s preference votes at
the forthcoming Federal election the
Liberal Party would once again finance
the D.L.P. campaign. That is what took
place behind the scenes. It is quite ob-
vious.

I have here a copy of The Australian
Financial Review which was published in
Sydney on the 4th November. I would not
say that this was a Labor paper. It is not
read or purchased by trade unionists. It
is a paper which generally circulates
amongst those who are not only supporters
of the Liberal Party but also those who
provide that party with what is known as
the sinews of war, and that Is finance. The
article in this paper reads as follows-

The Political Scene-W.A. Row
Threatens Federal Members

Federal Ministers must be dismayed
by a bitter row which has developed
in Western Australia over proposed
amendments to the State Arbitration
Act, for it is one which could have a
bearing on the Federal Government's
chances of winning the election.

The basis of 159 sections contained
In the proposed amendments is that
the W.A. Arbitration Court and the
office of the Conciliation Commis-
sioner will be abolished, to be replaced
by an Industrial Commission and an
Industrial Court.

The Trades and Labour Council
claims the amendments are an effort
to legalise interference by the em-
ployers in the affairs, membership and
rights of unions.

The Government claims they are de-
signed to streamrline and speed up the
work of the Arbitration Court.

The amendments, proposed by the
State Liberal Goverrnent, could
hardly have been worse timed.

Not only have they aroused bitter
and noisy opposition from the State
Trades and Labor Council, but also

from such unaffiliated and Right-wing
unions as the 0,000 strong W.A. branch
of the Federated Clerks' Union.

Former D.L.P. State president, Mr.
W. R. Sawyer, is secretary of the
Clerks' Union and no friend of the
A.L.P., but he has warned that unless
the State Government reverses its
present stand on its proposals to
amend the Arbitration Act, the move
could bring about the downfall of the
Federal Government.

"Our members comprise the swing-
ing vote that Puts Governments in
and out of power," he said.

That was said by Mr. Sawyer. To con-
tin ue-

Referring to a Trades and Labor
Council threat to mount a State-wide
strike, Mr. Sawyer said this might not
worry the State and Federal Govern-
ments as much as the attitude of such
uncommitted unions as the Clerks'
Union.

Mr. Sawyer, however, may over-
estimate the effects of his union's op-
position, but the State Government's
proposed legislation has had the effect
of unifying the union movement and
muddying political waters so that
Liberal candidates in the Federal elec-
tion could find themselves caught in
some uncomfortable crass-currents of
resentment.

Mr. Hawke: Good-bye, Mr. Cleaver.

Mr. OLDFIELD: To continue-
The State Governent has already

left itself a face-saving way of offer-
ing some concessions by saying it will
consider any counter-proposal that
the T.L.C. puts forward, although it
is most unlikely to change the basic
structure of its legislation.

Political observers are already sug-
gesting that such concessions will be
offered by the Government this week.
and that they will be at least enough
to Placate the Clerks' Union and blunt
that attack of the T.L.C.

Mr. OLDFIELD: That was written in
Sydney over the weekend and published
in the edition of The Australian Financial
Review which was on the streets of Sydney
yesterday. In other words, the writer of
that article foresaw what was going to
take place in Western Australia: that the
Government would placate Mr. Sawyer at
any cost because he had something to
offer in return, and that was the D.L.P.
preference vote in the forthcoming Federal
election. However, this is not going to
gain very much because it wvill not save
Mr. Cleaver from the wrath of the electors
on the 30th November.

I trust that at least some members on
the Government side will have enough
sense to see what this will lead to, and
will support the amendment of the Leader
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of the Opposition which will have this
Bill read in six months' time. If this
amendment is not carried and this Bill is
forced through Parliament, industrial un-
rest will occur and it will not be to the
benefit of the unionists or the Government
or the State, or to Australia generally.

Therefore I do believe that some of the
stronger willed members on the opposite
side should show some courage after hav-
ing the party whip cracked across their
backs for so long, and vote in favour of
the amendment to the Bill.

MR. GRAYDEN (South Perth) 110.53
p.m.]: I shall be very brief because I had
no wish to speak on this Bill. Before deal-
ing with the remarks of the member for
Maylands. I wish to refer to a poem which
was recited by the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn. His poem reminded me of another
one which I felt was, in the circumstances,
even more apt to the occasion. It is as
follows: -

The codfish lays a million eggs,
The hen lays only one.
But the codfish doesn't cackle
When the little stunt is done.
And so we Praise the artful hen;
The codfish we despise;
Which makes it plain to everyone-
It pays to advertise.

We have here on one side members
of the Government which has put West-
ern Australia back on the prosperity map;
a Government which has shaken this State
out of the doldrums where it had slipped
under a Labor Government. It has done
this notwithstanding all the efforts on the
part of members of the Opposition to re-
tard this progress. Yet we have members
of the Opposition standing up one after
the other, like the hen to which I have
referred, cackling as though they have
done the job.

Mr. Hawke: The "Henn" is on your side.
He is just leaving.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Members of the Oppo-
sition just talk, talk, talk, and do nothing
else. The only time they ever talk at
length here, however, is when they have
a gallery, and those occasions are few and
far between. Possibly once each session
when some matter of industrial importance
is discussed, we have a gallery, and the
Opposition speaks up. For the rest of the
session we hear nothing about working
conditions; and it is left for members on
this side of the House to do something to
improve conditions, just as the Govern-
ment is doing in the case of this Bill.

The other day we had the Leader of the
Opposition getting up and describing this
Bill as an assault-or words to that effect
--on the working men and women of
Western Australia. He said this Govern-
ment was going to abolish the Arbitration
Court. as though nothing was to be sub-
stituted in its place.

Mr. Hawke: Yes; it is full moon.

Mr. GRAYDEN: The Leader of the Op-
Position has the full moon on his brain.
Every time a member from this side of
the House speaks he starts talking about
the moon. I Suggest to the Leader of the
Opposition that there are some institu-
tions in Western Australia where the in-
mates also have the moon on their minds,
just as he has.

As I was saying, the Leader Of the Op-
Position was making out that this Gov-
ernment was going to abolish the Arbi-
tration Court, and he did not suggest for
one moment that there was going to be
Put In its Place something which this Gov-
ernment believed to be infinitely better.

Mr. Oldfleld: For whom?
Mr. GRAYDEN: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition spoke in the same way and
also said that this move was a mass as-
sault on working conditions in Western
Australia. We know the criticism that has
been levelled at the Arbitration Court
over the past few months and years be-
cause unions have had to wait months in
some cases for matters to be heard. This
legislation sets out to divide the arbitral
functions of the Arbitration Court from
the judicial functions of that court. it
will set up four tribunals under industrial
commissioners who can sit separately. In
other words, we will have four commis-
sions sitting; and if there is any appeal
it can be made to three or four commis-
sioners sitting as a court. Any appeals in
respect of law and some other matters will
go before three judges of the Supreme
Court. Could anything be more equitable?

Because the Liberal-Country Party Gov-
ernment introduced this measure the Op-
Position feels obliged to attack all of its
provisions. Would anyone on that side of
the House suggest that the Arbitration
Court in Western Australia is beyond
Improvement? Of course not. The
Arbitration Court has been criticised
for a long time. Here Is an attempt
on the part of the Government to improve
it. As the Premier said the other day, in
two or three years' time the men and
women in Western Australia will say
"What was all the fuss about?" This Is
no legislation which has been plucked out
of the air, or something which is complete-
ly new. This is legislation which virtually
already exists in Queensland and elsewhere.

Mr. Hawke: What does that note say?
Mr. ORAYDEN: This is legislation which

is already working well in other parts
of Australia. Yet the Leader of the Opposi-
tion and the Deputy Leader of the Opposi-
tion have spoken in terms of its being a
mass assault on the workers of Western
Australia. What arrant nonsense that is.
and how completely untrue!

The members of the Opposition have
chided the members on this side of the
House for not speaking on the issue. There
are several reasons why they have not done
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so. Firstly, they have not spoken because
the Minister who introduced the Bill dealt
with it in detail.

Mr. Oldfield: Yes, ten seconds per clause
Mr. GRAYDEN: Therefore there is no

point in members on this side of the
House making second reading speeches.
Another reason why they have not spoken
is that all of us on this side of the House
are anxious to see the Bill passed. All
sorts of negotiations have been taking place
in respect of the introduction of the Bill.
Deputations have been made to the Min-
ister, and he has made it clear that he
will accept amendments, and that he is
not trying to bulldoze the measure
through the House. Members of the Op-
position know that.

It is obvious that if members on this side
-of the House spoke to the measure it
would only delay its passage, and in any
case they would not get anywhere with
the members of the Opposition, because
they have already made it known that they
will be satisfied with nothing less than the
withdrawal of the Bill. Why do not the
members of the Opposition talk with the
members of the unions?

Mr. Graham: Why don't you?
Mr. GRAYDEN: That explains why

members on this side of the House have
exercised such commendable restraint by
remaining silent whilst listening to the
extraordinary statements made by mem-
bers of the Opposition. It is a great pity
members of the Opposition could not do
the same. Only the other day we saw
the spectacle of members of the Opposition
trying to incite the workers over the pro-
visions of this Bill,

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
honourable member must confine himself
to the amendment.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Members of the Govern-
ment have been accused of trying to rush
this Hill through, and the members of
the Opposition are now trying to have an
amendment passed to delete the word
"now" with a view to inserting another
word or other words.

Mr. Rowberry: You have been asleep!
Mr. GRAYDEN: The member for War-

ren must have been asleep.
Mr. Rowberry: It's a pity you don't stay

asleep!
Mr. GRAYDEN: If the honourable mem-

ber would keep awake for a minute I might
be able to prove that he has been asleep.
If he had not been asleep he would htve
heard many members on his side of the
House accusing the Government of trying
to rush this legislation through. If he
did not hear that he must have been asleep.

On the 24th October, the Minister for
Labour moved that the Hill be now read
a second time, and the Opposition has

moved an amendment to delete the word
"now". One would think, after listening
to those who have spoken on the amend-
ment, that the Bill had been introduced
into this House only this afternoon, or
even last Thursday, and that members of
the Opposition have not had time to con-
sider it. That would have been the obvious
inference to draw after listening to the
debate and the misleading speeches made
by the members of the Opposition. if
anyone were to read Hansard, however, he
would soon learn that the Minister in-
troduced this Bill-

Mr. Davies: On Page 2018.

Mr. GRAYDEN: As usual, the member
for Victoria Park is wrong. The Bill
was introduced on the 23rd October,
1963. It was introduced on a motion
moved by Mr. Brand on behalf of Mr
Wild, the Minister for Labour, and it was
read a first time. On the following day,
Thursday, the 24th October-not the 4th
or 5th November-the Bill was read a
second time.

Mr. Graham: It has not been read a
second time yet.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Then the member who
led the debate in opposition to the Bill
moved that the debate be adjourned for
one week. He could have moved that the
debate be adjourned for one day or two
days. But he moved the debate be ad-
journed for one week because he wanted
that time in which to study the provisions
of the Bill, He had listened avidly to the
Minister for Labour making his speech
and he knew what was in the Bill be-
cause he had it before him. Having list-
ened to the minister, and having read the
Bill, he asked that the debate be adjourned
for one week.

Since the Bill was introduced, two
weeks have elapsed, and yet tonight
members of the Opposition are trying to
give an impression that the Bill is being
bulldozed through the Chamber.

Mr. Toms: Isn't it?
Mr. GRAYDEN: The member for

Bayswater asks if it is not being
bull-dozed through the Chamber. In re-
ply. I would point out that this is a Bill
which has been taken down to the Trades
Hall, and copies handed to union secretaries
and others who, of course, are quite fami-
liar with industrial legislation. They do
not have to keep a Bill for six months or
12 months for the purpose of studying
what it contains. They can make up their
mi~nds in 24 hours; but on this occasion
they have had two weeks in which to
study it.

Mr. Evans: How long has the Employers
Federation had?

Mr. GRAYDEN: Yet, purely for poli-
tical reasons, the Opposition has moved
an amendment for the word "now" to be
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struck out of the motion, and to substi-
tute another word to ensure that some
months will elapse before the Bill is read
for a second time. In those circumstances
I think the House will agree with me we
can dismiss as absolute nonsense the argu-
ments put forward by the Opposition in
its attempts to delay the 801l for a fur-
ther period.

In this House sometimes 120 or more Bills
have been introduced in a single session.
On those occasions we have not had the
Opposition saying, "This is an important
Bill; it affects the lives of people through-
out Western Australia. Let us delay it for
12 months." They did not say, "Let us
delay the fluoridation Bill for 12 months."
even though it would affect the teeth of
the children of this State. Members of
the Opposition have to deal with approxi-
mately 120 or more Bills in a session, and
they do not ask for the debate to be ad-
journed for an indefinite period. There-
fore it is not reasonable for the Opposi-
tion to ask that this Bill should be ad-
journed for any lengthy period. If it does,
it is an admission that it knows nothing
about the Bill, and it is pretty obvious
from some of the statements Opposition
members have made, that they do not.

Ever since the Minister delivered his sec-
ond reading speech, members of the Qp-
position have been making all sorts of
statements to incite unions, and 'we find
that most of the statements are untrue and
misleading. The Minister for Labour has
adopted a most reasonable attitude by say-
ing he would be prepared to accept reason-
able amendments to the Bill. But that is
niot good enough for the Opposition.

Another point was raised by the mem-
bers of the Opposition, in speaking to the
amendment. They made statements about
the Arbitration Court to the effect that
it is most desirable there should be an
employees' representative and an em-
ployers' representative on that court. I
find this extraordinary, because if there
is one aspect of the Arbitration Court that
has been criticised by members of the
Opposition in the past it has been this
ene, because the argument has always
been-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): This
has nothing to do with the amendment;
this is a second reading speech.

Mr. ORAYDEN: I bow to your ruling,
Sir. I would have liked to deal with the
point because members of the Opposition
spoke on it, but in the circumstances I will
not pursue my argument.

Mr. H. May: Well, sit down!
Mr. ORAYDEN: I conclude by repeat-

ing that there is no justification for the
amendment, and I sincerely hope it will
be defeated.

Mr. Hawke: It was a very poor speech,
but better than anything the Minister has
put up yet.

MR. HALL (Albany) [11.12 p.m.]: In
speaking in support of the amendment, I
fully realise that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is a man of great tenacity and
sagacity, and when he becomes interested
in a subject he gets his teeth into it and
does not let go very easily. Therefore, the
fact that he has seen fit to move fts
amendment means that he has not had
sufficient time to devote to the measure
before the House. I think we all know him
well enough to say that if he were able to
exercise his prerogative he would do so by
asking for more time, especially when we
realise that the Bill Contains 159 clauses.
It is a most important measure which, if
passed, will affect the lives of every work-
ing man and woman in this State.

We on this side of the House fully real-
ise the anxieties and fears of all workers
not only in the various industries through-
out the metropolitan area, but also
in commerce and agriculture throughout
Western Australia. We also realise the
feeling of the people in the streets who are
seeking information and who desire some
clarity on the legislation now before the
House. This is quite obvious, because it is
difficult to obtain a clear definition of the
Bill. I think the member for Victoria
Park covered that point very well to-
night.

I have spent several hours studying the
measure myself, and on comparing it with
the principal Act, there is no doubt that
it takes a great deal of time to sift out
what is intended by its provisions and
to find the nigger in the woodpile, or
obtain a clear definition of what the Bill
is seeking to achieve. It is only reason-
able, therefore, that workers should be
anxious about losing something which they
have fought for over many years.

Industrial arbitration was first intro-
duced to Western Australia in 1900, I
think. It was re-enacted in 1902, and after
a lot of duck-diving by members in an-
other place, the amending legislation was
passed. Then the Bill went through.

In studying this measure in the
time made available by the Government
one can realise the obnoxious provisions
it contains, and the effect it has on pre-
ference to unionists. One can see the re-
sult, which will adversely affect prefer-
ence to unionists if that does not suit the
pattern of the management ; whereas to-
day the worker enjoys some protection if
he has served his employer faithfully. He
can be shifted from one department to
another and so retain his employment.

I am sure that in all the time that you,
Mr. Speaker, have been in Parliament,
and in all the time that members on the
front bench opposite have been in Parlia-
ment, there has not been So much tur-
moil in Western Australia, and so mnuch
reaction from the public-as expressed in
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the large attendance in the public gal-
lery and the Speaker's gallery-as there
is on this occasion. That should indicate
the anxiety of the people, and the need
to have the intention of the measure, and
its obnoxious provisions, clarified. In view
of the conditions which the workers have
achieved over many years, I feel they would
be very reluctant to agree to any upset
in the present arbitration system-an up-
set which would bring about the loss of
the conditions which they have gained.

Many of those who are concerned about
these matters are workers who were em-
ployed many years ago on low wages. It
is quite easy to understand their anxiety
and concern. The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has moved to postpone the
consideration of the measure until we have
had more opportunity to examine its im-
implications.

I would like to refer to the point
I raised the other evening. To over-
come the congestion of the work of
the Arbitration Court-which seems to be
the anxiety of the Government-I have
advocated negotiations between the par-
ties, outside the court, with a view to
reaching agreement. If that practice were
followed more frequently a lot of the con-
gestion in court procedure would be ob-
viated, and a greater degree of amicable
settlement between workers and manage-
ment would be reached, outside the ambit
of the Arbitration Court. In the event of
agreement not being reached, approaches
could be made to the court, and the
parties should abide by the decision given.

As suggested by the Leader of the Op-
position, the Present difficulty could be
overcome by the appointment of an ad-
ditional conciliation commissioner. My
view on this point is that more advant-
age could be taken of the practice of
negotiation between the parties, and
reaching agreement outside of the court;
the appointment of an additional concilia-
tion commissioner could then be proceeded
with.

There is no need to introduce a measure
as extensive as the one before us to achieve
that simple objective. We would be doing
the State a good turn if we could give
this measure greater consideration than
we have been able to give it within the
short time available, after which it could
be introduced in an amended form ac-
ceptable to Parliament and to the people.

I strike a note of warning, because of the
serious implications of the Bill. I am
sure that none of us want to see strikes
or lockouts, which must affect the ad-
vancement of this State at this point. We
cannot afford such luxuries as strikes and
lockouts; therefore, when this measure is
again considered by the Government, it
should give very serious thought to bring-
ing it back in an amended form.

MR. TOMS (Bayswater) [11.20 p.m.]:
I support the amendment moved by the
Deputy Leader of the opposition, in which
he seeks to have the consideration of this
measure postponed for a period of some
months. it has been 31 hours since the
amendment was moved, and during the
whole of that time 1, together with many
members on this side of the House, have
been waiting patiently to hear the reac-
tion of the Minister.

I consider the amendment to be justi-
fled in view of the implications of a
measure such as this. It was not intro-
duced into Parliament a fortnight ago, ac-
cording to the member for South Perth;
the first that we knew of this measure
was, to be exact, 12 days ago. That was
also the first occasion when many mem-
bers supporting the Government knew of
it; they first knew of it on the Monday
or Tuesday during their party meeting.

Apart from the utterances of the Minis-
ter, and the ramblings of the member for
South Perth, when the Bill was first intro-
duced in this House I heard a, member of
the Government remark, "Here comes the
time bomb." I do not think a better name
could have been found for this measure.

It has been claimed by the Government
that the main reason for introducing this
measure is to accelerate the work of the
Arbitration Court, and to make it more
smooth. If a Government decided to cause
unrest among the people of Western Aus-
tralia, or for that matter of any other
State, it could not have found a better
method than the one adopted by the Pres-
exit Government in introducing this mea-
sure.

Unfortunately we are not all of the same
mental calibre as the member for South
Perth, who can readily absorb 159 clauses
of a Bill-in addition to his other work
as a member of Parliament-study the
principal Act, and compare the am end-
ments with the existing provisions, within
the short time available to us. None of
us on this side has that capacity, and for-
tunately neither have any of those opposite.

Mr. Kelly: The member for South Perth
still knows nothing of the industrial arbi-
tration set-up.

Mr. TOMS: My reason for supporting
the amendment is that a small amount of
time has been made available to us. Mem-
bers of the Government are prepared to
sit silently, hour after hour, listening to
attacks from members on this side who
have been connected with industrial arbi-
tration for many years. We know the
feelings of the workers, and we can sense
them. The workers are perturbed at the
threat to the conditions which they have
gained.

Unlike the member for Victoria Park, I
have no desire to grab something from the
wreck. MY concern is for the working
people of the State, and my belief is that
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if the Government persists in pushing this
measure through it will be responsible for
any disturbance which may arise. Mem-
bers on this side of the House have tried
to indicate to the Government-stubborn
as it is-that this measure is not designed
to retain, and will not be conducive to re-
taining, industrial peace.

The implications of the Bill are so far-
reaching that the Government would be
well advised to take heed of the words
which have came from this side of the
H-ouse. I am not trying to tell the Gov-
ernment what its fate will be if it persists
with the Bill. My main concern Is what
is likely to happen in view of Its serious
implications.

The Minister himself has indicated that
the Government has spent two years seek-
ing some sort of a plan; so why go into
a huddle in secret? In his own words, the
Minister said that this is the best-kept
secret since he has been In this Parlia-
ment. Why should it be a secret? Why
should anything that is going to affect the
workers or the people of Western Australia
be kept a secret? Surely the thing that lies
behind secrecy is sinister! Surely the
people of Western Australia are entitled
to know what legislation is going before
Parliament!I

it has been said that there was no men-
tion in the platform of the Government
when it went to the people that it was
going to amend the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act in this way; and there was no
mention of it in the Lieutenant-Governor's
Speech this Year despite the fact that this
measure is of such consequence. If the
Government is prepared to shut Its eyes
and blunder on without any considera-
tion for the industrial trouble that might
eventuate, that is a situation which can-
not be laid at the feet of members on this
side of the Chamber; the blame will lie
at the feet of the Government itself.

Even at this late hour the Government
should give the measure further considera-
tion. The Minister himself has not uttered
one word since his 17-minute oration when
he read his second reading speech. Neither
has one member of the Government. Not
one of them, except the member for South
Perth, has risen in his place and spoken
to this measure. There is no doubt about
it, Mr. Speaker, if you were on the floor
of this House behind the Government and
not holding your high office-you are so
Impartial-you would possibly feel obliged
to support the remarks of members on this
side of the House.

Surely it is not asking too much to re-
Quest that a measure of such magnitude
be delayed, particularly when it Is one that
vitally affects the trade unionists-the
workers-of this State-in order to ex-
amine the consequences. If the Minister
has nothing to hide why did he. in secret,
do this dastardly thing? Why bring this

measure into the House. sneaking It
through the back door? One of his own
colleagues referred to it as a time bomb.
The Minister does not know how true
those words are. It might be the time
bomb to blow him into political obscurity!

I think that -sums up what I have to say
on this measure. I know members on the
Government side of the House have been
whipped into silence. Their actions so
far during this debate have proved that.
It is unfortunate that in this State we have
an Opposition consisting of 24 members be-
longing to one party, while the Govern-
menit comprises eight Country Party mem-
bers and 18 L~beral Party members who
covet portfolios before principles. I think
that is what has happened in this case,
and I hope the Government will take
note that anything arising from this mea-
sure will be laid at its feet and not at
the feet of members of the Opposition.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I want
to Make it quite clear to the H-ouse what
the question before the Chair is. A week
or two ago the Minister for Labour moved
that the Bill be now read a second time.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
Moved to delete the word "now" from that
motion with a view to inserting other
words. The question is that the word
"now" be deleted.

Amendment put andK a division taken
with the following result:-

Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Evans
Mr. Fletc her
Mr. Grahama
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. flegney
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Mr. Boyd!t
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr.' Crommelint
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Guthrie
Dr. Henn
Mr. flutchinison

Ayes
Mr. Curran
Mr. Bickerton

Ayes-.-22
Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. Mey
Mr. Muir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Qiddleld
Mr. Ebstigan
Mr. Rowberry
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Tome
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

fTellerJ

Noes--23
Mr. Lewis
Mr. 1. W. Manning
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimme
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runciman
Mr. Wile
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Nel

(Telier.i

Pairs
Noes

Mr. Hart
Mr. Gaflsr

Majority against-i.
Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed

MR. D. G. MAY (Canning) F1l.33
p-m.1: I have sat quietly tonight listening
to the debate in full.

Mr. Nalder: And not very impressed,
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Mr. D). G. MAY: There are certain aspects
which I have noted since this Bill was
introduced into the House. Since I was
first elected to Parliament, there has been
quite a considerable amount of contentious
legislation introduced by the Government,
but I can honestly say that of all the
measures introduced, this is the one that
has caused the greatest concern to the
people I represent. When the Factories
and Shops Bill was introduced, quite a
lot of people rang me up, wrote letters,
and what-have-you, indicating their pro-
test; but in connection with this Bill they
have been at my back door, have been on
the Phone, and have written letters, and
there have been personal interviews at
Parliament House. As I said before, I can
honestly say that this measure has created
quite a lot of concern among workers.

I was very interested to read in the
Press the statement by the Minister to the
effect that he would amend this measure
if he thought that it contained any ob-
noxious Clauses. Following on that, last
night, or the night before, while I was
watching television, a news flash came over
to say that Cabinet had decided it would
amend certain clauses.

The member for South Perth seems to
think that we have had plenty of time to
go into this legislation, but I do not agree
with him. It was introduced out of the
blue and it was particularly disturbing to
me, because, as a new member I found
it very hard to compare It with the parent
Act in the short time available to us to
study the 159 clauses.

The Government first of all decided to
delete certain obnoxious clauses and then
last night Cabinet saw fit to delete fur-
flier clauses. It is quite obvious, therefore,
that there Is something wrong with the
Bill.

Some members have said that there is
something sinister about it. That may be
right. I am very perturbed, because I have
been associated with the trade union
movement for a number of years. For
approximately 21 years I was a member of
the Railway Officers' Union and during
that period I do not think that particular
union was involved in a single industrial
strike-

I would go so far as to say that the
trade unions were responsible for the pre-
sent good conditions which exist today.
Members of the trade unions are always
ready to assist the Government-no mat-
ter which party is in power. That is one
of the reasons I believe that this Govern-
ment should have contacted the various
unions when this measure was being
drafted, in order to obtain their views on
it.

The Minister in his speech said the fol-
lowing:-

That the Government's concern in
this matter was well-founded is borne
out by the fact that the President of

the Arbitration Court, in September
of this year, found it necessary to ad-
vise the Government of the congestion
in the court's work and of the un-
reasonable burden which the court
and the Conciliation Commissioner
were having to bear.

Although Judge Nevile advised the Min-
ister of the congestion in the court, he was
not brought into the discussions when the
159 amendments in this Bill were pre-
pared. I believe it is a reflection on the
ability of the judge that, although in all
sincerity he advised the Government that
there was definite congestion in the court,
the Government did not ask his views on
the proposed legislation. That alone is very
disturbing. It would have been etiquette
for the Government to consult the judge.

Some of the clauses in this Bill are,
I feel, very obnoxious. For instance, the
common rule provision should be retained
because it facilitates arbitration, Without
this provision each union would have to
go separately to argue its case following
variations in Federal wage or holiday pro-
visions In awards.

Another provision to which I object is
that the Minister of the Crown could tell
the commissioners appointed by his Gov-
ernment that he did not like a particu-
lar union's submission. Another one con-
cerns the removal of the provision which
protects men from wrongful dismissal and
provides the opportunity for reinstate-
ment.

These are only a few provisions to which
the Government has not given sufficlent
thought. Another one about which I am
perturbed is the provision whereby the
commission would have no jurisdiction to
retain the five-day week. it seems
a. shame that unions like the Bakers'
Union should have struggled for so many
years to obtain a five-day week and then
discover, from out of the blue, that this
commission can alter the situation if it
so desires.

The Minister stated that this legislation
should have the full approbation of all
trade unionists. I think we all remember
the sitting last Thursday when there were
approximately 300 unionists in the gallery
and about 2,000 outside. I am certain that
all those trade unionists were not here to
approve of this measure. ThereforelIdo not
know how the Minister can possibly say
that these amendments have the full ap-
probation of all trade unionists.

I have had a lot to do with the Arbi-
tration Court in connection with union
matters and I feel that with the employers'
representative, the employees' representa-
tive, and the judge, the structure of the
Arbitration Court has proved very satis-
factory over the many years it has been
in existence. It is therefore obvious that
one of the reasons the Government desires
a change is that the present judge has been
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very impartial and unbiased in his deci-
sions. At all times he has given a reason-
able summation of any matters brought
before him. I am sure that everyone who
has had any dealing with the Arbitration
Court will confirm this contention.

The reason given by the Government for
the abolition of the Arbitration Court is
that it is congested, and procrastination is
occurring due to this congestion. As other
members have pointed out, there is an ob-
vious solution to this congestion-the ap-
pointment of an additional conciliation
commissioner or two. It is quite obvious
that if additional conciliation commis-
sioners were appointed, the position would
be alleviated and the structure of the Arbi-
tration Court would remain as it has been
and as it has worked very satisfactorily
over the years.

The union to which I belonged worked
under considerable duress during the war
years, because of shortages of staff and
houses, and a delay in transfers. On
more than one occasion there was talk of
industrial unrest: but the union decided
against it, and during the war years, as at
other times, the union helped all Govern-
ments in power. However, the union is very
perturbed over this legislation. Looking
around the House and in the gallery and
balconies I was surprised to see quite a
number of railway officers. This is most
unusual, and therefore it is obvious that
they have gone into the 159 amendments
and have considered them unjust in so far
as their union is concerned.

If the Government desires to make some
reform in connection with the Arbitration
Act, it is at liberty to do so: but it is ob-
vious there is no need for 159 clauses to
be introduced to serve this purpose. As
I have said, the Arbitration Court has
definitely worked to the satisfaction of
the majority of people. There are cer-
tain vested interests which are not quite
happy with some decisions given by the
Arbitration Court: but, in the main, the
majority of people are quite happy with
the way the court functions. I am sure
that if the Government were to have an-
other look at this matter it. too, would
agree that there are other methods which
could be invoked to alleviate the con-
gestion in the Arbitration Court.

Workers of the trade union movement
are very concerned about the measure.
Not even the most naive person would sug-
gest that it has met with the approbation
of all the trade unions, as the Minister
has stated. It is obvious that it has caused
a considerable amount of unrest, and if
the Government continues with the mea-
sure there will be additional unrest all
over the State.

I do not propose to delay the House.
Most members on this side have spoken
to the debate quite fluently, and a lot more
extensively than!1 have But I would like to

say how concerned I am at the Govern-
ment bringing down this measure in such
short time and without any assistance from
those People who could give the Govern-
ment information concerning trade union
matters and arbitration matters.

While I am in agreement with the
amendment which was moved by the De-
puty Leader of the Opposition, I am of the
opinion that the Bill should be held over.
I think it is something which should be
gone into very thoroughly. When the
Government states that it will repeal any
obnoxious clauses, it is an indication that
there is something wrong with the meas-
ure.

Amendmnent to Motion
Theref ore I move an amendment-

That the words "read a second time"
be deleted with a view to Inserting the
words "be laid aside."

MR. TONKIN (Melville-Deputy Leader
of the Opposition) 111.49 p.m.]: The Op-
Position sought to obtain a reasonable
time for the consideration of this Bill, so
that those people to be affected could
be consulted. The Government declined to
give any explanation in connection with
the motion that was moved. It took no
steps to justify its intention of pressing
on with the Bill, so the Oppposition now
considers that the Bill should be laid aside
completely, or that second thoughts should
be indulged in with a view to presenting
to the Rouse some more acceptable meas-
ure than the one which we are debating.

If you have followed this debate very
closely, Mr. Speaker, you would have heard
a number of very sound arguments justify-
ing that further consideration should be
given to the proposals contained in the
Bill. You would not have heard any argu-
ments in rebuttal from the Government.
The Possibility is that the Government
has no argument in rebuttal and there-
fore it is prepared to allow the arguments
of the Opposition to stand and, when
the time comes, to use its numbers in
order to decide the question.

We could, at the very first stage of the
debate, have made a move to have the Bill
laid aside, but we felt it more reasonable to
provide an opportunity for further con-
sideration and to leave the way open for
the Bill to be picked up again later. The
Government having declined to give any
reasons as to why that course should not
be followed, we are now firmly of the
opinion that we should use every means in
our Power to defeat this measure, to en-
sure that it will not get on the Statute
book at all, because it is not worthy of
being placed on the Statutes.

The various members who have spoken
from the Opposition side have expressed
not only their own views but the views of
many organisations, the members of which
will be seriously affected by this Bill if it
becomes law. It is idle to say that those
People who have objected have done so
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under a misconception. It is also ridiculous
to assert, as the Premier has done, that he
could not understand what all the fuss was
about.

Mr. Brand: I still cannot.
Mr. TONKIN: If the Premier still can-

not understand what all the fuss is about,
will he get up and explain why be has
agreed to the deletion of a number of
clauses? Because if there was no justi-
fication for any fuss about these clauses,
then there is no justification for their de-
letion from the Bill.

Mr. Brand: Did I say there was any
fuss about these clauses?

Mr. TONKIN: The Premier said he
could not understand the fuss about the
Bill-about the proposals in the Bill.

Mr. Brand: That's right.
Mr. TONKIN: Of course, there has

been a goad deal of fuss.
Mr. Brand: Yes.
Mr. TONKIN: And apparently not with-

out some effect upon the members of the
Government. From my very long experi-
ence here I know full well that the Gov-
ernment does not agree to alter Bills un-
less it is impressed by the Opposition in
connection with certain proposals in those
Bills; and it looks to me as though the
Government was very impressed by the
opposition to certain provisions in this
Bill: otherwise it would be foolish for the
Government, which has set so much store
by the passing of this measure, to agree
to the deletion of Provisions that were
deliberately Intended to fit into a definite
framework in the Bill.

Take the clause, Mr. Speaker, with re-
gard to preference to unionists. The
Minister was at some pains to explain
what it means and the Premier was at
some pains to explain subsequently that
the system was not threatened at all; but
when it was pointed out that the clause,
which was supposed to retain the prefer-
ence, was only a shadow of the existing
clause on the subject, apparently the Gov-
ernment was impressed with that argu-
ment and it agreed to delete the clause.

Does that suggest to you, Mr. Speaker,
that there was no justification for the
fuss that was made about proposals in the
Bill? That is only one of them. Take
the other one, in regard to Government
intervention to set aside an award. The
Government sets up a tribunal, or a single
conciliation commissioner, or an industrial
commissioner-call him what you like-to
hear the cases that are presented. if
there is an appeal against the commis-
sioners' decision and it goes to the indus-
trial commission, three or four members
of that commission then make a deter-
mination, and the way is still open for
the Government to come in under the Bill
and set the decision aside, if the Minister
in his opinion believes it is in the public
Interest to do so. He does not have to

prove anything to anybody; he does not
have to satisfy any court that it is in
the public interest to do so; hie has only
to think that it is in the public interest
and then the legislation gives him the
right to set aside a judicial determination.
What an absolutely untenable position!I
it is like giving a litigant the right to go
to all the expense of litigation to get a
decision in a court of law, and then for
the Minister for Justice to say, "In the
public interest I consider that judgment
should be set aside."

Mr. Court: Which clause is that?
Mr. TONKIN: It Is clause 66, which

repeals and re-enacts section 58 as fol-
lows:-

Where In the opinion of the Min-
ister, the public interest is or is likely
to be adversely affected by any in-
dustrial dispute or by any award,
order, decision or determination of the
court or the commission, the Crown
may intervene in any proceedings be-
fore the court or the commission as
the case may be, and may make such
representations as may be thought
necessary to safeguard the public in-
terest.

Mr. Court: It can only intervene. It
cannot set aside.

Mr. TONKIN: It will result in the
setting aside of the decision. That is the
reason for it.

Mr. Court: No; it can only be heard,
and have the right to be heard, as it can
in most cases under the present law.

Mr. W. Hegney: No, not at the
moment.

Mr. Court: It can in anything to do
with State trading.

Mr. W. Hegney:, State instrumentali-
ties.

Mr. Court: No; State trading.
Mr. TONKIN: In my experience when

the Government has intervened in mat-
ters before the Arbitration Court a deci-
sion has been made in accordance with
the requirements of the Government.

Mr. Court: That is a reflection on the
court.

Mr. TONKINT: It is stating a fact.
Mr. Court: It is not.
Mr. TONKIN: It Is stating a fact.
Mr. Court: The court has to consider

the case put before it by the Government.
Mr. TONKIN: What happened when

the Commonwealth Government inter-
vened in connection with the basic wage
declaration and the margins case?

Mr. Court: The court made its decision.
Mr. TONKIN: In accordance with the

representations made by the Common-
wealth Government.

Mr. Court: Not necessarily; it only
appeared as a friend of the court.
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Mr. TONKIN: As a matter of fact; it is
not a question of necessarily. We have
to deal with the situation as it is in actual
practice; in reality-not theory, reality,
and that is the reality of this situation.

Mr. Rowberry: Why was the clause put
there at all?

Mr. TON~iN: The clause was put there
in order to give the Government the op-
portunity to get an award which it does
not like set aside.

Mr. Court: It is not that at all.
Mr. TONKINq: That is the purpose of it.
Mr. Court: It is put there for the Gov-

ernment to be heard in the public interest.

Mr. TONKIN: It has been inserted be-
cause of the decision the Arbitration Court
made in the bakers' case; and as the
newspaper reported, the Government has
made no secret of the fact that it was
upset aver that decision. It is to make
sure that it will not happen again that
this clause has been introduced.

Mr. Court: It can only be heard.
Mr. TONKIN: It will enable the Gov-

ernment to take steps to ensure that such
a thing will not happen again. Because
of that we get a provision which cuts right
across more modern developments with re-
gard to the working period. Although the
commissioners will have the right to limit
the hours of work of the individual they
will not have the right to limit the hours of
work of an industry. So I suppose we will
be confronted with the situation where we
will get a spread of shifts under which a
worker will be obliged to spread his weekly
hours of work over the full seven days of
the week. The same thing was attempted
In connection with transport workers.
bringing men and women on and working
them for a few hours, knocking them off.
then bringing them on again, and spread-
ing their shifts over long hours.

Surely we are not going back to that!
But that is what this clause is for-to en-
able that to be done. Let us assume that
action is taken under this In connection
with the baking industry; because it is a
reasonable assumption that the Govern-
ment, having been upset over that deci-
sion, will not let it rest as it is if it gets
this power. So what will happen? The
master bakers will be allowed to bake
seven days a week; the workmen, who
under their award have been given a live-
day week, will be made to work hours
spread over the full period during which
the industry is allowed to operate. So no
worker will be able to say with certainty
that he can have his weekend off-that
he can be free on any Saturday or Sun-
day-because the Industry will be permit-
ted to work every day in the week.

That is a retrograde step and one which
we on this side will not countenance and
which we will do all we can to prevent.

The Bill, after the deletions proposed. will
not by any stretch of the imagination be
a complete Bill; there will be gaps in the
scheme of things and therefore it will not
work satisfactorily.

We were led to believe that the Gov-
ernment had studied this situation for two
years-carefully studied it for two years.
I would like to know which members of
the Government studied it for two years.
It was certainly not the Premier, because
he was overseas for five months.

Mr. Brand: You have made your point.
Mr. TONKIN: I did not make it with

any intention of making it in the way the
Premier has assumed.

Mr. Brand: Good. That is all right
then.

Mr. TONKIN: We could have been told
whether this went before a subcommittee
of Cabinet, and which Ministers have been
studying It for two pears. But of course
the statement laughs at the One Made by
the Minister when he said that the Bill
was the result of a collation of Ideas which
he himself gained on recent trips to the
Eastern States. It cannot be both. If
the Bill is the result of two years' study
by the Government It certainly is not the
result of a collation of ideas obtained by
the Minister for Labour on recent visits
to the Eastern States.

However, the fact that the Government
has agreed to the deletion of a number of
clauses suggests that the Bill was either
hastily conceived, and without a proper
understanding on the part of members of
the Government. or else it was prepared
by somebody outside the Government and
handed to the Government, which we pre-
pared to Introduce the measure at the re-
quest of those who wanted it. I read the
Minister's speech very carefully; and al-
though be talked about a new industrial
concept, he said nothing to explain what it
was or what it meant. It is a very high-
sounding and erudite phrase, but what does
it mean? What is this new industrial con-
cept which justifies the Introduction of a
measure such as this? I consider there is
an obligation on the Government to illus-
trate how the proposed new set-up will be
an improvement on the existing one to
overcome the delays. I admit, quite
frankly, there have been worrying delays,
but that is nothing new. There have al-
ways been delays in arbitration, some ex-
tending as long as three or four years, but
the obvious answer to that is to appoint
an additional conciliation commissioner.

Points of Order
Mr. MITCHELL: On a point of order,

Mr. Speaker, under Standing Order No. 142
something is said about the irrelevance or
tedious repetition in the arguments used
by members. I would suggest that we
have heard this line of debate about 10
times tonight and I consider it is useless
repetition on that point.
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Mr. J. Hegney: We are on another
amendment now, though.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
,Standing order to which the honourable
member referred is No. 141.

Mr. Rowberry: Did he tell you the
wrong number?

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
The member for Warren has already
,challenged my decision on one occasion
this evening and he will keep quiet while
I am addressing the House. I think he
had better apologise.

Mr, ROWBERRY: Mr. Speaker, I apolo-
se.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
.relevant Standing Order is No. 141, and
I will note the matter referred to by the
member for Stirling and endeavour to
keep members within that Standing Order
-as I have endeavoured to do in the past.

Mr. J. HEGNEY: On a further Point of
-order, Mr. Speaker, the question before
the Chair Isa a completely new amendment;
.and that being so, a member can surely
.state arguments that have been raised on
a Previous amendment. Therefore the
-question of tedious repetition would not
apply in this instance. If there were a
motion before the Chair and an honour-
able member Indulged in tedious repeti-
tion Standing Order No. 141 would apply;
but this is a new amendment and is fresh
matter before the Chair. In view of that.
the question of tedious repetition cannot
be raised.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I have
already given a decision largely in favour
-of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
but to interpret the Standing Order
strictly, the Deputy Leader of the Opposi-
tion should not use arguments which the
member for Canning used, and I would
point cut that the member for Canning
was fairly widespread in his scope.

Mr. O'NEIL: On a further point of
order, Mr. Speaker, as I understand the
position there is an amendment before
the Chair which proposes to delete certain
words from the motion moved by the Min-
ister for Labour and to insert in their
stead the words, "That the Bill be laid
aside." This amendment appears to be
a direct negative to the motion moved by
the Minister and surely there should not
be any debate on the amendment. The
motion before the House is that the Bill
be now read a second time.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
matter raised by the member for East Mel-
ville is covered by standing Order No. 183,
and the question before the House is
whether certain words shall be struck out.
A member is quite entitled to move to strike
out certain words. I cannot anticipate the

decision of the House on the motion, and
under those conditions it is quite impossible
for me to state whether the question to
insert further words will ever actually be
brought before the House.

Debate (on amendiment to motion)
Resumed

Mr. TONKIN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
One can readily appreciate the desire of
members on the Government side of the
House to have me resume my seat. I
think, too, that in view of the short time
the member for Stirling has been in the
House, you, Sir, probably generously dealt
with the Point he took because I think, if
I had been in your place, I would not have
been quite so lenient and would have told
him It was not his prerogative to take the
point of order, but that was a prerogative
vested In the Speaker himself. in effect,
he was trying to tell you your job, Sir.

Mr. Brand: That would not have been
the first time that that had been done.

Mr. TONKIN: In returning to the ques-
tion as to why we should delete all words
after the word, "now", I think it is a
desirable course to follow as far as we are
concerned, because apparently the Gov-
ernment has not been impressed with the
arguments which the member for Stirling
has no desire to hear. Perhaps, Sir, if
some Ministers on the Government side
had seen fit to try to answer the argu-
ments raised it would not have been neces-
sary to repeat them, but one has to en-
deavour to ensure that the argwinents are
at least understood by members of the
Government so that they can take the
proper course with this Bill; and the pro-
per course, so far as we are concerned,
is not to read It a second time now, but
to follow some other course more suitable
to a Bill of this nature which is going to
cause such widespread unrest and turmoil,
the effect of which the Premier has not yet
appreciated, because he wants to know
what all the fuss is about.

Mr. Brand: That Is right.

Mr. TONKIN: Of course, the Premier
will certainly learn what all the fuss is
about in the same way as when a fuss
was created on another occasion when an
attempt was made to interfere with the
regulation of working conditions and the
fixation of wages for the great mass of
the people. Members of the Government
are out Of touch with public feeling on
this question and that is why they have
not reached the stage where they can
realise what the fuss Is about.

As has already been said by other mem-
bers in emphasis of this point, during my
experience In Parliament I have never
known a question which has so spontane-
ously, aroused the opposition of almost
every trade union Organisation In the way
this question has done. So that should
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cause some people to wonder what all the
fuss is about! Further, it is genuine fuss
and not simulated fuss.

The Minister for Industrial Develop-
ment would soon kick up a fuss if some-
one threatened to take action in connec-
tion with B.H.P. Then we would get some
fuss and some argument from the mem-
bers of the Government, too! But in this
connection they have not the fortitude to
stand up and defend their attitude.

Mr. W. Hegney: They can't!

Mr. TONKIN: They will sit there and
take it, but not if one starts to talk about
some of these companies that are getting
handouts from the Government. If one
talks about Hawker Siddeley one soon gets
a reply from the Government benches.
Why, the Minister for Industrial Develop-
ment on those occasions would be looking
for an extension of time to say what
was in his mind about it. But, of course,
this just affects the workers; they do not
matter. The Government, however, does
not hesitate to get amonst them at elec-
tion time, and pose as their friend-as it
certainly will do at the next election. Let
us make no mistake about that. The
Government will get out from door to door
and say, "Despite this Bill we brought in,
we are really your friend. We are out
to help you, and we believe you should
support us."

Mr. Court: They know we are their
friends.

Mr. TONKIN: We will see whether they
know that you are their friends as a re-
sult of this. The Minister will then come
to appreciate what all the fuss has been
about.

Mr. Court: There has never been such
a highly-organised campaign to stir people
up.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!

Mr. TONKIN: This is an attempt on
the part of the Government to establish
a scheme of arbitration which suits it,
and those who put it into power. That
Is what the Bill is designed to do-to inter-
fere with a method of arbitration which
has served the State for many years.

Human nature being what it is, I would
say that no system of arbitration would
be 100 per cent, perfect. We make Provi-
sions for arbitrators in disputes between
business people. Why, there was provi-
sion for arbitration in connection with
the Purchase of an electricity undertaking
in the district of Katanning. There was
provision for an arbitrator in order that
the rights and interests of both sides
might be properly considered and deter-
mined.

If it is right for the people in the busi-
ness wvorld to be able to refer questions
to arbitrators, it is right for the wvorkers

to be able to get their Problems adjudi-
cated upon by tribunals with arbitral
Powers. But the Government seeks to
sweep away what exists; it seeks to estab-
lish something in its place which will not
do what it says it will do-not in any
shape or form.

We have all heard of Sir John Latham-
a man with a great mental capacity; and
one who, as a judge of the court, justified
the faith and confidence which bad been
reposed in him. He was called upon, at
one stage, to make a statement with re-
gard to a Proposal to abolish the Arbitra-
tion Court. He was Attorney-General in
1927, and this is what he had to say-

The abolition of the court would not
solve any problem. On the contrary
it would create new problems without
any satisfactory means at hand for
solving them. It is sometimes said
that the court is a failure. I do not
Profess that it is a complete success,
but very few human institutions are
a complete success.

Is there anybody in this Assembly who
would not agree 100 per cent. with that
statement of the position? He was not
a Labor member of Parliament. He was
not sent to Parliament to represent the
workers, and the workers alone. He re-
Presented a constituency where the
majority of the people were those who were
liberally-minded, and who did not support
the labour side of politics. Sir John
Latham was a man of great ability and
fine Judgment, and that was his con-
sidered opinion of a Proposal to abolish
the Arbitration Court. He said, "The
abolition of the court would not solve any
problem. On the contrary it would create
new Problems."

Of course, that is what will happen to
this legislation. How on earth can the
appointment of four commissioners, who
will act independently in the first case.
result in the more expeditious dealing
with the cases that come before them? We
have one man in the first instance who
will not have the benefit of the advice of
either the employers' representative, or the
employees' representative. He will have to
make his decision on the evidence submit-
ted to him. The odds are that his deci-
sion will be unacceptable to one side or
the other, and immediately there will be
an appeal to the industrial commission:
and the industrial commission will then
be cluttered up with more cases upon
which a determination has to be made.
than the Present Arbitration Court is con-
fronted with. So where is the advantage?

Do not tell me that the existence of a
court of three judges is going to help the
situation, because they are only brought
into the Picture when there is a question
of jurisdiction or law to be determined.
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So they will have no bearing upon the
expeditious handling of the cases which
are originally submitted. This supposed
expedition is a myth.

If this Bill ever becomes law-which God
forbid I-it will not be long before we find
out in actual practice that the situation
will be worse than the existing one; ex-
actly as Sir John Lathamn said. There
will be no satisfactory way of solving the
new problems which will be created; and
it is inevitable that new problems will be
created. I am sorry that these new argu-
ments have sent the member for Stirling
to sleep. He was so keen to have me stop-
ped earlier.

Mr. Rowberry: He is looking up Stand-
ing Orders.

Mr. TONKIN: If he listened to some of
the arguments being advanced he might
take a more realistic view of the situation.

Mr. W. Wegney: He struck a rocky gully.

Mr. H. May: It might broaden his mind
a bit.

Mr. TONKIN: He must realise that some
thought must be brought to bear on ques-
tions which are brought here; otherwise he
might find himself in the position of
making a suggestion one minute, and hav-
ing to crawl out the next-as happened
a few nights ago.

Mr. H. May: He tried to be fair to the
ladies then.

Mr. TONKIN: Men do not leave their
work, as men have done on this occasion,
without proper justification on their side
for doing it. They just do not do those
things. But right throughout the State
the dissatisfaction has arisen; this turmoil
has been caused; and, what is more, the
Government expected it.

How otherwise would a supporter of the
Government say when the Bill was intro-
duced-as the member for Bayswater in-
dicated toniight-"Here comes the time
bomb." That was an indication that the
rank and file members of the Government
had been made aware of the nature of
the legislation, and that it would cause
trouble. Having known that beforehand
the Premier asks what is all the fuss about.
Should people make a fuss when a time
bomb is dropped? So the members of the
Government expected trouble, and of
course it could not have expected other-
wise with a Bill of this nature.

Mr. H. May: They were not disappoint-
ed either.

Mr. TONKIN: As the honourable mem-ber Says, they were not disappointed. It
emphasises the point that the Premier,
when be asked what the fuss was all
about, already knew and expected a fuss.
Of course, there would be something wrona
with the people of this State if they did

not make a fuss. about legislation of this
kind. Not one Minister is prepared to
set up and defend the Bill.

Mr. H. May: The Government left that
to the member for South Perth,

Mr. TONKIN: Ministers opposite are
Prepared to sit silently, and make no at-
tempt to answer the arguments which
have been advanced, irrespective of who
advanced them. One would have thought.
that when the Leader of the opposition
expressed his strong opposition to the Bill
in the terms that he did, at least some
member on the front bench opposite would
have done him the courtesy to reply to
the arguments he advanced.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
honourable member has five more minutes.

Mr. TONKIN: There was no attempt
whatever to answer the Leader of the Op-
position, for the simple reason that mem-
bers opposite had no answer. They could
not find an answer. This is one occasion
when prevarication will not be of avail.
Why does the Premier not face up to the
situation and give the real reason for the
action being taken by the Government?

I know full well that when the late
Sir Ross MeLarty was Premier of this State
a similar request for legislation of this
type was made to him, but he was not
Prepared to introduce this sort of stuff to
Parliament. It remained for this Govern-
ment to try that; then it wonders why
the people get up in arms because of what
it has done. The Government will rue the
clay when this legislation is put on the
Statute book, if it gets that far. So far
as the Opposition is concerned it will go to
the limit within the Standing Orders to
make that event impossible.

MR. W. HEGNEY (Mt. Hawthorn)
[12.29 am.]I: I do not propose to traverse
the ground which was covered when the
previous amendment was dealt with, ex-
cept to indicate my support of the
one before us, because, if anything
it is more appropriate than the one which
the Government elected to defeat.

If the amendment before us is agreed
to it will pave the way for this House to
lay aside the measure, and so give the
Government an opportunity to reconsider
the whole position. In the light of the
arguments put forward by the Opposition
-which have not been answered by any
member of the Government-it will be
given the opportunity to consult the ap-
propriate authorities in this State. In
due course, I suggest, it could introduce
a Bill which would be acceptable in gen-
eral principle to all members in this House.

I say this in all sincerity: If the Gov-
ernment persists in Its obstinate attitude
It will not enhance the cause of industrial
peace In this State; rather, it will jeopar-
disc industrial peace.
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I want to refer to what the Minister
said, and I know he is taking a keen inter-
est in my remarks. I invite him, when he
wakes up, to indicate as clearly as he can
what he proposes to do in regard to a
particular provision in the Bill. In his
remarks during the second reading he
said-

Under the Bill, the commission will
not have Power to determine what
days in the week or how many days in
the week an industry may carry on
operations. It is the view of the Gov-
ernment that this is a matter which
should be regulated by the economic
requirements of the industry; or by
public demand; or, If such particular
evil exists, by the Parliament.

Let me examine the first part of that
statement; namely, that the commission
will not have power to determine what
days In the week, or how many days in
the week, an industry may carry on opera-
tions.

I ask members of the Government, in-
cluding the Country Party section: If the
proposed industrial authority, which is to
take the place of the Arbitration Court,
is not to be empowered to include in an
industrial award the days of the week on
which the 40 hours are to be worked, what
authority will have the power to determine
the days? Surely this Parliament is en-
titled to an answer. Private members must
realise that what we are asking is not f an-
tastic. We want a clarification of the
Minister's statement. The days of the week
on which the 40 hours are to be worked
are not to come within the jurisdiction
of any one of the four commis-
sioners: yet the Minister dared to say
that he could not understand what the
fuss was all about, and that the unionists
in this State would receive this measure
with approbation.

Since the Arbitration Court was first
set up ini 1900, or over 60 years ago, it has
bad the authority to lay down the days of
the week on which the work in any estab-
lishment, industry, or particular industrial
award, is to be performed. Members
realise that for years in the past the 51-
day week was the principle. When men
were working a 48-hour week, the awards
Prescribed that workers should commence
at 7.30 a.mn. from Monday to Friday, and
cease at 5 p.m., with one hour off for
lunch, although by arrangement In the
Midland Junction Workshops 36 minutes
were allowed for the lunch break. On Sat-
urdays they worked from 7.30 a.m. till
12.30 p.m- That was the situation under
the industrial awards and agreements.

The time came when the 44-hour week
was introduced. I know some men took
the view that as the 8-hour day was estab-
lished for many years, they declined to
work more than eight hours per day. I
know, as union organiser, when the 44-
hour week was Introduced some men on

a railway construction job wanted to work
five days of eight hours and one of four
to maintain the 8-hour principle. As
time went by, after the 40-hour week had
been introduced the Arbitration Court
wrote the 5-day week into awaits and
agreements on the 44-hour and the 40-
hour basis. One can pick up hundreds of
awards and see where the court has writ-
ten into them the days of the week on
which work was to be performed, and the
overtime payment at specified rates.

Why did the courts do that? In the
interests of clarification, in the interests
of peace and understanding with regard
to the awards, and in the interests of the
relationship between employers and em-
ployees. I repeat, I want to know from
the Government-one Minister or the
other: If this industrial authority which
it is proposed to set up in lieu of the
present Arbitration Court has not the
power-I quote the Minister's own
words-to determine the days of the week
on which work is to be performed, who is
going to determine them? That is the
question I pose;, and I invite an answer
from any member of the Government.

I ask this: Once an employer or body
of employers tells the workers--the mem-
bers of a union-that they will workc
on certain days, and the workers say "We
will work other days," what is going to
happen? Are we going to have industrial
peace or industrial disputation? That is
the argument fairly stated. We have
asked members of the Government to
clarify the pos9ition-to explain what it
means. The Minister went on to say, "sit
is the view of the Government that this is
a matter which should be regulated by the
economic requirements of industry." Who
is the best authority to decide the economic
requirements of industry?

Do you not think, Mr. Speaker, that
the logical authority to determine the days
of the week is the industrial authority
after hearing evidence from industrial
unions and the industrial union of em-
ployers? If not, who is going to deter-
mine the days of the week? it is too
silly when the Minister says it will create
industrial peace and industrial harmony.
That is one of the reasons why I suggest
the word "now" be struck out. The idea
is to try to postpone this Bill, or lay it
aside, for the purpose of having the Gov-
ernment re-examine the position and ob-
tain clarification about this particular
provision in the award.

Then the Minister goes on, "nor by pub-
lic demand." Would not the employers'
representative in the Arbitration Court be
able to explain the public demand? And
do the Minister and the Government not
know that the Arbitration Court is not
bound by rules of evidence-that it
can act in equity and good conscience
and can inform Its own mind in any way
it thinks fit? That provision has been
written into the Act for years; and It is
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Proposed that the provision remain there.
Is it not right and proper this Industrial
tribunal should be the authority to deter-
mine the hours per day and the hours per
week?

Now we come to the final phrase the
Minister used in regard to this matter.
"or if some particular evil exists, by the
Parliament." If Parliament is going to
decide the days of the week, what evi-
dence are we going to have to justify our
decision? Are we just going to take a
motion from the Minister of the Govern-
ment that the days of the week in some
Particular industry shall be so-and-so?
Or are we going to have evidence; and if
we are going to have evidence before we
come to a decision, we set ourselves up
as the Arbitration Court. You can see,
Mr. Speaker, how preposterous it is; how
incomprehensible, how stupid this pro-
posal Is.

As r have said, in the first place, it is
aimed at the Arbitration Court's decision
to grant the 5-day week to the bakers.
That is where this particular clause stems
from. If some particular evil exists-and
the Minister did not say what evil could
exist-Parliament would determine the
days of the week on which industrial
workers are going to work. I ask you,
'Sir, is that feasible? Is it reasonable? of
course, it is not. That is one of the rea-
sons why we want the Government to
have the opportunity to reconsider the
whole Bill and its implications.

I come nuw to another point to Justify
the laying aside of the Bill. Under this
Bill there Is envisaged an authority to be
known as the Western Australian indus-
trial appeals court. That industrial ap-
peals court is to consist of three Supreme
Court Judges; and it is going to cost the
unions money to approach the court when
occasion demands. if anything is done
in regard to Industrial arbitration it should
be the lessening of the expenditure side.
And it is also necessary to create as much
harmony and Industrial peace In the com-
munity as possible, together with under-
standing between employers and em-
ployees. But the setting up of this
industrial appeals court consisting of
three Supreme Court judges will mean
they will hear appeals on matters of law
and jurisdiction, and any other matters
that may be prescribed. It will be costly
to the organisations involved. Under the
present set-up the procedure is very
simple.

The full Arbitration Court consists of
the President, with two lay members--one
representing employers; and the other, em-
ployees-and appeals can be made through
industrial boards or a conciliation com-
missioner in regard to a determination;
but the decision of the Arbitration Court
Is final, and there is no appeal from it.
That has worked 'well over the years.
However, we are now to have a set-up
where the workers and the employers will

submit the case to one commissioner. As
was said by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, appeals might be made from
the single commissioner to the commis-
sioners in court session, to use the term
that has been used here. All matters of
law and jurisdiction and any other mat-
ters that may be prescribed will be heard
by the Supreme Court, and tis will be
very costly. In the final analysis, we see
no reason for it.

I believe that if the Government takes
time off and elects to consult the differ-
ent employers' and union organisations in
this State, the consensus of opiniqn will
be strongly in favour of the retention of
the present system. I desire that there
be an opportunity for these representa-
tions to be made to the Government.
There are a number of other matters
which have not been touched on yet, and
they are important. We have been deal-
ing with the structure of the Arbitration
Court In this State, which it is proposed
to undermine or abolish altogether. We
would want the opportunity of having the
views of the President of the Arbitration
Court, of the Conciliation Commissioner,
of the employers' representative, and the
workers' representative on the Arbitration
Court.

Why the baste about this? Why Is it
necessary to pay two men approximately
two years' salary at £3,000 a year when
they could carry on their very important
work as at presenlt? in the meantime,
the Governntient could seriously consider
all aspects which have been submitted by
the Opposition and the Trades and Labor
Council in regard to this particular Bill.

I said that there were a number of
matters of importance, but we have been
dealing with some of the major ones.
many have not yet been dealt with. The
Minister has not seen fit to give one word
of explanation in regard to the necessity
for what is called in the Bill "a certifying
solicitor." We consider the Introduction
of this supernumerary is useless. It is not
necessary in any way whatever.

I suggest that if the Government had
the decency, good manners, and courtesy
to consult the Industrial Registrar and
the President of the Arbitration Court, It
would find that the present provisions
would be satisfactory in regard to appli-
cations for the registration of industrial
unions. It may be said that the certifying
solicitor would have legal qualifications
and knowledge, but it does not matter
what legal knowledge one possesses, be-
cause there are always differences of
opinion. I can quote eases in the High
Court where this has occurred. I was in-
volved In one case myself as a witness.
It was a very important case involving five
Judges. Three of them decided one way
and two the other way, and the majority
decision had the force af law. There are
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such cases every day of the week where
two judges decide one way and one the
other.

My suggestion is that it is not neces-
sary to appoint a certifying solicitor, be-
cause the Industrial Registrar can do the
job, and, in fact, has done it very well
over the years. If there is any flaw in
any rules, the party concerned can appea]
to the Arbitration Court and have the
matter rectified.

There are such matters to be dealt with
as the elimination of industrial boards
and the interpretation of industrial dis-
putes. There is also a, provision which
limits the hours of piceworkers In the
pastoral industry but not the hours of
workers in the agricultural industry. We
want that examined in the light of this
mechanical age.

Another clause proposes to alter the re-
gistration of societies. A prescribed
fee must be paid when a union or appli-
cant lodges an application for registra;
tion.

I would like to know who the certifying
solicitor is going to be. Will he be a civil
servant from the Crown Law Department,
with legal qualifications? Or is it proposed
that the applications for registration will
be submitted to a man in private practice?
If so, who will that man be? if he is to
be a man in private practice, what fee
will be charged? The Minister said that
a fee would be charged for each set of
rules examined. We want to know the
reason this provision is being placed in
the measure.

These clauses have not been touched
upon. Others deal with the registration
and amalgamation of unions, the mode of
application for registration, the registra-
tion of societies, the incorporation of soci-
eties, and the effect of registration of in-
dustrial unions or societies, and the power
to refuse registration in certain cases.

Thea, as I have mentioned, there are to
be appeals from the registrar to the presi-
dent, which is quite in order; but it is
Proposed to alter the present set-up to an
extent. In this regard, it must not be for-
gotten that in 1952 this Government
emasculated the Act in Many ways and
put in stringent provisions. It now pro-
poses to alter some of those provisions it
inserted.

Other clauses in this Bill deal with
amendments of rules, procedure on can-
cellatian of registration, and registration
provisions affecting union matters to be
dealt with In the rules of association. Then
there Is the jurisdiction of the court-the
jurisdiction of the court as at present, and
the court which would be set up if this
Bill passed. There are also such things
as agreements to continue in force, and
agreements to be filed. Then there is the
common rule under which an award can

be delivered without a union having to ap-
ply to the court. This is to be eliminated.
These al] need further examination.

The Court of Arbitration is to be abol-
ished and an industrial commission will
take its place. Another provision deals
with the members of the court. Those are
just a few of the matters which are in this
Bill, but which have not actually been
touched on to any great extent. However
they are all important.

I suggest that the Government at this
late hour could very well reconsider its
decision, adopt a practical attitude, realise
its error, and decide to withdraw the Bill.
If it desires to do something quickly, as
it professes, to overcome the congestion,
all that would be necessary would be the
appointment of one or more conciliation
commissioners. The rest could be left for
further examination. Despite the asinine
remark of the Minister about eight or nine
hours ago. I can assure him that the in-
dustrial unions of this State are very much
perturbed at the effort of the Govern-
Menit to undermine the principle of the
industrial arbitration system in this State
as we know it. It has stood the test of
time. If the Government examines the
position and consults those who are
directly concerned, it Will soon realise that
there has been a lot of substance advanced
from time to time during the course of
this debate.

It will not be conducive to industrial
peace for workers not to know on what
days In the week and on how many days
In the week work is to be performed. it
would leave the position wide open, and,
as sure as night follows day, there Must
be some disputation and misunderstanding.
Industrial workers organised as they are
today, are not going to accept the dictates
of any employer or body unless some in-
dustrial tribunal sets down the conditions
under which they must work. And I
would not blame them one iota. If the
Government elects to carry on with this
legislation and restricts the court in its
activities, then I say it is looking for
trouble.

There is another matter to which I will
refer before I resume my seat. We
battled In connection with a provision in
another Bill and reference has been made
to it here. I am referring to the provi-
sion concerning the factories and shops
inspectors. Under the Factories and Shops
Act the workers are largely bound up
with industrial matters. Up to the pre-
sent time the Minister has resolutely re-
fused to allow those inspectors to con-
tinue to retain their powers. But now,
in a letter to the Trades & Labor Coun-
cil, he says that it Is proposed to arrange
for industrial inspectors.

Then we have the matter mentioned by
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition re-
garding ministerial intervention in indus-
trial disputes or awards. It would be
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appropriate for me. in order to bring the
Minister for Railways up to date, to read
the Present Provisions in the Act, to which
no Objection can be taken by anyone un-
less he is very unreasonable.

Section 68 of the Act reads as follows:-
The Crown may, where, in the

opinion of the Minister, a State in-
dustry is or is likely to be affected by
the award, order, decision, or deter-
mnination of the Court, intervene in
any proceeding before the Court, and
make such representations as may be
thought necessary in order to saf Ie-
guard the public interest.

That is in regard to State industries and
State undertakings. In more than one
Place in this Bill provision is made for
the Minister, in any industrial matter or
dispute-it does not matter what its
nature is, or how far-flung it may be, or
how cramped and restricted it may be-
to intervene. I have no doubt that if that
is the case, it will lead to a trend towards
industrial injustice in this State.

There is another clause, to which I do
not object, although I propose to fight the
Bill clause by clause in accordance with
Standing Orders. I will do so in the in-
terests of industrial peace and harmony
and force the Government-I do not say
that in any threatening way-or urge the
Government to withdraw its Bill and bring
down something decent for the next ses-
sion. Clause 69 of the Hill reads-

Except as otherwise Provided in this
Act, the Commission

not the Minister. To continue-

may. in relation to any dispute or
other matter before it-

(a) dismiss the dispute or other
matter or any part thereof at
any stage of the proceedings
if it is satisfied-

(i) that the matter or dis-
pute or part thereof is
trivial;

(ii) that further proceed-
ings are not necessary
or desirable in the pub-
lic interest;

Is not that sufficient? The present pro-
vision in the Act provides that the Min-
ister can intervene in State industries. If
that is so, why does the Minister wish to
intervene In any industrial dispute or an
approach made to the court by union rep-
resentatives? There is something sinister
and underground about this measure. That
is my opinion. That is why we are so
vigorous and Persistent in our attitude.
if the Government is going to Persist in
its attitude and force this Bill though,
we will fight the Government every inch
of the way.

Adlcurment o1 Debate
MR. U. MAY (Collie) 1a.m.]: I move-

That the debate be adjourned.
Motion put and a division taken with

the following result:-

Ayes-22
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Evans
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Mr. Havenl
Mr. Brand
Mr' Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Crommeln
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Ornyden
Mr. Guthrie
Dr. Henn
Mr. Hutchinson

Ayes
Mr. Curran
Mr. Bickerton

Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldfleld
Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Rowberry
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Toms
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

(Teller)

Noe&-23
Mr. Lewis
Mr. I. W. Manning
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nicmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runciman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Neil

(Teller)

Pairs
Noes

Mr. Hart
Mr. Oafer

Majority against-I.

Motion thus negatived.

Debate (on amendment to mnotion)
Resumned

MR. H. MAY (Collie) [1.4 a.m.]: I
know you would not agree with me, Mr.
Speaker, if I were to suggest an amend-
ment that is forming in my mind so that
the motion would read, "to be laid aside"
and the words "and R.I.P." tacked on the
end of It.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
question before the House is that certain
words to be deleted be deleted.

Mr. H. MAY: I knew you would not agree
with me, Sir; but I hoped you might under
special circumstances. Part of the Bill
has been dealt with, and there still re-
mains much that will occupy the time of
this Chamber for a good many evenings
other than the one we are now experienc-
ing.

An attempt is being made to destroy the
Arbitration Court in this State. In that
respect I would merely say that the arbi-
tration system in this State, as we have
known it for the past 50 or 60 years, has
been a monument to industrial stability.
The object of the Bill is to destroy that
stability, and in its place there will be
chaos and severe troublous times for the
State. This Bill represents the end of the
era of industrial stability that we have
enjoyed in this State.
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Mr. Moir: Black Thursday.

Mr. H. MAY: There will be many Black
Thursdays If this Bill becomes law. I do
iiot suggest the extent of the trouble that
-could occur by the Implementation of this
legislation, but I have had considerable
experience of industrial matters. AS a
matter of fact, in 1960 I was charged in
the industrial court of this State with
contempt of court. It was in regard to
a serious matter concerning the coal in-
dustry of the State and at the time I was
a member of the Disputes Committee of
the A.L.P. We were endeavouring, by
every means possible, to arrive at a solu-
tion so that both sides would agree.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): r hope
you are going to relate this to the question
before the Chair.

Mr. H. MAY: I am trying to show the
Government, Mr. Speaker, what can occur
as a result of this legislation. That was
only a minor matter compared with what
will happen if this Bill is passed. As I
said, I was the one member of the Dis-
putes Committee who was charged by the
court with contempt of court. When it
was explained to the court that 1, together
with other members of the Disputes Comn-
mnittee, was working day and night to
effect some settlement of the trouble, the
court dismissed the charge against me.

This Bill is going to create a situation
which will result in everybody being sorry.
If this State is plunged into industrial un-
rest, as the present outlook appears to
indicate, God knows where It will finish.
We can sit here and talk ourselves blind,
and members of the Government can sit
there and not take a scrap of notice, but
the time will come when the Government
will have to sit up and take notice.

There is no doubt the present situation
could be easily remedied. If tl'e only
reason the Government can put forward
frr this legislation becoming necessary and
urg.ent is the present congestion of the
Arbitration Court, that position could be
easily and quickly remedied without inter-
ruption to industry in the State. If the
Government will not accept the easy way
to remedy the position It Is only fair that
we should come to the conclusion that there
is some ulterior motive on the part of a
person or persons behind the scenes.

We know very well the reason behind
the introduction of the Bill; it is obvious
to anybody who has dealt with industrial
matters. We all know that the Employers
Federation is not satisfied with the de-
cisions of the Arbitration Court. It is
of no use mincing matters and it is of
no use some members of the Government
going to sleep while this question is being
debated. I for one will see that no mem-
bers of the Government get any sleep.

Mr. J. Hegney: Is that a threat or a pro-
mise?

Mr. H. MAY: They can take it which-
ever way they like. I will go further and
say that many people will lose sleep if the
Government forces this legislation through.
It is easy to sit back and say nothing*,
but if the Government had been reason-
able in this matter it would have arranged
for some member to reply to the debate
that has ensued. But up to date it has
been left to the poor old member for South
Perth-

Mr. Graham: He is not so poor,

Mr. H. MAY: -to get on his feet and
show his complete ignorance of arbitration
and industrial matters.

Mr. Graham: Of any matters.

Mr. H. MAY: I believe the member for
South Perth disobeyed instructions, and
I have no doubt he will be on the carpet
for that at the next meeting of the
party. However, I will give him this much
credit: He had a go, and the same sort
of thing could not be said of any other
individual on the Government side.

Mr. Moir: The member for Stirling
raised a point of order.

Mr. H. MAY: Yes; I should give him
credit for that. But he did not take long
to crawl back into his box, the same as he
did the other evening. I will give him his
due, on that occasion he did stick up for
the ladies and I never thought hae was a
ladies' man.

Mr. Graham: He Is a dark horse.
Mr. Oldfleld: He might come back to

the Labor Party if you talk like that.

Mr. H. MAY: There Is no doubt that de-
cisions of the State Arbitration Court have
been delivered in an unbiased manner. I
suppose it Is not always possible for both
sides to agree with the final decision of
the court, but whatever the decision it has
been obeyed. I venture to suggest that
with the new set-up that is proposed there
will be a lot of dissatisfaction because
it simply will not work. It might work
to suit the Employers Federation, but we
must remember that there are two sides
to an industrial question, and if we have
legislation which provides for only one
side in the industrial set-up we will strike
a lot of trouble before we go very far. If
this State is plunged into Industrial unrest
over the next few weeks we as a State will
suffer considerably.

I think the Government would be well
advised to get together, with the repre-
sentatives of both sides, and talk the mat-
ter over, as it should be talked over, with
an air of friendliness. I would not pre-
dict what is likely to happen If that is not
done. Why was not the other side of the
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story listened to. and
other side taken into
confidence in regard to

why was not Lhe
the Government's
this legislation?

It is true that the President of the Court,
the employees' representative, and the em-ployers' representative knew nothing of
this Bill let alone the members ofth
Australian Labor Party. Why was all this
bush-hush necessary,? Did the Govern-
ment think that by keeping the introduc-
tion of the Bill a close secret it would be
able to push it through the House in
quick time, and that by not having suff-
cient time to read it we would not under-
stand it? If it did it is making a great
mistake.

The Government should realise that if it
intends to adopt any bulldozing tactics it
will be sorely disappointed. For one. I
am always willing to reach a better under-
standing on matters such as this. I think
the Government should have taken all
concerned in this matter into its confi-
dence. The representatives of the various
parties could have sat around a table in
an endeavour to straighten out the various
problems associated with it. We have not
had time to study the real reason for this
legislation. It took the Minister two years
to travel around Australia before he ob-
tained all the information he was seeking
to introduce the measure. How much
more is it neeessary that those on this
side of the House should be given sufficient
time to study, clause by clause, the 159
provisions contained in it?

Mr. Hawke: It is a pity the Minister
did not travel around Western Australia
to find out what the workers think about
the Bill.

Mr. H. MAY: It would have done the
Minister good if he had gone outside Aus-
tralia-

Mr. Graham: And stayed there!
Mr. H. MAY: -to see what is going on

in other parts of the world in regard to
industrial set-ups. However, I know
there are other speakers who wish to fol-
low me and I1 content myself by stating
that I support the amendment moved by
the member for Canning.

Adjournment of Debate

MR. DAVIES (Victoria Park) [1.17
a.m.]: I move-

That the debate be adjourned.
Motion put and a division taken with

the following result:-

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Brady
Dlavies
Evans
Fletcher
Graham
Hall
Hawke
Heal
J. Hegner
W. Heaney
Jamieson

Ayes-22
Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Nortion
Mr. Oldfleld
Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Bowberry
Mr. Swell
Mr. Toms
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

Tellerj

Mr. Bovel
Mr' Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Crmmelin
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Guthie
Dr. Henn
Mr. Hutchinson

Ayes
Mr. Currn
Mr. Bickerton

Noes-23
Mr. Lewis
Mr. 1. W. Manning
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Mitchel
Mr. Naider
Mr. Nimmso
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runelman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Nel

(Teller)
Pairs

Noe
Mr. Hart
Mr. Gayfer

Majority against-i.
Motion thus negatived.
Debate (on amnendmnent to lnotion)

Resumed
MR. DAVIES (Victoria Park) (1.20

a.m.]: I support the amendment, which
seeks to delete all words after the word
"now" with the object of inserting words
to make the motion read: "That the Bill
be now laid aside" at a later stage. The
House, of course, is aware of the reason
why I am supporting the amendment, that
reason being that I have not heard or seen
anything in the House to convince me the
measure should be proceeded with. In-
deed, I have seen nothing outside the
House which convinces me that the meas-
ure should be proceeded with.

We would have more opportunity, how-
ever, of finding something outside the
House to justify that the measure should
be proceeded with than we would inside.
Indeed, it would appear that some mem-
bers of the Government will talk to the
Press, but will not talk to Parliament.
If the Government will not attempt to
Justify the Bill it has brought down, there
is no other course open to me but to op-
pose it entirely. One would have ex-
pected, I feel, that the Government would
give convincing reasons why the Arbitra-
tion Court as at present constituted is
unable to cope with the work at present
before it.

The Minister, for instance, could have
listed the number of awards set down be-
fore it for hearing. He could have told
us the number of appeals that were be-
fore the court. In fact he could have
given us a resume of all the work the
court had to do, and try to convince the
House that now was the time that the
arbitration system-as we have known it
for a period of approximately 50 years-
should be abandoned. But we have had
none of these arguments put before us.
and we can only conclude that the reason
originally stated by the Minister-in his
15-minute marathon-namely, that the
court could not cope with the work, and
that the president had pointed out this
fact in a recent judgment, is not the real
reason for the introduction of the Bill. We
have beard no other reason, because there
is none.

There is no great accumulation of work
before the court which cannot reasonably
be accommodated at the court: and one
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would expect that although there is an
expanding industrial community, there
would not be any need, for many years,
to extend greatly the activities of the
court. But, of course, it has been pointed
out to the Government that the easiest
way to overcome any supposed accumula-
tion of work is to appoint a further conci-
liation commissioner. This, I think, is a
very good idea, and it could have been ac-
complished by now by a simple amend-
ment to the Act, which would not have
kept the House here till this late hour;
because we certainly would not have op-
posed it.

We realise that the Conciliation Com-
missioner has done particularly good work;
and the unions will accept his findings be-
cause they know that they have a court
to which they can appeal, where they will
have employer and employee representa-
tion. This, I think, is something which we
must safeguard. There must be some court
of appeal along the line somewhere, where
the worker has on an equal basis repre-
sentation with employers together with a
judge of the Supreme Court.

I think it was a slight on all members
of the court, not only on the President.
to suggest in point of fact that it was
only one man who made the decision. We
accept, and surely the Government ac-
cepts, that when the court goes into com-
mittee both men put up as strongly as
possible all the arguments that have been
advanced.

We must look at the functions of the
Arbitration Court, and the functions of
the unions. Arbitration Courts them-
selves do not give awards without having
heard evidence to justify such action.
People seem to think, possibly because of
the type of Press publicity that generally
accompanies any new log of claims, that
claims made by unions are outrageous.
The practice of applying for substantial
margins dates back to the time when Mr.
Justice Jackson was President of the Court.
and relates to his interpretation of the
ambit clause. The effect was that during
the Period of an award a union could not
seek any amendments to such awards out-
side the scope of its original claim. As a
result the custom was to ensure that if the
award was to apply for three years-and
we must bear in mind that in those times
there were startling changes in various
margins-they must leave themselves
plenty of scope. So to apply for a margin
of £5 may have seemed outrageous at the
time, but in three years' time, seeing the
way the conditions were changing, there
would be every reason to suppose that the
unions would be getting £5.

Because of this practice that has devel-
oped, the unions still put In fairly substan-
tial claims, but it must be appreciated that
they do not expect to get everything they
ask for. In fact, any award only gives
them a very small fraction of what they

claim; and even then it is only given after
substantial argument is put up by the ap-
pellants. and is answered as strongly as
possible by the advocate for the respond-
ents.

So it is a court of justice, and a court
of equity, where matters can be discussed
in often quite an informal manner; but
where judgments have to depend on the
evidence that is put up. That is where the
employers, and employees' representatives
on the court play such a vital role. I feel
this is one thing that must be safeguarded
somewhere along the line, irrespective of
who hears the original application. There
must be provision for an appeal to a
court where we have these two bodies rep-
resented.

We have not been told where the court
is failing in its duties; nor have we been
told that it has brought down any bad
decisions: or that it has brought down any
decisions that have adversely affected one
section of the community, or one town, or
indeed the State as a whole. Most of the
margin increases that have been granted
lately have been related, of course, to
the Commonwealth award; and no doubt
you, Sir, know as well as I do that that
hearing lasted many months, and some
of the best industrial brains In Australia
presented evidence.

I repeat that we must go outside the
House to find what the Government's in-
tentions are. Had the Minister felt he
was adequately meeting the objections of
the trade union movement by the amend-
ments he proposed, surely to goodness he
would have either supplied us with a
ronecd sheet, or announced proudly that
there was no need for concern; that the
matter was being suitably attended to.

But we have been met with a wall of
silence from the front bench-indeed from
all the Government supporters, for that
matter; and therefore we can only regard
with suspicion the concession which the
Minister in the Press--not In Parliament
-is claimed to have made. I have been
able to have a quick look at those conces-
sions. Once again we have had to get
the information from outside Parliament;
and I find even in the quick glance I had
at them that they do not propose to meet
all the objections that have been raised.

I refer to the deletion of proposed new
section 61A which deals with preference
to unionists. On the face of it it would
appear that some concession has been
made, particularly to the white collar
union which was going to take the matter
to Her Majesty the Queen. After a sec-
ond look I find that while clause 57-
which contains the Proposed new section
CiA-Is to be amended, the following
clause-which seeks to add new section
OlE-is left untouched.

Proposed new section 6lB, of course,
deals with conscientious objectors, or those
who oppose Joining unions because of some
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conscientious belief. Here we have an
escape clause which has been overlooked-
it could be accidentally, or it could be
purposely-by the Government. If the
Government has its way the proposed new
section GIB will go in as amended, and
It will mean that anyone can apply to the
court for exemption from union member-
ship on the ground of conscientious beliefs.

The provision is wide open. A person
can say he has a conscientious objection
to Joining a union for any reason at all.
The provision is not confined to a religious
reason, or to any particular reason. it
could be that the person concerned does
not like unions. It could be that he is a
member of the Liberal Party who thinks
he can do a great deal of damage by not
belonging to a union. It may be that he
is not prepared to meet his obligations to
the union, although he does not escape
paying the money. Indeed, these people
have to pay to the Registrar a - sum
equivalent to the annual subscription of
the union, which goes into Consolidated
Revenue. With the way the State is going
the Government might consider that such
payments into Consolidated Revenue would
help, in some small measure, to balance
the Budget. This might be an organised
method to keep people out of trade unions.

Having had a considerable amount of
experience over the years with trade unions
and unionists, I have not known any worker
in a particular industry to refuse a benefit
which the union has obtained; never In the
thousands of benefits which have been
obtained by the unions have I come across
a case of a worker refusing to accept those
benefits.

I have known of people who objected to
belonging to unions, because they did not
want to be regimented, or because of other
factors. Sometimes the workers just did
not believe in unionism. Those members
who were not prepared to meet their
obligations in keeping the unions going
have always taken advantage of every
benefit which was obtained by the unionsby argument in the court. There is a large
number of people who would be only too
ready to take advantage of the clause 1
am discussing. This makes a mockery of
the concession which the Minister for
Labour has proposed in respect of prefer-
ence to unionists. Having had a quick look
at the concessions which have been an-
nounced by the Press, but not by members
of the Government, I have some doubt as
to the genuineness of the Government in
meeting the unions' objections at this late
stage, despite protestations of innocence by
the Government,

Another item is that the Minister has
intimated that industrial inspectors would
be appointed under proposed section 99
(1). He made a statement that he would
provide for the appointment of these in-
spectors, but of course he could appoint
an inspector and then completely denude
him of any power. If the Government is

1061

genuine in trying to meet some of the
objections which have been raised, surely
it should let us know what the amendments
will be, how they will be included in the
Act, how the industrial inspectors will be
appointed, what those inspectors will do,
and what powers they will be given. On
those two grounds I do not trust the Gov-
ernment.

In all, seven concessions have been pro-
posed. I have already shown there are
weaknesses in two of them. Therefore, not
having had the time to go into the rest,
I can only believe they will be of the same
kind as the two I have referred to, and
they will do little to alleviate the concern
that has been expressed.

Perhaps I have been fortunate in hay-
ing had the opportunity to study the in-
dustrial legislation in other countries. I
do not know whether the Premier bothered
about that aspect of public life when he
made his overseas trip recently. It is an
aspect well worth investigating. I might
point out that the form of industrial
arbitration of Western Australia is very
highly regarded In many parts of the
U.S.A.; and this system has created a
great deal of interest in that country.
Union officials and others in that country.
whom I was fortunate to have met, were
of the opinion that Western Australia was
extremely lucky in having such a fine set-
up, where there was equal representation
on the main court.

Both in 1957 and last year 1 found a
great deal of interest among the trade
unionists over there in endeavour-ing to
break away from collective bargaining and
adopt some system of arbitration. The
opposition to the introduction of an arbi-
tration system in that country was based
on the general opposition towards any
reform. The people in that country to
whom I spoke were those who could ap-
preciate a good system when they saw one.
and it was my pleasure to supply them
with further details of the system which
operated in Western Australia.

I have pointed out to the Government
more obnoxious provisions than those
which have been included in the Bill.
Perhaps the Premier was sleeping and did
not take up this matter when he was over-
seas--as he is sleeping now, because down
goes his head. I am sure he would be
delighted to learn about them. I refer
particularly to some of the right-to-work
laws which are in force in some parts of
the U.S.A. These right-to-work laws
override the provisions of the Taft-Hart-
ley Act to be found in section 14, and It
gives to the States the power to control
trade unions in a mast pernicious manner.
In effect these right-to-work laws destroy
all the power of the unions, and make
them perfectly useless as an industrial in-
strumentality. It is significant these laws
have been adopted mostly by the southern
States, and those States are very reaction-
ary.
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Mr. Oldifleld: They are Fascist States!
Mr. DAVIES: I would not say that.

They are very reactionary and they do
not favour the organisation of workers,
or their encouragement. Although there
are 50 States only 15 of them have
adopted the right-to-work laws. They in-
clude the States of Alabama, Arkansas,
Florida, Georgia. Mississippi, South Carol-
ina, Tennessee, Utah, and Virginia. Most
of those States are southern States in
which little industry has been established.
One can appreciate the type of legislation
that is adopted, because those Govern-
ments are mostly reactionary. That has
been demonstrated in recent times by
happenings in the southern States, parti-
cularly happenings relating to colour dis-
tinction.

Some States have sought the holding of
referendums to decide the introduction of
the so-called right-to-work laws, but in
each case when referendums were held
those in favour of such legislation were
soundly defeated. Some eight States have
held referendums, but the moves were
overwhelmingly rejected. Trade, unionists
realise that only by organisation can they
advance their working conditions.

Some States which had adopted the
right-to-work laws have since repealed
them. Strangely enough they were re-
pealed at the request of the employers,
because there was complete anarchy when
unions ceased to be a force in the com-
munity. There was such industrial un-
rest and turmoil in obtaining awards that
the employers found they could not. op-
erate successfully without the trade
unions. Therefore they agreed to the re-
peal of the right-to-work laws, and gave
the unions the right to organise-as they
have the right to organize in the northern
industrialised States.

This is the type of legislation which we
should not accept in Western Australia,
and we should try hard to protect our
system of arbitration. It is already some-
thing at which we can look proudly. In
view of the tact that there are no good
reasons for abandoning it, we must fight
every inch of the way to ensure it is
maintained.

In this State we have been singularly
fortunate with regard to Industrial
troubles. I do not favour strikes: but we
do, at times, reach the stage where they
are the only form of action-the only
form of expression-that is left to the
worker. Therefore, he must have the
right at all times to withhold his labour
if he so desires provided the reasons are
sufficient. I believe they are on this occa-
sion. I understand the Trades and Labour
Council tonight decided against any gen-
eral strike, but I believe it was not easy
to persuade most of the representatives
that a general strike should not be held
at this time.

I thought the recent appeal by our sleep-
ing Premier that the trade unionists
should not hold stop work meetings, be-
cause they would lose salary and, indeed
they could not afford to lose salary be-
cause it was getting so close to Christmas
was ridiculous. That was one of the most
laughable releases put out by the publicity
officer on behalf of the Premier that I ever
read. It is right that the trade unionist
should withhold his labour if the cause is
just and never have I seen a more just
cause than this one. However, as I said
before, we have been very fortunate in the
amount of time lost through strikes, or
through stop-work mneetings over the past
five years.

I feel the House should know that it is
not because of the Arbitration Court that
we have been free from industrial troubles.
Indeed, many proposed strikes have not
got as far as the Arbitration Court, be-
cause they have been dealt with in the
Trades Hall by the State Disputes Com-
mittee. Very few people realise the ex-
cellent work this committee does; and
very few people give credit to the general
secretary of the Australian Labor Party
(Mr. Chamberlain) who for many years
was secretary of the Trades and Labour
Council and secretary of the State Dis-
putes Committee.

I had the honour, for many years, to
sit on the State Disputes Committee, and
I1 know Mr. Chamberlain was instrumental
in stopping many strikes. Time and time
again trouble fomented and it looked like
blowing up in some kind of industrial
action, but by calling the Disputes Com-
mittee together-I am not seeking per-
sonal aggrandisement out of this--and
talking the matter over and seeing what
could be done many strikes were averted.

One of the worst strikes we had was
at Collie, some three years ago; and I
blame the Government entirely for that
strike. It refused on one occasion to
talk with representatives of a. union, be-
cause the members of the union were on
strike. That was after the representatives
had got right into the office of the Min-
ister for Mines. The Minister for Indus-
trial Development was sitting there and,
although he was not the particular Min-
ister on this occasion, he took charge of
the meeting and whispered a few words
to the Minister for Mines, suggesting that
it was infra dig for them to be talking to
the representatives of a trade union that
was on strike. We had a proposition to
settle the strike, but the Government re-
fused to talk to the representatives.

It is well within the realms of possibil-
ity that if this Bill becomes law, the
same thing will happen. With certain
industrial disputes, it is necessary to talk
with the men concerned; and if there is a
genuine desire to settle a strike, union
representatives should not be restricted
from conferring because the union is on
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strike. You must admit, Mr. Acting
Speaker (Mr. Crommelin) that trade union
secretaries are in the hands of their mem-
bers. More often than not it is thought that
the trade union secretary foments the trou-
ble and the trade unionists follow blindly.
But that, of course, is not the case. The
facts are presented to members, and it is
an insult to them to say that one man
can control a union comprising 2,000 or
3,000 members. It is an insult to any
trade unionist and to any Australian to
suggest that he has not a mind of his
own; that he is frightened to stand up for
*his rights.

I have seen them blow up on many
occasions; and I have sat in during long
debates, but the decision arrived at has
always been a democratic one. I do not
know whether the Government Proposes
to control the trade unions by means of
these amendments it has brought down;
but if the Minister for Labour was awake
*or aware of the position, he would know
there are other unionists than those reg-
istered under the Arbitration Act. He
might wake up to this at a later date
and do something about it; but if he does,
it will only show his absolute ignorance that
all unions have not been included in the
provisions at the present time. There are
Acts, other than the Industrial Arbitration
Act, for the registration of trade unions;
and, as I have just said, not all unions
are controlled by the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act.

I do not know whether there is much
more that can be said on this measure;
but I feel it is partisan legislation, and
legislation-in the absence of any evi-
dence to the contrary-that has been ill-
conceived, badly handled, and certainly
unwarranted. The further this matter
goes, the more insulting the Government
is becoming, not only to members of this
House, but to the trade unionists in West-
ern Australia, because it refuses to explain
its attitude. The Government has indicated
that the trade unions are purposely trying
to foment trouble and are not being fair
about the whole matter. Indeed, if anyone
has not been fair, it is members of the
Government; and the trade unionists
themselves are displaying a natural re-
action which any man who is concerned
with his future and that of his family
would display when he finds that legisla-
tion of this type is presented to Parlia-
ment.

As I said before, the measure is a slap
at the many men who voted this Gov-
ernment into office, but who will not be
voting for it again. However, I still feel
it is not too late for the Government to
try to retrieve the position by abandoning
the legislation for this session of Parlia-
ment; and if it is game enough, it could
bring down legislation next session-the
year before the election. The measure

should not be proceeded with in its pre-
sent form; and the public should be as-
sured that the Government has made every
effort to obtain the widest possible know-
ledge as to what should be done with re-
spect to our Arbitration Court. At the
moment the Government has failed to
show any good reason why the Arbitration
Court should be abandoned. I support the
amendment.

Adjournment of Debate
MR. FLETCHER (Fremantle) 11.55

am.]: I move-
That the debate be adjourned.

Motion put and a division taken with
the following result-

Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Evans
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Grahata
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Regney
Mr. .)anneaon

Mr. Novell
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Crominelin
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Orayden
Mr. Guthrie
Dr. Henn
Mr. Hutchinson

Ayes
Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Curran

Ayeae-22
Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. Me-y
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldhield
Mr. Rhatlgan
Mr. Rowbenry
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Tome
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

(relief

Noes-23
Mr. Lewis
Mr. I. W. Manning
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Run ciman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Neil

(Teller)

Pairs
Noes

Mr. Hart
Mr. Gayfer

Majority against-i.
Motion thus negatived.

Debate (on amendinent to motion)
Resumed

MIR. FLETCHER (Fremantle) [1.59
am.].: I will now endeavour to support the
amendment for the deletion of all the
words after the word "now". I do so be-
cause I think that that is, as I said
earlier, a prerequisite to the insertion of
words for the setting aside of the Bill.
This would give the trade unionists, who
have now gone home to bed, an opportunity
when they are not working hard and aire
not worried, to give further careful thought
and consideration to the Bill instead of its
being now stampeded through this place to
their detriment.

As I said earlier, the existing court
could do more work now if the trade union
officials were not frustrated at every turn
they make on behalf of the members they
represent. The employers insist on fight-
ing them in the court and as a conse-
quence the court becomes cluttered up.
The employers just will not co-operate.
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They have a vested interest in not co-op-
erating because they can perpetuate the
injustices that exist.

That is quite a reasonable argument of
mine. We on this side of the House know
it is true and so do members on that
side of the House. They would be hypo-
critical if they pretended that it does not
occur. Employers use the legal machinery
for the purpose of delaying the hearing
of claims, and as a consequence the im-
pression is gained that the court is clutter-
ed up with so much work that it can-
not cope with it. It could cope with it
if the employers co-operated.

Assuming the court was too busy to
cope with the work, what is the logical
alternative? If a businessman's work
grows, what does he do? He works his
staff to capacity then he increases his
number of employees. That is the logical
thing to do in this case. If the court as it
exists is overworked, put on more com-
missioners or another president.

Points o/ Order
Mr. COURT: On a point of order, I

seek your guidance on a matter that is
causing me some concern. As I understand
the situation, the honourable member gave
notice of a motion to delete all words after
the word "now" with a view to substitut-
ing the words "be laid aside." You have
ruled under Standing Order No. 183 that
this is in order. However, I want to re-
spectfully ask: If by any chance the mover
of this motion were successful in having
these words deleted, would you not then
be in a position where you would have
to refuse to accept the words he proposes
to insert in lieu? Als it would be almost
impossible to insert any words, or suggest
any words which could be inserted, without
making the House look extremely silly.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): What
is your point of order?

Mr. Hawke: That's 4t.
Mr. COURT: My point of order is: Are

we not, in fact, debating something which
is a direct negative to the motion origin-
ally before the House? I submit with re-
spect that although you ruled that this
was in order under Standing Order No.
183, when one has regard to Standing
Orders Nos. 26'7 to 210, dealing with the
second reading, we could have a situation
-in fact, we know now that all speeches
made are supporting a motion which Is
a direct negative to the motion "That the
Bill be now read a second time."

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I think
that the actual question as to whether
the words to be inserted are in order must
be dealt with on the motion that they
be inserted. We cannot anticipate that
position. Standing Order No. 270 states-

No other Amendment may be moved
to such Question, unless the same be
strictly relevant to the Bill.

Of course, it is not my job to decide what
conceivable amendments could be moved
that would be relevant, and I think we
must take the point when it arises. We
are discussing the amendment for the
woirds to be deleted.

Mr. COURT: May 1. on a further point
of order, ask you whether the words
suggested, and of which the honourable
member has given written notice, will be
acceptable to you if a stage were reached
when he could move for their insertion? If
not, would we not then be in the Position
where the House would have made itself
look extremely silly?

The SPEAKER (Mr. Ilearman): I do
not think that question is yet before the
Chair. I cannot anticipate the result of
the present question.

Mr. Hawke: Why doesn't the Minister
talk on the Bill, Instead of wasting time?

Mr. Court: We will at the appropriate
time. We are giving you a fair go.

Debate (on amendment) Resumed.

Mr, FLETCHER: I do not blame the
Minister for not wanting to listen tq me
at this time of the morning; but I am here
to put a case, as I said earlier, for those
who are not here now. They have to get
some sleep, because they have to work
tomorrow for their employers. It is my
duty to put a case for those people. If
the Minister does not like listening to me,
then he can go to sleep, or alternatively-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearmari): Order!
The honourable member must relate his
remarks to the motion.

Mr. PLETCHER: -listen to some of the
reasons that I will presently read from the
Press on the objections of the trade unions
which make this motion necessary. I am
doing this so that their objections can be
aMred. That is my purpose in rising.

I understand that associated with the
Trades and Labor Council are some 70,000
trade unionists. I ask the front bench:
Are they aware of those figures? They
are the figures which have been given to
me. I ask the Minister for Industrial De-
velopment does he know the representa-
tion of the Trades and Labor Council?

Mr. W. Hegney: Ask the Minister for
Education.

Mr. PLETCHER: If I am correctly in-
formed, there are 70.000--

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
honourable member must relate his re-
marks to the motion. The question before
the Chair is that certain words to be
struck out be struck out.

Mr. FLETCHER: I understand, Mr.
Speaker, and I am submitting that there
are 70,000 reasons why those words should
be struck out-because of the objections
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of the Trades and Labor Council to this
Bill-and I ami attempting to assist them
by striking out certain words for the pur-
pose of putting aside the Bill. I am sure
you will bear with me, Sir, that this is a
valid contention; that there is abjection
to the Bill by a body known as the Trades
and Labor Council, and it behoves us on
this side of the House to support their
opposition; and I am endeavouring to do
so by asking that those words be deleted
f or that Purpose.

In The West Australian of the 2nd
November, 1953, it is asserted that 'unions
are seeing shadows. It reads as follows:-

Unions See Shadows--Employer
The trade unions were seeing

shadows of enormous monsters that
were not there, Employers' Federation
director F. S. Cross said in an AEW 2
discussion on the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Bill last night.

On the one hand we have one person who
says that we are only seeing shadows.
But, as I said earler, there are 70,000 others
who think to the contrary, and it is
incumbent upon us to take up the cudgels
on behalf of those 70,000. 1 cannot see
any other way of doing it than by this
method. I would submit that this is one
man's opinion. He is paid to think just
that way. He is the paid servant of the
Employers Federation, and naturally he
thinks that way. If he did not he would
be out on his posterior.

Mr. W. Hegney: Out on his ear, you
mcan.

Mr. FLETCH4ER: Out, yes; and another
sycophant ushered in to do the employers'
will. He carries on and says--

He thought the unions were having
nightmares.

Trades and Labor Council spokes-
man Kt. Anderson, who is State Secre-
tary of the Australasian Society of
Engineers, replied that the object of
the legislation was to give the unions
nightmares.

It has given the unions nightmares and
they have requested us to do what we can
to lay the Bill aside. I hope I am keeping
to the amendment. He says, further on-

Another effect of the Bill would be
to Impose extra costs on unions for
the certifying solicitor it was proposed
to appoint for the registration of
unions.

We on this side of the House are opposed
to imposing further charges on unions,' on
moneys that are paid by members to
maintain their organisatians. They can-
not afford it, and we are opposing it in
the only manner that is at our disposal.

Mr. Cross said that he did not think that
the cost would be great; and; if it was,
something could probably be worked out.
I take exception to that because I know
what the legal costs will run into. We are

concerned with that aspect. Most of the
members of the legal profession would
certainly not be sympathetic towards trade
union members, and consequently that
gives concern to trade union members.
Would members opposite appeal to a trade
union official to look after the employers'
affairs? Then why expect the trade union
movement to go to somebody when there
is a considerable possibility of bias in the
direction of the trade union movement?

I am not Impugning the profession. The
trade union movement has reservations
about it, and I put forward that contention.

Mr. Cross tries to control the trade union
movement by saying that something could
probably be worked out. He xv.ent on to
Say-

A similar provision had not caused
any trouble in Queensland, nor bad
there been any trade union objections
in New South Wales or Queensland to
the appointment of more commis-
sioners.

We have no objection to appointments that
would help the President of the Arbitration
Court or the present commissioner. Mr.
Anderson said-

.. Ithe unions were also concerned
at the fact that the three Supreme
Court judges constituting the proposed
Industrial Appeal Court need have no
industrial knowledge.

We do know that the present president
has the requisite knowledge and the ability;
and so has the industrial commissioner.
However, there are further objections here
by the Trades and Labor Council in The
West Australian of the 5th November,
1963. Rather than weary the House with
my contention as to the dangers that are
inherent in this matter, these are the
considered opinions of the representatives
of the 70,000 trade unionists about whom
I spoke earlier. On the 5th November,
1963, The West Australian states-

Government to Modify Parts of its
New Labour Bill

The State Government will modify
its Industrial Arbitration Bill when
the measure reaches the Committee
stage in the Legislative Assembly.

The main provisions of the Bill will
not be affected-

In case the Minister for Industrial De-
velopment takes rme to task again for
wearisome repetition, I will not labour
that point further; but I will make known
the objections of the Trades and Labor
Council.

Mr. W. Hegney: You do not want to
worry about him.

Mr. Court: I had not noticed that he
did.

Mr. FLETCHER: The Minister's objec-
tion is consistent with the Minister's con-
venient interpretation on the earlier point.
I think the Minister was out of the House
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when the Speaker made his earlier ruling
on the issue. The article continues to
say-

The main provisions of the Bill will
not be affected but some points which
have aroused the antagonism of
trade unions will be dropped.

Amendments the Government will
make to the Bill will remove provi-
sions related to preference to unionists
-leaving the granting of preference
to the discretion of the proposed four-
man Industrial Commission-

I do not like that; nor does the trade
union movement. The opinion is that the
employer has to employ a trade unionist
and not leave it to the discretion of any
authority outside; and the preference to
unionists clause should remain. Continu-
ing-

and will delete the clause requiring
unions to pay fines imposed on their
individual members.

Other changes will be:-
Industrial Inspectors will be

added to the list of people who
can institute proceedings for
breaches of an award or agree-
ment.

I mentioned earlier, on another Bill, that
the unions have reservations on this
score on the grounds that an official
of the Department of Labour asserted
that the work indulged in by the factories
and shops inspectors was silly police work.
That was reported to me by a friend of
mine who was and still is a factories and
shops inspector.

If that is the attitude of the Depart-
ment of Labour to factories and shops
inspectors, we can see how sympathetic
these new appointees that the Minister will
foist upon the trade union movement are
likely to be. They certainly would not be
conscientious or enthusiastic in the policing
of awards if that is the attitude of the
Department of Labour. The next points
were-

The Industrial Commission may
hold general inquiries in relation
to any industrial matter affecting
all awards and agreements.

The section which cites the
Commonwealth Crimes Act will
be deleted. 'Under this the Indus-
trial Commission could order a
union to accept a person as a
member unless he was of bad
character or belonged to an asso-
ciation described as unlawful by
the Crimes Act.

Premier Brand said last night that
the State Cabinet also had decided
to announce its choice of Conciliation
Commissioner S. F. Schnaars as Chief
industrial Commissioner If the Bill
became law.

I do not object to the retention of Con-
ciliation Commissioner Schnaars, but I do
object to the other arrangements proposed
by the Government. However, as regards
the reference to the Crimes Act-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): This
is like a second reading debate all over
again.

Mr. FLETCHER: I will proceed with
the various points to which the Trades and
Labor Council takes exception.

The SPEAKER (M&t Hearman): Yes;
but you must relate them to the Question
before the Chair.

Mr. FLETCHER: And that, I believe, is
to delete all words after the word "now".
That being so, I am anxious to see that
all words after the word "now" are deleted
for the purpose of making known to the
House the various points that were ob-
jected to and which were raised by the
Trades and Labor Council.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I do
not think you can properly raise those
points on this motion. That is the point
I am making.

Mr. FLETCHER: Then I will ask for
your guidance, Mr. Speaker. How best can
I bring these points forward? To delete
the words after the word "now" is all that
is before us, and you must admit that it
does restrict me.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I do
not propose to advise the honourable mem-
ber how to make is own speech. I can
only tell him that his remarks must be re-
lated to the motion before the Chair. He
must convince me in that regard, and I
have a feeling that what he is quoting may
not relate to the motion before the Chair.

Mr. FLETCHER: I would remind you,
Mr. Speaker, that I have not introduced
any of these points previously, and I do
not see how I can make the point without
deleting all words after the word "now".
It is my intention to submit a case that
all words after the word "now" should be
deleted so that the Bill can be put aside.
Unless the motion is agreed to then trade
unionists will not have an opportunity
further to discuss the submissions which
I will now endeavour to make.

Mr. Hawke: A very good point.

Mr. FLETCHER: This is what appears
in the article in relation to Mr. Coleman-

Mr. Coleman said that the reten-
tion of the present Arbitration Court
was still the main issue with workers
in this State.

Basically that is why I want to see the
words deleted. To continue with the
Quote-

"We consider that the present sys-
tem could be improved by the appoint-
ment of additional commissioners to
meet the requirements of business be-
fore the court," he said.
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"The Bill that is proposed by the
Government sets out to completely
destroy the present Arbitration Court
and in its place introduce a completely
new form of industrial administration.

"Labour Minister Wild, In his sec-
ond-reading speech, spoke of the out-
dated arbitration system and stated
that the measures to be introduced
would cure many of the ills of the
Present system.

I submit that the deletion of these words
is Justified, because I have never seen such
spontaneous reaction as has taken Place
on this occasion. Consequently it is neces-
sary to delete all words after the word
"now." To continue with this extract-

"Rather than curing industrial ills,
the trade union movement believes
that the Government's intentions will
create new problems for workers."

The article continues further over in the
newspaper-

Mr. Coleman said that the main
points of objection to the Bill were:

The replacement of the Arbitration
Court by a four-man industrial com-
mission. The present constitution of
the Arbitration Court, which allowed
for workers' and employers' represen-
tatives, was adequate and democratic
in its procedures.

There was no provision in the estab-
lishment of the industrial commission
for the appointment of workers' and
employers' representatives.

That has caused concern to the extent
that the trade union movement is pre-
pared to demonstrate in the manner in
which it has done. Its members have re-
quested us to do everything possible to
ensure the deletion of the words after the
word "now" to see that these points are
made to the House. To continue with the
quote-

This representation at the top levels
of arbitration was considered funda-
mental to the working of the system.

The destruction of the five-day
Monday-to-Friday week by providing
that the commission should not pro-
hibit the employment of workers on
any day of the week, or restrict in
any other way the number of days or
hours in the week during which any
operation might be carried on in any
industry or by any employer.

In the Country
The provision that the commission

could not limit working hours in the
agricultural and pastoral industries.

This, said Mr. Coleman, was
astounding at the present day because
it would reduce these work condi-
tions to peasant conditions.

That is putting the clock back, and I am
not reflecting on the farmers' representa-
tives present.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: And you think
the words should be deleted.

Mr. FLETCHER: The article goes on-
The trade unions objected strongly

to provisions giving the Government
the right of intervention in any pro-
ceedings before the commission, and
the right of appeal against decisions
which it considered were adverse to the
public interest. The Government could
thus intervene and appeal in any
award hearing, supporting employers'
opposition to a union's application for
improved conditions.

Surely members of the trade union move-
ment have enough encumbrances on theU*
backs without also having the Government
on their backs to intercede to see that they
do not get justice before the Arbitration
Court or the industrial commission. As a
consequence is it any wonder that the
unions take exception in the manner I
am outlining, and through the medium
of Press comments? There is no alterna-
tive but to delete the words after the word
"now" for the purpose of inserting other
words. To continue with the article-

The addition to the present religious
grounds which Provided for exemption
from union membership the new
ground of conscientious objection to
union membership. This was made
worse by the provision that a person
having such an exemption certificate
should be deemed to be a member of
the union concerned.

Claim Denied
Contrary to Mr. Wild's claim, the

proposed industrial appeal court would
not parallel Federal legislation, be-
cause its members need not have in-
dus trial knowledge.

This is of concern also. We want the
court as at present constituted to remain
in being to the satisfaction of the entire
trade union movement, and to the greater
satisf action of that movement than is pro-
Posed in this Bill. Therefore, we can see
no method to adopt other than that
which we have already adopted; namely,
to move that all words after the word
"now" be struck out. This article con-
tinues-

Reducing the period for which an
industrial magistrate could order an
employer to pay back wages for six
years, as at present, to 12 months,

The other evening I pointed out how
various unions had been fined to the ex-
tent of several hundred pounds. Continu-
ing-

The Bill abolished the common-rule
provision of the present Arbitration
Act. In its place it gave the right to
any employer to apply for exemption
from an award variation if he had not
been served specifically with a log of
claims.
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We dealt with that earlier. The article
goes on-

This would mean serving a log on
every employer, even if he had only
one employee, and would involve the
unions in extra work and expense.

There was a meeting held on Monday
evening, regarding which it was reported-

The executive of the Trades and
Labor Council yesterday afternoon
drafted recommendations for a meet-
ing of the council tonight on future
action by unions in opposition to the
Bill.

Mr. Coleman said later that the
text of the recommendations would be
withheld until the meeting tonight.

We do not know what those decisions will
be. As a consequence, I believe it is neces-
sary to delete all words after the word
"now" in order to give members on this
side of the House some breathing space in
which to investigate the points put forward
by the Trades and Labor Council.

MR. O'NEIL (East Melville) [2.27
a~.:I move-

That the House do now divide.
Motion Put and a division taken with

the following result:-
Ayes-23

Mr. Bosell
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Cromnielli
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Graydeni
Mr. Guthrie
Dr. Kenn
Mr. HutehinsOfl

Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Evans
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heat
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr, W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Ayes
Mr. Hart
Mr. Gayfer

Mr. Lewis
Mr. I, W. Manning
Ur, W. A. Manning

Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runetman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Neil

Noe-22
Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Molt
Mr. Norton
Mr. OldBield
Mr. Rhattgani
Mr. Rowberry
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Toma
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. Mtay

Faire
Noes

Mr. Curran
Mr. Bickerton

Majority for-I.

Motion thus passed.
Amendment put and a divisici

with the following result:-
Ayes-22

Mr. Brady Mr. Kelly
Mr. Davit- Mr. D. G. May
Mr. Evans Mr. Moir
Mr. Pletcher Mr. Norton
Mr. Graham Mr. Oldneld
Mr. Hall Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Hlawke Mr. Rowberry
Mr. Heal Mr. Sewell
Mr. 3. Hegney Mr. Toms
Mr. W. Hagney Mr. Tonkin
Mr. .Jamieson. Mr. R. May

Mr. Bovel]
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Corneill
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Cram maIn
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Guthrie
Dr. Henn
Mr. Hutchinson

Ayes
Mr. Curran
Mr. Bickcerton

Noes-.-23
Mr. Lewis
Mr. 1. W. Manning
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runclmaii
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Neil

(Tellerj
PaiLrs

Noes
Mr. Hart
Mr. Gayfer

Majority against-i.
Amendment thus negatived.
Debate (on motion) adjourned, on mo-

tion by Mr. J. Hegney.

PAINTERS' REGISTRATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL

Returned
Bill returned from the Council without

amendment.

House adjourned at 2.36 a.
(Wednesday).
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