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imagine this was absolutely the worst. It
v-ill mean thnt we shall get only a small
percentage of women who wvill apply to
serve on the jury.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: And ''stiekybeaks''
at that.

Hon. A. J. Ii. SAW: If the object is
to get relpresentatives Of real feminine
opinion, the Government will not aechieve it
in this way. I do not suppose that under
this clause 10 per cent, of women will ap-
ply to be put on juries. Practically all the
wives and mothers without exception, will
not apply, but all the cranks undoubtedly
will do so. Thus, we shall certainly not
get a proper representation of feminine
opinion. Some time ago speaking in this
House I said I wais a whole-hogger for the
rights of women, and I am still. If the
w~omen will convince me that the great
majority of the sex want to serve on juries,
and if I can bring myself to believe that
this will improve the administration of jus-
tice, which is open to argument, I will vote
for the inclusion of all women to serve on
juries exactly on the same qualification as
exist for men.

Hon. J. Cornell: Hear, hear!
Hon. A. J. H. SAW: But I will not be

a party to allowing a small percentage of
women to apply to serve on juries, because
T am certain that in that way we shall not
get a fair representation of women opinion
upon juries. The duty of serving on a
jury is a very arduous, tiresome and re-
sponsible task, involving very high qualities
of mind. Jurors have to listen often to
most revolting and disgusting details and
have to follow very complicated arguments.
M~oreover, they have to surrender their per-
gonal liberties for days and sometimes for
weeks. Only recently we had one instance
where that happened. Such instances fre
quently occur in civil and sometimes in
criminal cases. I,, these circumstances I
do not believe that any sensible woman will
apply to he put on the jury list. All sensible
men, of rmy acquaintance want to get off
the list an~d adopt all kinds of excuses to
get away from those responsibilities. A
certain body of professional nen asked me,
in the event of this Bill being taken into
Committee, to move for exemption for
them.

lon. A. tovekin: There are the jus-
tices, too.

Hion. A. J. H. SAW: Doctors already
have exemption and other classes of pro-
fessionall men find this dutyv very irksome
and wish to he relieved. I do not think
there is any real demand amongst women
for inclusion as jurors. I have not met a
single woman who has expressed any wish
to serve on a jury" . I commend them for
their ju.3irnent.

lion. IV. IT. Kitson: That does Dot say
they nre not capable.

Hon. A. J. 11. SAW: No, hut in their
own interests women would be better off
the juries. There are two minor provisions
in the Bill which are machinery clauses of

somie value. The main principles eusnodiel
in the Bill are so wrong anti vicious that I
intend to oppose the seeni. reading of the
measure. L put it to the House that we
should not do anything that will lower the
staurlard of tte administration of justice.
If we rio, it will undoubtedly rn-coil on our
heads. We cannot do any such thing with-
osut bringing tine law into contempt. When
we do that, it reacts upon the whole corn-
an nity. I oppose the second reading of
the Bill.

On motion
journed.

by H~on. J. Cornell debate ad-

House adjourned at 0.48 p.m.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION-RAILWAY ZONE
FREIGHTS.

Wheat and sutural ports.

MrT. A. WASBROUGE asked the Ilin-
ister for Railways: I, Is he aware that the
present zone system of freights over our
State railways on wheat for export is being
used by wheat buyers to concentrate the
whole of this season's wheat at the port of
Fremantle? 2, If so, what loss of revenue
is anticipated to the State railways on zone-
reduced freights to bring such about? 3,
If Nos. 1 and 2 are correct, will he intro-
duce a tone system of freights for all ex-
port traffic, thus assuring each seaport of
its geographical trade? 4, If so, will such
system he brought into operation for this
season's harvest?

The MINISTER FOR RATLWAYS re-
plied: 1, No. A comparatively small por-
tion of the exportable wheat is occasionally
diverted to other than the nearest port for
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shipper 's convenience. 2, It is not practic-
able to calculate a reply to this question.
3 and 4, The question of revision of wheat
freights with a view of distributing wheat
traffic miore evenly over the 12 months of
the year and of decentralising export of
wheat by shipment at the nearest port has
been considered. There will be no alteration
for the present season.

GOVERINMENT BUSINESS,
PRECEDENCE.

The PREMIER (Hon. P. Collier-Boul-
der) [4.37] : 1 move-

That for the remainder of the session
Oorernment business shall fate preced-
ence of all Motions and Orders of the
Day on all sitting days.

This is the usual motion-
Mr. Latham: It is a bit early.
The PREMIER: -that is brought for-

ward at this stage of the session.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No\'t usually at

this stage.
The PREMIER: It may seem to have

been brought forward a little earlier than
usual, but the question is largely governed
by the amount of private business that is
on the Notice Pal er awaiting consideration.
In the name of private members there are
not more than tour items on the Notice
Paper, and one or two of these require very
little consideration. The session is advanc-
ing, and it is desirable, as has been the
practice in the past, that we should rise be-
fore Christmas. That being so,.we might
well devote the remainder of the session to
Government business. I will, however, give
this undertaking, that not only will an up-
portunity he afforded for considering and
discussing private members' business al-
ready on the Notice Paper, but if any
mem~ber has a motion or a Bill to bring for-
ward that he considers of importance, I
will provide him with an opportunity to
have such motion or measure considered by
the Rouse. Having given this assurance I
think the House might well pass the motion.

lion. Sir JAMES MITCHELL (N'or.
tham) [4.39]: The Premier is quite justi-

-fled in bringing forw~ard this motion. There
is very little private members' business on
the -Notice Paper, and the Premier has
given his assuranee that such business as is
before the House will be considered and dis-
cussed, and that new private business will
be dealt with in the same w'ay. Any more
than this members have no right to expect.
It has been the custom to give an assurance
like that, and it has always worked satis-
factorily. I should have tabled a motion
regarding wheat freights had not the Min-
ister for Railways assured me that they had
not been increased. " Apart from that, I
know of no motion that I desire to move,
unless it be a motion of want of confidence.

Iron. S. W. M~unsie: You do not like your
chances at present.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I think
I might win easily if I moved such a motion.
Thc Premier might inform the House as to
the nature of the legislation that we shall
be called ulon to deal with. The Govern-
inent have very little business on the -Notice
Paper, and I hope Ministers do not intend
to add to it. The Treasury Bonds Defi-
-iency Bill is a small matter, although the

anmount involved is large; the Land and
Income Tax Assessment Act Amendment
Bill will take some little time, as will also
the Workers' Compensation Act Amend-
ment Bill.

The Minister for Works: We will fix that
to-nlight.

Mir. Lathanm: Perhaps!-
Hon. Sir JA'MES MITCHELL: The In-

dustries Assistance Act Amendment Bill
"ny be debuted at sonme length, and the Es-
tiniates wvill take some time to put through.
I mu just as anxiuus as the Premnier is that
the session should close before Christmas,
and I think it will do so if the Government
have no more Bills of first rate importance
to bring down.

The Premier: There is the Main Roads
Bill. That is the principal Bill not brought
dowvn, and it is not very controversial.

Hon. Sir JAMES MiTCHELL: Is that
the only imal-ortant Bill not yet brought
down!

The Premier: Yes. There will also be
some small Bills.

Ron. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I sup-
pose the Premier refers to road closure Bills
and others continuing existing legislation.

The Premier: The annual Bills and the
Taxation Bill.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I amg
glad to know there is nothing else of im-
pnirtailee on the way to vs. That being so,
I will support the motion.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON (Guildf ord)
[4.43J : I support the motion. There is an
important Bill to wvhich the Government
should give careful and earnest considera-
tion this session. I refer to a Bill for regu-
lating the marketing of our fruits. Last
year we went through an anxious time con-
cerning the production and marketing of
fruit. Certain organisations tried to help
themselves in an endeavour to have our pro-
duce placed on the market under conditions
that would be reasonable both for the pro-
dlucer and the consumer. This year there
is an indication that the production wvill he
quite as good as was previously the ease,
but owing to the difficulties experienced by
various organisations last year, and the fric-
tion created by the fact that thoy had no
power, it will he very difficult for individ-
ual organisations this year to do anything
ini the matter of marketing. The matter.
therefore, becomes an urgent one, and I hone
the Government will treat it as one requir-
ing consideration this session. I hope tha
next marketing of fruit -will be conducted
under a Government scheme somewhat along
the lines of that operating so successfully
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in Queensland. I mention this because the
Premier cited one Bill, and I hope he did
not intend the impression to be gathered
that that would lie the only important Bill
to be introduced later on.

The PREMIER: (Hon. P. Collier-Boul-
der-it, rely) 14.461: The Governnment de-
site to introuce such a Bill as the mets-
bier for Ouililford (Hen. W. D. Johnsen)
indicated, but I do not know whether time
will permuit of it being dealt with this sies-
sion. The Minister for Agriculture has had
the matter tinder consideration for some
timie past, outd in conversation with him last
wecek I gathered that a considerable anmount
of investigation and inquiry is necessary.
If poissible be desires to get the Bill readev
for presentation to Parliamevnt this setsion.
That Bill will h.e. generally speaking, alon'z,
the lines of the Qrecensland Act. T do not
know if it will be possible to hove the Bill
ready for presentation to Parliament thhi
session, but if not, it will be dealt with nefl
session. I will ask the Minister for Agri-
culture to expedite the matter if possible.

Question put and passed.

BILL-STATE LOTTERIES.
Re1 ort of Committee adopted.

BILL-STAN-DARD SURVEY MARKtS.
Read a third time and passed.

BILI-LAND AND INCOM1E TAX AS-
SESSAIENT ACT AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.
The PREMTER (Hon. P. Collier-Boril-

der) [4.48] in moving the second reading
said: This is a small Bill of 12 clauses,
many of which are of a purely machinery
character, necessary in order to make more
explicit some of the provisions of the exist-
ing Act. Other amendments are for the
purpose of transferring from the Land
Tax and Income Tax Act to the
Land and Income Tax Assessment
Act some of the amendments, made
during the past two or three years, which
should Eind themselves in the Assessment Act
and not in the taxing measure. One of
the principal amendments deals with the
definition of ''dividend?' As dividends paid
tinder the Dividend Duties Act are taxable
under the land and Income Tax Asses',-
ment Act, it shoulud he noted that there is
no definition of the word "'dividend'' in
the latter Act. It is necessary to remedy
that omission. IUnder the Bill it will be pos-
sible to tax unudistrihuted profits which are
to-day made availahle, perhaps in the form
of bonus or other shares, to shareholders in
companies. At the Present time such
undistributed profits, when applied in
reduction of the liability on shares,
are Dot taxable, because the money

has keen held to lie ''capital'' ant
not ''-income.'' For instance, a company
may to-day hold a considerable rmportion
of their profits annually. Those profits are
not distributed iii the form of dividends,
but subsoquently the capital of tlte company
may be increased in the form of bonus or
other shares. Under the Bill the money so
dealt with will lie considered as income liable
to taxation. That is an equitable amend-
ment, because there can he no question but
that the undistributed profits that are used
subsequently for paying off the liability of
the shares of the comp~any are in every sense
of the word ''profits'' or income to the
shareholders, and as such should be liable to
income tax. Somne of the previsions of the
Bill are rather technical andi I have pro-
vided in the mnenmorandumn as full informa-
tion as posadhle for the guidance of hon.
members. The Bill is largely one for con-
sideration in Committee and it ay be bet-
ter to explain those provisions at length
when we reach that stage.

Hon. Sir Janmes Mitchell: We had better
throw the Bill out on the second reading.

The PREMIER: There is that possibility,
hut f hope that tho Bill will rea-l the Com-
mittee stage, when I wish to give members
a lot of information that is not possible at
the second rca-hug stage. There is also an
amendment regarding dependants. In 1922
the House, at the instance of the present
Loader of the Opposition, agreed to an
amendment which was intended to allow
single persons muaintaining, blood relations,
the Haome exemptions and i(i'luctions as were
allowed to married pesoin%. The section
was rather badly drafted and in operation it
has been found that a single person main-
taining his father or mother or some other
relative, who w'onld conmc within the scope
of the term "'dependent,'I' has been able to
secure a greater measure of exemption than
any married person. For instance, a mar-
ried person is allowed a total exemption up
to £200, but a 2ingle person who has one de-
pendant, is now entitled not only to the
£200 exemption, but also to it deduction of
£4 a year towards the maintenance of his
relative. Thus such a single person is al-
lowed a total exemption uIP to £.240. as
against £200 to the married person. It is
proposed to rectify that anomaly and bring
the single persnn into line with the married
man. This was an oversight, for it was
never intended that such deducations should
he allowed in the interests of the single per-
son. In aidliti',n to that it is open to any
number of relatives, who are tax-
payers, to clainm deductions on account
of the one relative. For instance, half
a dozep sons nia, claim their mother as a de-
pendant, and if they are each contribut-
ing £40 per annum to her maintenance,
they are entitled to claim £40 each a' a de-
duction from their respective incomes, and
the general deduction of £200 as well. That
again was never intended, and it is proposed
by an amendment embodied in the Bill, that

1247



1248 A SSEMBL5SJ

one person only may claim a deduction for
the maintenance of such a dependant. B3y
doing that, we shall conform to the intentioni
Of Parliament when the amendment iai
originally passed. At present the Act pro-
vides for an exemption from land tax, city
and town land that does not exceed an in-
improved value of £50. If the unimproved
v-alue exceeds 1£50, no exemption is allowed.
The Bill provides fur striking out that ex-
eimptionl so that in future there will be no
exemption respecting the unimproved value
of city or town land. Vnder the existing
Act there is a fixed exemption of V.150 ona
the unimproved value of agricultural land
or land used for horticultural, pastoral or
grazing purposes. That exemption will also
be deleted, so that there will be no provision
at all for any exemption on the unimproved
value of laud,

Hfon. Sir Jamres M.Nitcell-1: No exemption
at all, qunder amv cirrin~ianees?

The PREMIUR:11 No, irrc-lieetivo of the
vanlue or use to which the land is being put.

Mr. athan: hether imiproved or un-
improved?

The PREMIER: That is so. The
present Act contains a provision where-
by a niale of 65 years of age and
a lemale of 60 years of age are
exempt fromi income tax provided their
laconic up to £:250 is derived from pevrsonal
exertion. It is proposed to am~endl that pro-
vision and make the exemption of £:250 ap-
ply irrespective of whether thtu income is
derived from personal exertion or in any
other way. Jt is thought that persons of that
age may well be exemipt from taxation.
There is also an anomaly under the exist-
ing Act as a result of whaich single- persons
%%ho are absentees max- claim deductions
that are riot alimejl to nmarriedl w'~s ho~
are alec alisdntee Through faulty draft-
iog -single absentees can claim the deduc-
tion or exemiaption of £100, whereas the miar-
ried absentees are not allowed the gen-
eral exemp~tion of £200. That is
being rectified in order to bring the
single person on to the same level as the
married person, and in future it will not
be possible to make the deduction I have
referred to. Perhaps one of the most im-
portanit amendments has to do with the
mining industry, lHon. members ore aware
that there has been a very persistent re-
quest made by a large section of the corn-
iauity, principally those concerned in
carrying on mining operations, that the in-
dustry should receive some measure of re-
lief from taxation. It will also loe within
the knowledge of members that such an
amendment has just passed through the
Federal House.

H~on. Sir James Mitchell: Has it actually
passedi

The PREMIfER: Yes, because the Fed-
eral session has closed. I have not been
able to get a copy of the Federal Bill, but
from all information that has been avail-
able I believe that the amendment just

made is on all-fours withI the amendment
proposed in tie Bill now before this House.
It is intended that actual cash capital put
into milling comlpanics formied since the 1st
July of the present year shall lie exempt
fromt the payment of taxation until such
linac as thle shareholders have received in
tliL-.nay of dividends the amount equivalent
to the cnapital invested. That provision will
also apply to any additional capital con-
tributed sin-e 1st July, 1924, on shares of
a xiisting curpaaies. 'Ilhe sharelaoldrr also
ulili tiat Le tailed upon to I ny tas'atwtn
until they have hail retained to themi in
div-idead; an aumount equalling the capital
in vested.

Mr, Samipson: No matter from what
sankr i--hIlar i ncy Iaas been derived.

The PREMIER: 'Mining only.
Mr. George: Could you not go a step

further than idiig.
The PREMIER: I do not think so. the

quest ion has been thoroaghly discussed in
this !State during the past year or two, and
I think it can be argued in this respect that
iniing is on a basis different from any

otlier industry; it is a wasting asset en-
tirely.

.%r. ticorge: Timber is also a wasting
asset.

The PREMIR Timber can be replaced.
Timber will grow again; gold Will not.
There is no possibility of ever replacing an
ount-e of gold that has been taken from the
gr-ounad, but there is a possibility of re-
placing timber.

.Mrn. Teesdale. That will apply to coal.
The P'REMIlER . lion, members will

kaaox that in some countries it is considered
that the most profitable use to which land
mai y lie put is to grow timber on it. In
Frameo, forir jtanve, they take olE an an-
nual crop of timber, and they plant an area
equal to that cat out. There they have
their rotation of crops of timber, arid the
iiilu-atrv is worth something like five mil-
lions sterling annually to that country.

Mr. George: But it takes a lifetime to
grow.

The PREMIER: A start must be made
at some time. So far as I know a ease can
1e mnale out for mining that does not -apply
similarly to any other indostry. It is gen-
erally conceded by all, as has been shown
by thc legislation that has gone through
tlac Federal Parliament without opposition,
that sonic mneasure Of relief should be ex-
teniled to the gold-mining induistry.

Mr. Latham: Why not nil mining?
The PREMIER: It is proposed to apply

the amendment to an individual or to num-
bers of individuals who may form them-
selves into a syndicate. That would he only
fair. If I or any other individual invested
£E5,000 in mining, I should he allowed some
relief from taxation, jost as if I were a
shareholder in a eompany. A4 good deal of
publicity has been given in the State recently
with respect to an oil license or lease in
the 'North-West, the bolder of which was
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ealkld upon to pa;, . inethiulg like £5,000 to
the Taxation Department. It will be re-
menmbered also that a ease was before the
Full Court by way of appeal a few months
ago regarding the sale of one of the Hamp-
tion Plains properties. In the latter case
the vendors were called upon to pay some-
thing like £4,000 by way of taxation. That
was due to the fact thant the sale of that
property took place prior to the passing of
the amending Act of 1922. The Taxation
Department claimed their right to recover
by way of taxation an amount they said
they were entitled to receive according to
the law at the time the sale took place. The
Bill does not extend greater relief to the
prospector, because I do not know how it
is possible to (to so. Thle existing Act goes
as far as it is possible to do having regard
to what is fair and equitable to all con-
cerned.

Mri. Sampson: Will this be limited to
gold mining or to all mining?

The PREMIERM: I am dealing now with
prosyeetors, andl it is proposed to bring in
the holder of an oil license. Why the
bolder of a oil license was called upon to
pay taxation was because the Act referred
to "mining tenement,'' and an oil license
was held not to be a mining tenement, and
therefore the holder could not obtain any
benefit tinder the amending Act of 1922.
It is now intended to place the holder of
an oil license on the sanme footing as the
bolder of a mining tenement, and so those
who obtain money for oil propositions will,
under this Bill, be exempt just als is the
bona-fide prospector for gold. There is also
a provision in the existing Act whereby a
person who pays, or who is liable to pay,
both land and income tar, may deduct the
amount of the land tax, if that amount be
the greater, from his income taxr.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is a good
provision; it is fair.

The PREMIER: In some directions it
may be contended that it is fair, but in
other directions it confers a benefit upon.
persons not entitled to receive it. Which-
ever tax is the greater will be paid.

Mr. Thomson: Is that fair when a man
is deriving his income from the land I

Mr. Latham: That will mean increased
taxation.

The PREMIER: I suppose it wvill to the
extent that a person will now pay on the
amount of his land tax.

Mr. Latham: He will pay both.
The PREMIER: If in the past a man

paid £,20 in land tax he was able to deduct
that, If the Bill becomes law, lie will not
be allowed to do so.

Mr. Latham: It may come to £100, or
even more.

The PREMIER: It is also proposed to
limit the amount that a person ay claim
ns a deduction for repairs to residence.
This in future will be £30. At present there
is no limit; one may deduct whatever the
amount expended may have been.

H-on. Sir James iinrchell : A house may
tc struck by lightning.

The PREMIER: Then there is the insr-
ance to fall-back upon.

Mr. Sampson: Irrespective of the value
of thle house?

The PREMIETZ: Yes. Tt seents to me
that persons who have been able to claim
in the past are those who are not in need
of this kind of relief. A person who is in
a position to spend £300 or £400 a Year by
way of repairs, may do so from merely
faddy motives. The Taxation Department
has had great difficulty in determining what
have heen repairs to a house. These might
in somne cases lie described as structural al-
terations or imuprovemnts, and the only
method the deportment would have of
checking an abuse in this direction would
lie by appointing all -army of inspectors to
inspect the buildings in order to determine
%0'at had l'cen additions and improvements
or alterations as distinct front repairs.

Mr. Angelo: Will this exemption be for
the ouner or the occupier?

The PRE2\IIER: The owner.
Mr., Angelo: Suliposo he has four or five

houses?
The PREMIER: It will apply exactly

as the present Act applies except that the
amount will he limiited to C30, and it will
apply to the house a person is living in.
It is also proposed to raise thc amount of
income chargeable for the deduction in re-
spet to medical expenses. To-day that is
limited to persons in receipt of an income
of £250. It is intended to raise that am~ount
to £350.

Ron. Sir Toaics Mitchell: Why not wipe
it out altogether.

The PREMIER: Perhaps the argument
regarding house repairs might apply here
also. When we consider taxation it be-
comes largely a matter of the ability of a
person to pay. To-day a person may not
deduct medical expenses if his income ex-
ceeds £250. One might well have heavy
inedical expenses year after year and £250
is not a very high amount. It is now pro-
posed to raise that amount to £350. The
only other amendment of importance re-
lates to appeals. The present method is
simplified and brought into line with the
Federal Act. To-daty one has to lodge an
appeal within 30 daysa. ruder the Bill a
taxpayer may give notice of objection to
the Commissioner within 42 days of the
notice of assessment. The Commissioner
will consider the objection, and if he dis-
allows it the taxpayer will have 30 days in
vhich to decide whether to appeal. Instead
of having to deposit half the amourt of the
tax, lie n-ill he required to deposit only one
quarter. There are other amendmepnts of
minor importance that can be dealt with in
Committee. I move-

Tha~t the Bill be see, read a second
time.
On motion by Hom. Sir Jaules Mitchell,

debate adjourned.
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BILls-WORKERS' COMPENS8ATION
ACT AMENDMENT.

In Committee.

Resumed Irom the nd October. Mr.
Lutey in the (hair; the Arinister for Works
in charge of the Bill.

'Lue LMJAJk.M.NAA : Progress was reported
after Clause 3 laud been partly considered.

nuon. car JAakLti V$qiL ~hen
the bill Aais tatit wcrore us I puiuted out
that it wiuid uu (LitUlt Lor a contractor
to obtain &urk as he ,tottid We regaruco4 as a
worker unuer tnis Act. -It "ouut be sate
to ask a large biru to erect a house, but it
would not be quite so sate to give the job
to a stuad n who might do part of the
,Poik hiunisel:. The Minister surely does Dot
initend to do an injustice to the poorer pewu
pie. This is a monstrous provision. If a
contractor cleariag land does any part of
the work, lie will have to lie covered, It
would be impossible for the owner to know
how many ina the contraLtor proposed to

inaploy, and I do not see liow lhe could limit
the number. iet lie is to bie held respon-
sible; lie will be liable to be fined if more
mna are employed than are covered by iii.
suram-e. 'lime small contractor will thtus
lose the work be now gets. Then canvassers,
colleeloas and persons employed on commnis-
sion are also to be covered. Who is to pay
tor the cover? Twenty people Might eml
ploy the same commission agent or collector
and apparently each will liave to take out,
cover. That will be a great thing for the
insurance companies. If this measureb be-
conies law they ought to erect a aronunient
to the Minister. The public should be told
exactly what is in the Miinister's mind. If
he intends to destroy the opportunity that
conies to the smaller contractor and give
all the work to the bigger contractor, he
should tell the people.

Mr. INORTH: In several respects this
clause appears to be in conflict with the
principal Act. Under the Act ''worker''
does not include one whose employment is
of a casual nature. There .will also be a
difficulty regarding Subsections 2 and 3
of Section 9. Again, as regards paragraph
(3) of Suhclause 3 of Clause 3, which deals
wnith clearing land of stumps or logs, con-
flict miight arise in cases where something
else was implied, say the removal of stones.
Therefore I suggest that this provision hie
applied simply to clearing of land.

Mr. Panton: What you suggest would be
dealt with under the next clause.

Mr. -NOIRTH: Thea there is the question
how far Suhclause 4, dealing with canvas-
sers, would apply. Would it apply to a
road board secretary, or to a traveller re-
presenting several firms? I suppose those
matters have all been looked into.

M.Nr. 'RICHARDSON: I, too, would like
some information on this clause. I fail to
iiec how the provision could apply favourably
inl the ease of workers. The clause seems
to me to over-reach itself, though undonbt.

edly every -Aorker should be covered. It is
prwi~aLie that tie provision will do away
wxt~i a great deal oi small jobbing woni
unless the limit of £5 is raised. Every man
who wants a job done about his house wili,
it this clause passes, have immediately to
take out an accident policy f or £Thu. Again,
as regaris contracts ibr timber getting,
whether the letter arranges with a man to
get Ie& timber off that muan's property or oil'
Inis on property, lie nill immediately be-
come liable under this clause. The letter
Would be equally liable in resprect of n
eramlu'ed by the contractor even if the lat,
tenr ut it off a timber area of his own away
ii the South-West, The provision will re-
act must unfavoutrably on farmers who have
cleating work to do. 'T le farmer who lets
a clearing contract rarely sees either the
contractor or the work until the contractor
coinus iii for something 'on account. Is it
tsar that the farner should be liable in the
case of an eniplo 'vee of the contractor-the
tanner knowing nothing of the engagement
of that employce-nfortunately being
killedf

mr. Panton:. is it lair that the depend-
ants should be deprived of compensationI

Mr. RICHARD)SON: Let the contractor
he deels red liable.

Mr. Panton: We know what some of
these contractors are.

Mr. RICHARDSON: it may easily hap-
pen that a clearing contractor engages men
without tlte farmer 's knowledge. Similarly,
in the case of building operations men might
he engaged by the contractor without the
knowledge of the owner, who would never-
thelesa become liable. The Bill shonld in-
clude a clause placing the responsibility on
the contractor if he does not within a cer-
tain time notify the caner of the engage-
meat of an employee. It is absolutely
wrong to make a man respionsible unless hie
has control, and the owner has no control
after letting the contract.

Mr. Holman: He has the benefit of the
work.

Mr. RICHARDSON: He pays the con-
tractor for that.

Mr. Holman:. The owner should be re-
sponsible fan accidents, too.

Mfr. RICHARDSON: Hut he does not
know how many men are employed.

.Mr. Holman.; That does not make the
slightest difference. The premium is paid
on the amount of the job.

Mfr. Latham: It will not be possible to
obtain a general cover under the conditions
of this Bill.

Mr. Holman: Certainly it will be quite
possible. Otherwise let us have State in-
surance.

11r. RICHARDSON: The Bill for State
insurance has not been brought down yet.
How are canvassers to be covered, seeing
that the great majority of them carry vari-
ous lines? Again, if a canvasser earns
more than £520 a year, nobody is respons-
ible for him. Suppose a canvasser starts
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work to-morrow; then the employer must
obtain cover for binm. Suppose, further,
that at the end of the year it is found
that the eanvaqsier has earned £521, how L4
the enmploy-er to recover the premium paid
in resiet of that man?

The Minister for Works: What happens
now wl,-n at the end of the year it is
found that a worker has earned over £400?
And what about a tributer?

Mr. iiiCiiARDSON: A tributer is not a
eanivusser. There is a big difference be.
tween ,iieee-vorlcers and commission agents.
The pivee-worker knows what he can make
at his work,

Mr. Panton: No, he does not.
Mr. RIC'HARDSON: When a commis-

sion agent goes out in the morning repre-
senting several firms, is he to be covered
by those firms collectively or individually I
Will each one have to take out a cover?

The -Minister for Lands: It is more im-
portant that a few shillings too much should
be paid than that the man's wife and
family should starve.

Mr. RICHARDSON: I am not criticising
that; I am asking for information. If a
commission agent goes out to collect some
rent, get in some insurance premiums, and
possibly sell a house, who is to be respon-
sible if that canvasser be the victim of a
fatal accident?

Mr. Holman; By whom is he employed?
Mr. RICHARDSON: On that morning,

by three separate employers. Who is to be
responsiblet

Mr. Panton: If you employed a canvas-
ser would you insure bimi

Mr. RICHARDSON: I would have to.
Mr. Panton: Well, that is all you need

worry about.
,Mr. RICHARDSON: But he is out me

presenting three employers.
Mr. Sleernan: You would not suggest

that his family go short because of that?
Mr. RICHARDSON: No, but I want to

pin the responsibility to one employer.
Each will repudiate the responsibility, and
in the end the wife ad family of the vic-
tim will go short. You are putting up a
very fine thing for the insurance companies.
I hope the Minister for Works will give us
some idea as to how these things are to
work out.

Mr. TEE.SDALE: I mooted this question
on a previous occasion, and asked the Minis-
ter for an expanation. It is a reasonable
question and I demand on answer to it.
Not all the employers will take out a policy
in respect of ohe man. Which of the sev-
eral employers is to be responsible when a
man is killed!

The Minister for Lands: Atey all take
out a policy, but tbey pay only 1A piopor-
tion to the wages or commissiont to the
man killed.- -

Mr. ftEESDA~fl: Then tbere is the ques-
tion of the small eanvasser. Lots df small
lines are given out to women and to old
men, who go around the suburbs. Will the
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employer take out a poolicy to cover some
unfortunate canvasser making 25s. or 30s.
p,- week?

The Minister for Lands: Very little of
that is done. It is against the law.

Mr. TEESDALE: In my street the door
lia~ to bie opened to those people every 21,
minutes-and a very resp ectable street it
is. WVhat is the M1inister going to do for
thosc unfortunate canvassers? The em-
ployer will lass out all those making 25s.
or 30's. pier week trapesing around the
suburbs.

Mr. Anugelo: Housewives will be glad.
Mr. TEESDALE: Very likely, hut I hav-e

a little compassion for those unfortunates
who cannot earn mnore than half a living
hawking stuff around the suburbs. The
employer will not take out a policy for
them. The whole principle is wrong. There
should be State insurance to take this thing
over.

Mr. Millington: You are supporting the
clause?

Mr. TEELSDALE: I am not. I say the
whole principle is wrong. It should be
covered by State insurance. Will the Mlinis-
ter tell mec on which employer the liability
falls when a man with a multiplicity of emi-

pi r ets with an accident?
WeMINISTER FOR WORKS: The

moment anything new is introduced it is
classed an impossible. The marginal note
shows that this provision is in operation
in Queensland, Victoria, and New Zealand.
Is it contended that we cannot organise
our affairs to cope with conditions already
overcome in Queensland, in Victoria, and
in New Zealand? Hon. members opposite
have overlooked the fourth line of the clause,
which reads:-'Not being wvork incidental
to the trade or business directly carried on
by the contractor.'' So none of the cases
presented by the member for Subiaco (Mr.
Richardson) would come under the Bill at
all.

Mr. Richardson: But they do, later on.
The MJINTSTE1 rolt WORKS, They do

not. Tf the business is one regularly car-
ried on by the contractor, then the con-
tractor himself is liable for comnpensattion.
To-day a man taking work at a price over
£15 is a contractor, ad so is outside the Act.
rUnder the Bill such a man, if be works
with his men, is classed as a worker. The
member for Claremont (Mr. North) re-
ferred to Section 9 of the Act. That re-
bites to contractors and sub-contractors
tradin in their own name. I do nat pro-
pose to interfere with them. It m ierely
those who take on work that is :essence
piece work, doing it at a price.

Mr. Thomson: You mean a job that is
purely lrbour1 no materials having to be
sugjlied ots

is so. A man taking on clearing turk at
A regular price is outside the existing Act,
being classed as a contiictor. Adtually, he
is paid according to results. 'to matter
how many men he they call in to assist him,
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the insurance rate is fixed on the wages
paid; the wages sheet is taken as the basis
of compensation.

Mr. ThoDmRo: But there you are bring-
ing in men who may be making £20 a week,

The MINISTER FOR WORK.S: No,
the limit is £520 per annum. Anyone earn-
ing beyond that sum does not comne within
the plrovisions of the Bill. In Victoria
there is no limitation in the ease oif manual
workers. It is impossible to say in advance
how muech such a man will earn in a year.

Mr. Tet'sdale: Where there is no limit
there is a strict definition of "manual
worker."I

The 'MINISTER FOR WORKS: There
is none in Victoria or New Zealand. If a
canvasser is; employed by a number of firms
each employer will be called upon to pay
according to. his proportion of the can-
vasser 's earnings while employed by him.
The question of his earnings is adjusted at
the end. of the, year. That is all provided
in the schedule of the Act.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The small em-
ployer would require to take nut a cover for
every man who was working for him at any
time.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
Bill would operate in that way, but event
now a man has to insure his wife's washer-
woman, who only goes to the house perhaps
once a week.

Mr. Sampson: Is there any penalty for
failure to take out a, policy?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Yes.
A man will be compelled to take out a
policy if he calls another in to do some small
job for him.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Or he will
give the work to a big firm.

The 'MINISTER WOE WORKS: A man
who is employing another must carry his
own risk.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Under this
Bill the cover will amount to five per cent.

The Mfinister for Lands: You had all
the group settlers insured.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They paid for
themselves.

The Minister for Lands: The same thing
applies in this case.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
Leader of the Opposition passed on the in-
surance. The underlying prineinle of the
Bill is that every man shall he covered
againist in 'jury, ae.

'Mr. Teesdale: Should not those earning
£10 a week look after themselves?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: This BUTl
provides that a worker is he who is earning
up to £520 a year, but in Queensland the
amount is fixed at £ 10 a week. If difficul-
ties arise under this clause, they will be
overcome, as they have been in the other
States. The insurance companies in West-
ern Australia are merely branches of the
houses operating in the Eastern IStates,
where provisions similar to this apply.

Mr. DAVY: The object of the Bill is
to bring every worker under some scheme

of compensation. This is a Bill to amend
the Workers' Compensatioa Act. If it isi.
desired to protect everyone against injury
or accident, this should be done by a national
insurance scheme. The essence of workers'
compensation was that where a man em-
ployed another for the purpose of his bust-
ness, and controlled the couditions tnder
which his employee laboured, that man had
to see that his employee was protected
agaiii:.t the risks attendant upon his employ-
meat. This Bill goes beyond that. It is
unjust that this burden should be placed
upon a man who has no control over the
methods by which the work that is being
done for him is carried out. There is a big
difference between piece work and contract
work. Piece work is a method of payment.
It has never been held fatal to a man 'a
claim under the Act that hie has been doing
piece work if his employer controls the
method by which the work was done.

S4Ufng 8uspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. DAVY: Sub-lauses 2, 3, and 4 of
Clause 3 are governed by the proviso in Sub-
clause .1 that the rate of remuneration of a
lpcrson deemed to be a worker shall not ex-
ceed £3200 a year. It is difficult to determine
what is tbe rate of remuneration and the
Minister, recognising that fact, has provided
in Clause 13 a complicated definition of what
shall he the rate of remuneration of the
pieenorker and casual worker. If it is
difficult with those classes of workers, how
much more difficult will it he to determine
the rate of remuneration of a contractor?
Yet thereis no provision to set out howv that
rate of remuneration shall be determiaed.
It is impossible to arrive at the rate of remun-
eration of a contractor because he may make
a profit on one job and a lnis on another.
flow is the principal or employer to know,
before he enters into at contract, what is the
rate of remuneration of the contractor?
The principal must know that in order to
ascertain inhether it will be necessary to
insure the contractor. Is that the position
in which principals are to be placed! We
are attempting to do something that cannot
he done by any logical process of reasoning.
The contractor should not be included in the
Bill. It is unjust to place a burden on the
employer or the principal that ought to be
homne by the whole community. As the Bill
stands now, the casual worker will be ex-
empt from the 'Bill, but if he is a casual
contractor he will be brought within its
scope. If a man undertakes to do some
eardcnmng, he is a casual labourer and will
not be covered: if he arranges to do the
same work on aL contract basis. hie will be
covered by the Bill and the employer will
bare to insure him. If the 'Bill serves no
Ather purpose, it will bring home to the
peoinle the fact that they are liable under the
existing Act for compensation iii the event
of any-thing hapuening to their washer-
woman or domestic servants, prorided toseq
employees are regularly employed. It Ist n

1*252



[14 OCTOBER, 1924.] 15

pity the Minister, in his desire to cover
everyone, has gone outside the scope of tnu
Act.

Mr. INORTH: I move an amendment-
That in nb-paragrap). S of proposed

Subsectlion S the woords "of stumps or
logs" be deleted.
?,r. J. B. SMITH: .I ae not clear re-

garding the position of contractors. At
present we have contractors and sub-con-
tractors and it is difficult to know who the
principal really is. I have known of in-
stances where men have had to forego claims
for compensation because they could not
ascertain who was the principal. The Bill
will not remedy that position.

The 'Minister for Works: We are not al-
tering that; the existing law will,stand.

Mr. J. H- SMITH: Thea that law makes
it difficult at present to decide who is the
principal!

The Minister for Works: It is quite clear.
',r. J. HL SMITH: That has not been the

.cxpcrence of men in the timber industry.
If I arrange to have some clearing done
cad let a contract, the contractor should
be responsible under this legislation. Under
the Bill he will not be responsible.

Mr. THOMSON: The intention of the
Hill is perfectly clear. If anyone arranges
to have work done by contract, the value
of which is over £5, he will have to insure
those employed by him. At present I, as a
rarmer, am not responsible if I let work
by contract; under the Bill I will be respon-
sible. Has the Minister any idea as to
what the increased cost involved in this
proposal will be? We cannot altogether take
into consideration increased cost when the
life of the individual is at stake, but T
would like to know if the Minister has
made any inquiries regarding that point.
The Bill is ambitious and I have no hesita-
tion in saying that I would support certain
parts of it, but we are endeavouring to
place upon the shoulders of the private
employer a responsibility that rightly be-
longs to the State. We arc aiming to a
certain extent at national insurance against
accident, but in the meantime we are plac-
ing the whole of the responsibility on the
employer. It would be a much better solu-
tion, if we made provision for those whotook contracts for clearing, to insure the
employees.

Mr. LATHAM: The provision in the ex-
isting Act covers everything that is neces-
sary. To-day it is ~iipulsory for the con-
tractor to insure his employees. The con-
tractor is the man who should carry the
responsibility. If farmers are employing
men on clearing, they may have half a
dozen or only one. How will the position
be regulated then?

Mr. Thomson: According to the wages
paid.

The Minister for Works: flow do you,
insure your men now?

Aiur. LATHAM: I do not insure the men
who do contract work; I make the con-
tractor responsible. The contractor lodges
the policy with me; he certainly charges
it up to me. The responsibility is his and
he is the man to control the position. The
Bill will mean that every farmer who does
any clearing will have to provide a policy
against accident. There are men who can-
not afford to do that, and the result will
be that less work will be done in the coun-
try. The I.A.B. will have to go to the
assistance of farmers and pay for them.
I am certain, however, that many farmers
will allow the timber to stand.

The Minister for Works: Not at all.
Mr. LATHAM t I say yes. I know the

farmers better thn, does the Minister.
The Premier: This is not going to be

such a burden.
Mr. LATHAM : It will be a heavy

burden.
The Minister for Lands: Farmers are

not fools.
Mr. LATHAM: There is so much legis-

lation to-day that we do not know whether
we are obeying the law or not. I doubt
whether manny of us will understand thp
provisions of this Bill.

The Premier: That is no reason for re-
fusing to do justice.

Mr. LATHI: Justice is being dlone to-
day. The responsibility is the contractor's
and it should be left to the contractor to
carry out. Things have worked satisfac-
torily and we should let well alone. I can-
not understand why canvassers and sales-
men should be included. What risks do
they run? It would be better to bring in
national insurance.

Mr. Penton: National insurance would
receive a lot of support from your side!

Mr. LATHAM: I am not saying I would
support it.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
member for York has dlearly proved that
this cliuse will not make a penny of dif-
ference to the farmer who wishes to get
his land cleared. Yet he said that farmers
would sooner let the timber stand than have
it cleared.

Mir. Lathamn: They are taking the risk
to-day. Fifty per cent, are not insured.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: That is
thre point.

Mr. Latham; And how many accidents
have there been?-

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Hund-
reds of accidents. Scores of times I have
gone to the I.A.B. to try to get compensa-
tion for men who have met with accidents
andi have been uninsured. The men, how-
ever, have had to carry the full responsi-
bility.

Mr. Latham! That is an exaggeration.
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Does

the hon. member contend that accidents
happen only to the men who are insured?

Mr. Latham:± There are very few acci-
dents.
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The MINI3STER FOR WORKS: Then I
mlust have comec across All of them. I have
seen families reduced to poverty because
tlje bread-winner has been crippled while
clearing under contract and the employers
have been men of straw.

.Mr. Latham: And no doubt you have
seen poverty through men being unable to
get work.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Quite
so; we shall deal with tbat later on. We
are only asking for justice. We want corn-
pensatina for men who meet with Accieints
and as a result are unable to earn a liveli-
hood.

Mr. (!cargo: We want justice for bpoth
sidra.

The MINISTER FOR WORIKS: Where
will the Bill do any injuryl? If the member
for York can ',afeguard himselj there is no
reason why other farmers cannot.

Mr. Sanipson: What rate do you expect
will be charged?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I told
members, when moving the second reading,
that I would confer with tb- insurance com-
panies with a view to preventing any serious
increase in premiums, and that if I couldi
not make sonic reasonable arrangement, I
would consult Parliament. 1 bane had a
couple of conferences with representatives
of the underwriters and am authorised to
say there is no doubt we shall be able to
make arrangements for reasonable insur-
ance.

Eon. Sir James Mitchell: At what ratel
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: It is not

fair to ask the rate at this stnge.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: If you know,

you should tell us.
Mr. Thomson: Will there be any large

incr'ease?
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I hope

nso unreasonable profits will be made by the
companies. On the question of national in-
surance we have some converts. We have
advocated national insurance for many
years, but only since this Bill was intro-
duced have I learned that members opposite
favour national insurance. A week ago 1
Ascertained that the Chamber of 'Mines are
advocating national insurance. I hope this
Bill will be a step towards national insur-
ance, and that we shall get such a scheme
to cover Accidents And sickness. I would
prefer a national rather than a State
scheme.

Mr. George: You intend to make each
job carry its own insurance?

The MINISTER FOR 'WORKS: Yes,
under this Bill; it means compulsory in-
surance for the benefit of the employee.
The contractor is provided for under See-
tiopn 9 of the 4et, and we are not altering
these conditions. We ame mcek providing
for men who take on casual work at a price-

Hon. -Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I tip'
Minister knows what the rate 'will be, he
he should tell us. I have pointed out that

the liability may be £ 1,500, and the Min-
ister says he does not intend it to exceed
£750. When lie approached the insurance
companies did lie make it clear that the lia-
bility would not exceed £750? The insur-
ance being compulsory, it should Dot matter
a jot to the Minister whether the cover is
secured by the contractor or by the owner.
But surely it would be better for the policy
to be taken out by the contractor, irho
employs the men.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr. SAMPSON: I move an amend-

nient-

Thet in proposed Subsection (5), lines 3
and 4, Ilie words "five hundred and
twenty''" be struck out, and '"four hun-

dred " inserted in lieu.
The aount in the principal Act is £400,
and anyone reediving over £4001 per annum
is able to pay his or her own insurance,
even though the Minister waoy point out
that the income may be earned for only a
few months.

Amendment put, and a
with the following result:-

Ayes
Noes .-

Majority against

division taken

*. 17
20

-3

ATS8.
Mr. Angelo
Mr. Barnard
Mr. Brown

Mr. navy
Mr. George
Mr. Griffithis
Mr. E. B. Jobristor,
Mr. Latham

Mr. Lindsay

Mr.

~Mr.
4Mr.
.Mr.
Mr.
Mr.-
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

An93Vla
Chesson
Coll~er
Carboy

Coverley
Cunninghiam
Heron
Holman
Kennedy
Lambert
Marshall

Mr.
Sir

Mr.
M4r.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

NOSS.

M

I,
a
h

Mr.

Sr.
Ir.
Ir.
Sr.
Mr.
Sr.

PAISS.

Avon. I
Mr. Dpnton Mr.

7'I. C P.-Wgmhonf Mr.

Ma ley
James Mitcelu
North
Sampson
J. H. Smith
Teesdale
Thomson
Richardson

(Teller.)

eccaltusa
Millington
muncie
Fannon
Biemnan
T roY
A. Wansbrough
Wijieck
Wilson

(reller.)

Noes.
Lom on d
W. 13. qb'ason

Amendment thus negatived.

Clause as amended put, and a division
taken with the following result:-

Ayes . . .- 20
Noes . .17

-Majority for .- 3
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Mr. Angwin.
M r. Uhessen
Mr. Coliler
Mr. Carboy
M r. COyerley
M r. Cunninghium

Mr. Hieron
'Mr. Holnman
Mr. Ksaacdy
Mlr. Lambert

Mr. Angelo
Mr. Barnard
Mr. Browit
Mr. Davy
Mr. George
Mr, Griffiths
Mr. E. B. Jobndton
Mr. L[Atbanl
Mr. Lindsay-

IF

'loE

AYES.
Mr. Lamond
Mr. W. 0). Johnson

S.
Mr. Maley
Sir James Mitchell
Mr. North
Mr, Sampson
Mr. J. H. Smith
Mr. Teesdale
Mr. Thomson
Mr. Richardson

ITrear.)

Mr. Denson
'Mr. C. P. Wansbrough

Clause, as previously amended, thus
passed.

Clause 4-Amendn'ept of *Seqtion 8:

Han. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The first
subelause provides for the repeal .of Sub-
section I of Section 6, which prescribes that
compensation shall be payeble if injury
arises to a worker in the course of his em-
ployment. The substituted provision is to
the effect that compensation shall be pay-
able i~f injury arises to a worker at his
place of employment, irrespetive *of
whether it arises in the courseofc his em-
ployment or not. The accident might occur
outside the employer's time; an employee
might be larkiog with his fellow-employees
and break his leg in doing so. Then, under
this Bill, the employer would be liable to
pay compensation. The accident might
occur at a time when the employer had no
right to exercise any control over the man.
Again, the employee is to be protected on
his journey to and from his place of em-
ployment, from the time he leaves his home
until he gets back home again. Is that
reasonable? The employer has no control
whatever over the man on the journey to
and from his home. The nian might go
into an-hotel and get blind drunk, with the
result that a 4am runs over him; and
under such cqnditiona the employer is to be
liable to pay compensation. Further,' the
employee might make the journey in any
Fray he ploased and by the most circuit-
ous route, and the employer would be re-
sponsible all the time. The provision is
ridiculous, and shows that the inbister has
no regard whatever for the employers. And
it ia not qnly the employer wrho is to be re-
spon~ibls; sooner or later every 4cottage-

Mir. Marsall

Mr. Munnle
Mr. Panion
Mr. Sleelnn
Mir. Troy
.Mr. A. Wanbrougb
M r. Wilicock
Mr. Wilson

(reine.)
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holder will come within the scope of the
Bill, even though be he a bo-no fide worker.

-Mr. Panton: You are becoming very sym-
pathetic with the working wan.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes, we
over here do what we can for him. We do
act throw him an Act of Parliament when
he asks for a loaf.

The Premier:. No cottage-holder, a work-
ing n, would deprive the widow and
orphans of his lellow worker by failing, for
the sake of a few shillings, to insore under
the Act.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Up to
the prement it has been possible for a
worker to have his cottage painted without
being held responsible for the painter.
Now all that is to be altered.

The Minister for Works: You are quite
wrong.

The Premier: I have had a little paint-
ing done at my own cottage.

Hun. Sir JAMES 'MITCHELL: You will
have to be careful in future, for you wiUl
be held responsible for the man who paints
it.

The Premier: I will take out a policy
covering him.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL. Unkder a
further provision in the clause, if an acci-
dent occurs in any place whatever while the
worker is acting under his employer's in-
structions, the employer shall be held liable
to pay compensation in accordance with
both the first and second schedule, which,
as I read it, means that he will have to pay
double compensation. I move an amend-
m et-

That Subelauae (1) of the proposed
new, section be dele6ted.
Mr, TEESDALE: 1, just as much as the

Minister, demand a fair field for the worker;
but I think the Minister is a bit unfair
in this clause. Tt is not right to make the
employer responsible the moment the worker
leaves his home in the morning. A man
in Suhiaco might leave his home to go to
work in the city. But he meets with a few
friends and, having a little time to spare,
they adjourn into the pub, where our man
gets knocked on the head with a bottle in
the course of an argument over the Workers'
Compensation Act. Is the employer to be
held responsible for -that mnan's injuries?

The Minister for Lands: They don't do
those things in Subiaco.

Mr. TEESDALE-. If the Minister made
the employer responsible from the moment
the worker puts his foot inside the work-
shop, that would be all right; but it is not
fair to ask the employer to accept the street
risks of tram ears and other vehicles, in-
eluding those murderous motor bikes.

)fr. Grifliths: And how long will the
journey home at night take the worker?

Mr. TEESDALE: Yes, that is worse than
ever. It is scandalous to make the employer
responsible for his men going home at night.
It does not watter whether the accident
occurs in a cool drink shop or in a pub,
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the responsibility is on the employer. That
is not fair, and I hope the Minister will
modify this particularly drastic clause.
Surely the Minister can be fair!

Mr. GEORGE: If the clause means that
the responsibility is maintained while the
worker is going to and returning from an
outside job, there is nothing much wrong
with it; but if it reanms that the employer
is responsible from the time the worker
leaves his home in the morning until be gets
back at right, the provision is entirely
wrong. I hope the Minister will explain.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The pro-
posal is to cover the worker from the time
he leaves borne in the morning until he
returns at night.

Mr. Teesdale: Is there to be no limit
of hours?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Not if
he is going to or coming from his work.
Of course if, as the Leader of the Opposi-
tion suggested, he were to pay a visit to
Fremantle on his way from Perth to South
Perth, he would not then he on his way
home. That, I feel sure, can be left to the
court.

M r. George: It is equivalent to giving
him an insurance policy covering the whole
of his life.

The MINISTER F-OlR WORKS: From
the time he leaves home to go to his em-
ployer 's business he is engaged in earning
his livelihood. (ioing home, of course, he
may have some legitimate business to do,
and so it would be impracticable to set out
in the Bill that be must go by the most
direct route. I am prepared to leave that
to the court. We are seeking to cover a
man in everything that concerns the earn-
ing of his livelihood.

lion. Sir James Mitchell: To cover a man
actually at work is quite right.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: We are
extending it from the mere carrying out of
his work. In many instances, suchb as in the
building trade where travelling time is paid
for, the employee is already covered. If we
said that a man 'a wages started when ho.
left home and did not cease until he re-
turned, and all this were done witbin the 44
hours, there would be no question about hi,
being covered.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: And people,
would get no work.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
work would still have to be done, and it
would be done, We are not asking em-
ployers to cover risks that they do not now
have to cover.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Where does this
apply now?

The MINISTER FRo WORKS: I have
told the bon. member. All we are asking is
that the principle should be made general.

Mr. George: It does not hold in the rail-
ways.

The MTNISTER FOR WORKS: The let-
tHers and survey men are covered from the
time they leave their camp ntil they reach

their work, but this Bill will cover them on
their way from their work to their camp.

Mr. GIFFITHS: The clause says that
if a person is injured on his journey to or
from his place of employment, the employer
shall pay compensation. That is an unjust
provision. It is also unjust that compensa-
tion should he paid to a man who is at his
place of emuploymnent, whether he is working
or not. Both these subelauses should be
struck out.

Mr. A-NGELO: Paragraph (c) should
provide all that the Minister requires. It
says that if an accident occurs in the course
of a man's employment, or whilst he is
acting under his employer's instructions,
conmpenisation should be paid to him. It is
absurd to ask that the employer should be
laible for any injury that occurs whilst the
worker is at his place of employment. At
the lunch hour a man may be playing foot-
ball and may suffer an injury. Why should
the employer have to pay compensation
in such a case? It is equally absurd to ask
an employer to he liable for any accident
that may' occur to a man while he is going
to or coming from his work. A subelause
of this nature will deprive many workers
of a good job. Tf a man chooses to ride
a bicycle on his way to work, he can surely
insure himself. T hope the Minister will
strike out these subelauses.

Mr. E. B3. JOHNSTON: I object to para-
graph (b), which sets out that the employer
shall be liable to pay compensation if per-
sonal injury by accident is caused to a
worker on his journey to and from his
place of employment. Should there be a
railway accident, surely action for compen-
sation should be taken against the Railway
Department and not against the employer!

Mr. Panton: Cannot the employer sue
the Railway Departmentl

Mr. Davy: No, he cannot.
Mr. E. B. JOHNSTON: I have no ob-

jection to the other provisions of the sub-
c lause because I cannot see why the em-
ployer should not be responsible during the
time the employee is engaged in working
for hint The employer should not be called
upon to accept the responsibility for what
may happen at a time when he has no con-
trol over the actions of the workers.

Mrf. BROWN: This is the most objec-
tionable clause in the Bill, and I trust that
the Minister will at least agree to the de-
letion of paragraph (b) of Subelause 1.
When the railway workshops were shifted
from Fremantle to Midland Junction, rail-
way transit was prodided for the workers
to enable them to continue to live at Fre-
mantle. Some of those workers live at
South Fremantle or, perhaps, White Gum
Valley, thus involving travelling for over
an hour to and from work. The possibili-
ties of accidents during the longer journeys
are so much greater. I do not think it is
fair to make such a provision. Then again,
owing to the risks attendant upon journey-
lug through shreet traffic and so on, the
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worker should always provide his own pol-
icy, irrespective of wshat the employer may
1to for him. If a man is to be covered all
the time, it will mean that eniplovers will
have to pass on the extra burden to the
g~eucrul community.

Mr. 8A2%l1,MO: I oppose the clause.
It will cast an additional burden upon in-
dustry. To carry the provision to its logi-
-alt nclusion thie policy should cover the
whole period of the employee's life. it
migpht he suggested that if a man attempted
to learn, to ride a motor cycle on his way
to work and met with an accident, the em-
pilov-er would be responsible for compensa-
tion .

Mr. Ponton: You do not suggest the in-
surance companies would pay for that sort
of thing. . They would fight such claims
cvery inch of the way.

Mr. SAM.%PSON: Accidents could happen
over ivhit-h the employer would have no con-
trot %liatever. If that clement of control
on the part of an employer were to apply
throughout, there would not be the saint'
objection to the clause. The clause imports
o wrong principle altogether.

Mr. DAVY: The member for Menzies
talked about insurance companies fighting
these cases every inch of the way. I have
settled quite a number of claims both for
the workers and the insurance companies,
and I do not think that accusation is quite
fair. Generally speaking, both sides at-
tempt to do what is a fair thing.

M r. Panton: The worker does not get
what the Act entitles him to, although he
may' get what you consider to be a fair
deal.

Mr. DAVY: The subclause provides an-
other example of the Bill serving a purpose
for which the Act was never intended. It
leads in the direction of a national insur-
ance scheme. It has led the Minister into
making several mistakes in the Bill. I will
not enlarge upon the ills that may flow
from the subelnuse. One hon. member said
he could not see why the worker should not
be covered during the time be was working
on the employer's premises. If an em-
ployee were living on the employer's pre-
mises, he might meet with an accident when
engaged upon his private affairs. The re-
sponsibility for such an accident should not
rest with the employer, but upon the whole
community under some national insurance
scheme such as that obtaining in England.
The Minister maintained that at the pre-
sent time an employee is covered during his
journey to and from work.

The Minister for Works: In some cases.
Mr. DAVY: I will not enter into a legal

discussion with the Minister, but any such
action in the direction he has indicated
would apply to eases where a man's jour-
ney involved special risks arising out of
his employment. The principles governing
the positin are clearly laid down and are
to be found in Buegg's "Workmen's Coin-

pensation,'' a standard work dealing with
that question. Some of the principles en-
tahlished or recognised by the House of
Lords on the meaning and effect of the
words ''arising out of or in coarse of the
employment"' are as follows:-

Where the injury is occasioned by the
act of Uod (torees of nature) or the
King's public enemy, the einpIo~ment
must expose the workmen to a special
risk, and it is not sufficient that the work-
mnin, in the course of his employment, is
exposed to the same risk as the general
public.

Again, there is this provision-
Where the injury is caused by a danger

of the locality where the workman is per-
forming his work, and the employment
by reason of ''its nature, its conditions,
its obligations, or its incidents,'' bring
the workmen into that tone of danger,
the words afford protection. This in-
eludes street risks where the work itself
involves exposure to the perils of the
streets. The mere fact that the employ-
ment gi'es the opportunity to encounter
the danger which causes the injury is not
sufficient. Some connection must be
shown between the injury and a risk or
danger incidental to the employment....
The injury may be said to arise out of
the employment where the workman with-
out going outside the sphere of his em-.
ployment, and in the course of doing the
work which it is his duty to do, does such
work in an improper or even a forbidden
manner. . . . The workman may he "4in
the course of" his employment when go-
ing or quitting work by a proper route
on the premises where he is employed.
The workman may be '"in course of''
his employment if in order to reach or
quit the actual place of his work, he has
to enter or leave premises where other-
wise he would have no right to be.

The general principle is that where the em-
ployment of the man imports a special risk
into his life, and to the individual, special
risk in going to and from work, he is
covered. That is as far as the Act should
be made to apply. It would be wise and
proper that all men under a certain earning
capacity should be covered by some form -of
national insurance, but under the Workers'
Compensation Act it is wrong to force obli-
gations upon employers that should be
borne by the community as a whole, in-
cluding the workers them~elves. The Min-
ister referred to a case in which a girl,
employed in a factory, slipped on the stairs
and was injured. The Minister quoted that
ease to show how bad the Act was at pre-
sent.

The Minister for Works: I quoted it to
show the extent to which employers will go
to oppose claims for eompene~qtion. That
case was decided in the girl's favour.

'Mr. DAVY: That is the first time that
any hon. member has been able to gain such
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nill impression from the Musjiter's State-
inent. The county court held that the girl
wos covered and the court of appeal upheld
that decision. I would be in favour of very
"eriotislv limiting appeals. It is a hardship
to workers to have to face appeals, but I
wout members to understand, and the public
to understand, that the cavie quoted by the
Minister was decided in favour of the girl
and the decision was upheld. The clause
as it stands in the principal Act is a proper
and sufficient auarantee to the worker, and
the amendment is unnecessary.

Mr. THO2ISON: Tt is neither fair nor
just that an emiploy'er Should be responsible
for his employee once he has left the emt-
ployer 's premises. The clause makes the
employer responsible for the well-being and
'afe custody of the employee until he reacli
his home. If I Send one of my employees,
under my definite instructions, to a certain
place, naturally he will come within the pro-
visions of the Act, but to say that I shall
be responsible for him from the time he
leaves his home in the morning until he re-
turns to it at night is wvrong. In the
Queensland Act the interpretation is nlot
as wide as it is in the Bill now before the
Committee. The Bill sets out that if per-
sonal injury by accident is caused to a
worker (a) at his place of employment-
which, of course, is reasonable and right-
(b) on his journey to or from such
place--

The Minister for Works: That is in the
Queensland Act.

Mr. THOMISON: Yes, but as a separate
and distinct clause. If the clause in the
Bill were similar to that in the Queensland
Act there would not be so much objection to
it. I shall support the amendment.

Mr. 'MARSHALL: Members opposite are
not correctly interpreting the clause. It
merely says that if an accident is caused to
a worker at is place of employment or on
his journey to or from such place, etc. An
employer may send his emiployees f romt one
place to another place to work. Members are
reading into the clause something that is not
there. We have heard the old bogey that
this will reduce employment. That is bun-
kum. How much employment have we to-day
after six years of Natinalist Oovernament
There was never more unemployment than
there is at present.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Why, we kept
everybody at work.

Air. MARSHALL: The clause does not go
far enough. It should cover employees from
their homes to their wvork and back again.

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

Ayes
Noes

Majority

- .-- - - 21

againtst .. 2

Mr. Angelo
Mr. Barnard
Mr. Brown

Mr. Davy
Mr. Denton
Air. Griffiths
It r. E. B. Johnston
Mr. Latharn

Mr. Lindsay
11r. Maley

3!r.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ai!r.
31 r.

Mr.
Mrt.

3!r.
Mr.
Mr.

Austria
Chesson
Collier
Corboy
Covernay
Cunningham

Hoeron
Holman

Kennedy
Lambert
Lamond

AYES.
SI, Jamol Mitthel
Mr. Nortb
Mr. Sampson
Mr. J. H. Smith
Mr. J. M!. Smith
Mr. Stubbg
Mr. Teesdale

Mr. Thomson
Mr. Richardson

(Tellr.)

No Ls
Mr.
Mr.
M1r.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
.54r.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Lutey
Marebali
3lc('allum
M4ilington
Mun ale
8leeman
Troy
A. Wansbrugb
Willoock
Wilson

(Teller.)

As. PAIRS.-NOS
Mr enton Mr. I.=o .

Mr. C. P. WianebroUghl Mr. W. D. Johnson

Amendment thus negatived.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCRILL: I move
an amendment-

That in line I of proposed Subsection 8
'(a)'" be struck out.

The Mlnistei wishes to delete from the Act
the following paraigraph-

The Employer shall not be liable under
this Act iii respect of ay injury which
does not disable the worke, for a period
of at least one week from earning full
wages at the work at which he was em-
ployed

and to substitute for it-
The employer shall be liable to pay

compensation under this Act from the date
of the accident.

There is very good reason for retaining the
existing provision, and the argument in
favour of its retention has already been suf-
ficiently stressed.

Amendment put and negatived.
Ron. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I move

an amendment-

That in line I of proposed Subsections
e ''(c)'" be struck out.

The words sought to be repealed are-
If it is proved that the injury to a

worker is attributable to the serious and
wilful misconduct of that worker, any
compensation claimed ifi respnect of tbkit
injury shall be disalltred.

and to Substitute for it-
No compeensation shall be payable n-

der this Act on account of any injury to
or death of a worker caused by an
intentional self-inhlictod injury.

The present ptovislift should be Satisfactory
Event to the Minter. Men waht plenty of
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work at good wages, and if the Minister
makes it difficult for enterprising people
to provide work, he will be doing an injury
to the workers. In most industries very few
men are injuredl and reasonable protection
is afforded. I did not know that unemploy-
ment was so bad until the member for Mufr-
thison mentioned it.

Mr. DAVY: It has always seemed to me
that the proviso in the principal Act was
very fair and proper. The meaning of the
words 'serious and wilful misconduct'' is
such that n alan who is injured in those
circumstances can be regarded as hardly
used if he loses his compensation. Lord
Loreburn said-

The word ''wilful'' imports that the
misconduct was deliberate, and not merely
a thoughtless act on the spur of the mo-
ment.

Further, the court says it must be ''ser-
ious,'' meaning not that the actual conse-
quences were serious, but that the miscon-
duct itself pms so. It is reasonable to sy
that if a man deliberately and wilfully and
knowingly does something that is improper,
he shall be deprived of his ceompensation.
There are few case under which an inter-
pretation of the words ''serious and wilful
misconduct''I has been demanded, which fact
rather goes to show how very seldom any
employer has attempted to prove such a
thing. The onus of proof is on the em-
ployer in every ease. The employee has
merely to prove that the accident was caused
in the course of his employment. If thb"
employer prescribes certal,, ril1es dictateOI
by common sense, rules which are embodied
in the law of the land by way of regulation,
and the employee, deliberately and for no
good reason, disobeys those regulations.
surely it is only right to say that he shall
not get the compensation which he would get
otherwise. If the Minister has hios y, no
excuse whatever can be put up except that
the man has deliberately inflicted the in-
jury on himself. Under the principal Act
it has been held that a man who lhed been
intoxicated was still entitled to compensa-
tion, because there was some risk of em-
ployment involved.

Amendment put and negatived.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The Min-
ister said I was wrong in reading into the
clause a responsibiltv to pay £750 twice
over. Paragraph (b) of proposed Subse-
tion 3 provides-

Nothing in ths subsection or the Second
Schedule shall limit the amount of comn-
pensaition recoverable under the First
Schedule during any period of total in-
capacity due to illness resulting from the
injury, and no amount so recovered shall
be deducted from the compensation pay-
able in accordance with the said table.

The premium would Ile very much higher
because of the risk of having to make two
payments of £750 each. Each of the twrn
schedules provides for the payrni~t of 17.50.
Having paid £750 by way of weekly pay-

meats under the First Schedule, eoinpean-
lion can still be clainmed under the Second
Schedule. I suggest the Minister siroilL
consult the Crown Law Department on the
subject, and then recommit the clause if
necessary. Will the Minister do that?

-Mr. DAVY: Personally I would be in
favour of deleting the whole subclause from
'3'' to the end, which would have the effect
of abolishing the Second Schedule, a sched-
ule which has alw-ays seemed to me an un-
sicentific and barbarous method of adjust-
ing compensation. The original idea, I be-
lieve, was that where a man suffered from
some definite and specific injury, he was to
be relieved of the onus of showing that that
injury had reduced] his earning capacity.
The method seems to hare been derived
from the habits of the buccaneers. The
''History of the Buccaneers and Marooners
of Amerca'' records tbat certain rates were
agreed upon to be payable to apy pirate who
was wounded or maimed. Some of those
rates were as follows: loss of right arm, 600
pieces of eight, or six slaves; left arm, 500
pieces of eight, or five slaves; right leg, the
same; anal so on. For the losn of a finger
a pirate got th2 same compensation as for
the loss of an arm. That seems to have
been the origin of the Second Schedule. It
disregards entirely the method by which a
muan earns his living. To one man the loss
of a right thumb might mean total
incapacitation from earning his living.
The loss of an eye might mean total
incapacity to a watchmaker, while his
physique might be such as to prevent
him from working as a labourer. if
a man should get some compensation
for pain suffered, as the Minister suggested
when moving the second reading, the Second
Schedule is ridiculous, inasmuch as it grives
only specific compensation for certain in-
juries, flaring his nose shot off might cause
a man more grief and pain than the loss
of a leg. The principle of the Dill was
to be the loss of earning capacity, and
if that principle were adhered to I would
he in favour of removing the limitation of
the liability of the employer altogether.
The limit here is £750. Ini England the
compensation goes on as long ais the man
lives: the only limitation there is as to
compensation after his death. The sub-
clause to my mind dlearly indicates that a
man mar get compensation under both the
First and Second Schedules. If a man gets
100 per cent, injury under the Second
Schedule, he gets £760 without deduction.
In addition to that, so long as he is suf-
fering from injury for which he has already
received compensation, he is to receive pay-
ments under the First Schedule: and this
clause goes on to say specifically that suchi
.amount shall not be deducted from the
£7.50. The man might suffer from illness
wbich would ear" him on to the end of the
£7.50. and thus he would receive C1,500 in
all.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: It is a definite
Tossibilitv.
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Mr, DAVY:- A very definite possibility.
You cannot say a man's ilnees ceases at
any time, U1 an injury to his spine causes
loss of the use of his lower ]imibs. I move
Lit amnendment-

That after '9hrec'' in ZRac I of pro-
pnsrd Sibsectioi; 4, ol' words in the pro-
posvd subsection be strmck out.

'Mr. TEESqDALE: The second sched-
iike contains glaring inconsistencies. For
instance, deafness in one ear, or the loss of
a foot, entitles the mani to £826, whereas
for the loss of both eyes he is compensated
to the extent Of only £750. The difference
is; rather extraordinary.

The 'Minister for Lands: We are not
dealing with the schedule yet.

Mr. TEESDALE: But the clause includes
a reference to the schedule.

The CHAIRMAUN: We are not dealing
with the details of the schedule.

31r. THOMISO'N: According to the inter-
pretation placed on the clause, a man wvill
be able to claim £760 under the firsat sched-
ule, and £750 uinder the second schedule.
That may not be the Minister's intention.

Non. Sir James Mitchell: He says it is
not.

Mr. THOMSON:- But it can be so con-
strued.

Hon. Sir James 'Mitchell: It is quite
clear.

Mr. THOMSON: And under the first
schedule further expenditure may be added,
as for artificial limbs. Frankly, in my
opinion, the present Act is absurd in pro-
viding only £1 for medical fees; a man
should be fully entitled to the whole of the
medical expenses. Bnt we ought to have a
limit. if it is to -be £1,500, let it be clearly
stated. I do not like this double-barrelled
provision.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
present position is most unsatisfactory. I
do not believe the present interpretation by
the courts was ever the intention of Par-
lianent. The second schedule talks in per-
centages, and although the court interprets
it as a percentage of total incapacity, in
'New Zealand it is interpreted as a per-
centage of half wages. Under the inter-
pretation of our courts, when a worker has
been drawing half pay through illness, the
whole of the money received in half pay
is deducted from the amount set out in the
second schedule. Consequently it not in-
frequently happens that when all the de-
ductions have been made there is not a
penny to draw under the second schedule;
the whole of the compensation has gone in
half-pay and hospital and medical expenses.
I suggest in the Bill that instead of talk-
ing in percentages in the second schedule
we set out the definite amount a worker
suffering from injuries should receive with-
out deduction. All sorts of reasons are
now given for deductions. If one petitions
for a lump sum settlement, it is argued
that he can be compelled to continue on at

half wages until) the amount he is entitled
to is wholly drawni, and that if he be paid
in a lump sum the insurance people are
entitled to keepi the interest the money
would have earned while they were eon-
tinning to pay him half wages. Then they
try to compound on that for certain con-
siderations in order to effect a final settle-
wnent. On the second readinkg r mentioned
the case of a lad who had two arms drawn
into a machine. The case was again before
rue this morning. That boy's armns wvere
badly torn, and his face also was torn. It
is ovrer two years since the accident oc-
eurt-ed. He has been under seven opera-
tions, and to-day his right hand is as weak
a" that of a baby. That boy has bean re-
ceiving L0s. a week for two years.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The existing
Act provides for more than that.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Had he
been receiving 19s. a week as wages when he
was injured, his compensation would have
amounted to l9s.; but becausb he was re-
ceiving £1 at the time, he can draw only
10s. per week. By the time we get a final
settlement oY that case, what with opera-
tions, doctors' expenses, X-rays, specialists,
and the like, his parents will be well in debt,
although the boy will be a cripple for the
rest of his life. Parliament never intended
such a result.

'Mr, Davy: But hre does not come under
the second schedule of the existing Act.

The INISTER FOR WORKS: Yes, he
does. I went to provide that in such a case
no deductions shall be made.

Hon. Sir James IMtehieU: You want
£1,500 as a total amount.

The Premier: Not necessarily.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: -No, but as a

maximum, plus, of course, medical attention.
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Let me

put this ease: the second schedule of the
Bill sets out £G750 for the loss of both eyes.
In the ease of total blindness, would the
hon. member object to half-pay being pro-
vided during a man 's illness?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I do not think
you can get him compensated for the loss of
both eyes.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: It is
argued that there should not he any
second schedule, and that it originated from
the buccaneers. I agree that the buccaneers
are abroad now. I wish to set out clearly
Parliament's intentions in order to over-
come the insidious methods of buccaneers
that are rampant to-day. In England and
in New South Wvales there is no limitation
and the risk is unknown, and yet insurance
is effected. Before wre had a schedule, how-
ever, it was neessary for the amrount to he
assessed in each ease, and often an in-
jured man had to compromise and accept
anu altogether inadequate sum,. I am glad
of the views expressed by members opposite,
and am agreeable to further consideration
of the clause heing postponed to permit of
its being made clearer.
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Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL:. No one
pretends to be able to compensate a man for
the loss of both eyes by paying £750, £E1,500
or even £5,000. He cannot be compensated.
We are as anxious as is the Minister to do
a fair thing by the worker, but there is a
limit beyond which we cannot go. The
Minister said that the total liability was
£750 and that I was quite wrong in saying
it was £1,500. He admits noN% that it is
£C1,500.

The 'Minister for Works: I admit nothing
of the sort.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: As the
Minister intends to further consider the
clause, it is not worth arguing about. Every
provision should F-e made perfectly clear so
that there may be no argutncat afterwards.

The CHIAIRMAN: The member for West
Perth haxl better withdraw hir amendment.

Mr, DAVY: I understand that is neces-
sary if further consideration of the clause
is to be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, Then when it
comes up for discussion again, the hon.
member may move his amendment.

Mr. DAVY:- I ask leave to withdraw
my amendment.

Amendment by leave withdrawn.
The MTNIS$TER FOR WORKS: I move-

That further consideration of the clause
be postponed.
'Motion passed.

Clause 5-Compensation on workers dy-
ing from or affected by certain industrial
diseases:

Hon. Sir JAM-%ES MITCHELL. This is
something new and we ought to understand
just what is proposed.

The Premier: It is not new in other
places.

Hon. Sir JAMES, MITCHELL: It is very
late to think of protecting men in the min-
ing industry. What will be the effect ot
thc clause seeingz that many men arc suffer-
ing to an extent that may make it difficult
for them to find employment!

The Premier: It is a fearful reflection
on the State that provision has not been
made.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: -Provision
should tare been made long ago, but comn-
ing now, men may experience great diffi-
culty in finding employment. If their em-
ployment in mines is not continued some-
thing will hare to he done for them. The
Minister goes a bit further than occupa-
tional diseases. Subclausc 4 should be re-
drafted. It provides that if the worker has
at the time of entering employment wilfully
and falsely represented himself in writing
as not having preriously suffered from a
disease, compensation, shall not be payable.
If a worker has suffered from a disease, he
should be compelled to state it in writing
to the employer. Under the subelause unless
an employer obtained a, statement in writing,
he would be out of court, no matter how bad

the man might be. Only the wan would
know whether he had had a certain disease.
When a man comes into the State the re-
sponsibility- rests upon the worker. It would
be doing no injustice to the worker at pre-
sent in the State if it w~ere provided that
notice in writing should be given by the
applicant for work.

Mr. THOMSON: I am not opposed to
provision being made for those who soffer
because of their employment. It appears
to me, however, that if the Government had
brought down a measure placing the re-
sponsibility upon the whole of the people
of the State, most of us would have viewed
the question n;ith more sympathy than we
are preparedl to do now. I fear this Bill
will mean overloading our industries. This
is really a form of national insurance, but
is placing the responsibility on the should-
ers of private employers. If the Bilt passes
I shall be obliged, as an employer, to re-
quest those working for me to bring meI
medical certificates that they are free from
the diseases enumerated in the schedule. If
a man is found to be suffering from one of
these diseases I may have to dispense with
his services. It will be difficult for the in-
surance companies to determine a basis
upon which to levy an insurance fund. I
hope, even at this late hour, the Govern-
ment will see the necessity of introducing
a 'Bill providing for national insurance.
Cancer should certainly not be brought in
as an industrial disease.

M.Nr. CHESSON: I support the clause.
Provisions such as these should have been
made long ago. Every man who is stricken
clown by disease as a result of his occupa-
tion should he compensated for his loss of
health. Before a n can obtain em-
ployment on some of the big mines on the
goldficlds, he is subject to medical examina-
tion, and if his lungs ere affected he does
not get employment there. If the com-
panies that have paid big dividenids had
bcen compelled to make provision for
afflicted mniners, they would have seen to it
that the ventilation underground was suet
as to minimise the risks to which the men
were subjected. Queensland and New South
'Wales have made provision for men struck
down by occupational disease.

The Minister for Works: Western Aus-
tralia is really the only State that has not
done so.

-,%r. CHESSON: I shall support the
clause, and T hope it will be carried in its
present form.

Progress reported.

House adjourned at 1Q.45 p.m.


