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Thursday, 28 March 1985

THE PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths) took
the Chair at 2.30 p.m., and read prayers.

ACTS AMENDMENT (LOTTERIES) BILL

Requested Amendment: Statement by President

THE PRESIDENT: Honourable members, in
regard to the Acts Amendment (Lotteries) Bill,
my attention has been drawn to the motion in the
name of Hon. E. J1. Charlton appearing in sup-
plementary Notice Paper "Q" which, if passed ,
would request the Legislative Assembly to amend
the Bill by deleting the requirement for a licensed
supplier to pay a 5 per cent duty calculated on the
value of tickets included in returns to the Com-
missioner of Taxation from time to time.

There can be no doubt that the duty is a tax for
the purposes of section 46 of the Constitution Acts
Amendment Act and that, int the strict sense, the
Bill is one which this House may not amend.

Section 46 is designed to preserve the privileges
of each House vis a vis the other and it is on this
basis that I raise this matter.

Subsections (2) and (7) of section 46 must be
read together. Subsection (2) limits the Council's
powers to amend ".. . Bills imposing taxation. -"
but such Bills, by reason of subsection (7),
".... shall deal only with the imposition of tax-
ation." Administration and other matters relating
to the tax so imposed must, presumably, be found
in another, separate Bill. Only then can sense be
made of the prohibition against amending taxing
Bills. The financial privileges of the lower House
do not, and cannot, prevent this House from
amending the assessment -and administrative as-
pects following the imposition of the tax.

The Bill in question combines both the impo-
sition of the tax and its related provisions in one
measure in clear contravention of subsection (7). 1
therefore conclude that this House's privileges
have been infringed.

This is not the first time that this situation has
arisen, but in previous cases, the Bills have passed
without amendment and any defect has been
cured by subsection (9); that is, the resulting Act
is valid and effective. However, when confronted
by the type of motion the honourable member
intends to move, I believe it is my duty to draw the
House's attention to the constitutional require-
men ts.

Unless the House orders to the contrary, I do
not intend, on this occasion, to rule the Bill out of
order as being in contravention of subsection (7). 1
accept that the breach was not done deliberately
and that it is convenient, from a drafting view-
point, to include all aspects of the measure in one
document. However, I also believe that in this
case, the House if it accepts the Bill in its present
form would be entitled to ignore the prohibition
against amendment because of subsection (9) and
I suggest that the honourable member, at the ap-
propriate time, move to amend the Bill rather than
move a requested amendment.

I further suggest that the Government take note
of subsection (7) and make every endeavour to
comply with it in future.

MR J.3J. O'CONNOR: ARGYLE MINE
DISPUTE

Picket Line: Urgency Motion

THlE PRESIDENT: Honourable members, I
have received the following letter dated today
from IHon. Gordon Masters-

Dear Mr President,

In accordance with SO 63, 1 desire to move
that the House, at its rising, adjourn until I I
a.m. on Friday, April 26 1985, and that this
House:,

J. Condemns as callous and disgraceful the
T.W.U. and the secretary of the T.W.U.,
John O'Connor, for the blockading of the
Argyle mine site;

2. Deplores the Government's total inaction
and its failure to intervene before the Com-
mission in the public interest to protect l1000
jobs, and the loss of 400 new jobs, and head
off a threat to one of Western Australia's
major projects;

3. Calls on the Government to make appli-
cation immediately to the Industrial Com-
mission for the dc-registration of the
Transport Workers' Union if the blockade is
not lifted today.

Yours sincerely,
G. E. MASTERS M.L.C.

Leader of the Opposition
In order that this motion may be moved it is
necessary for four members to rise in their places
in support of the proposition.

Four members having risen in their places,

HON. G. E. MASTERS (West-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.39 p.m.j: I move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
11.00 a.m. on Friday, 26 April 1985.
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The Opposition, and I as Leader of the Oppo-
sition, move this motion because of the gravity of
the situation which has developed at the Argyle
mine site, an area that the Minister responsible for
industrial relations supposedly represents. Despite
the efforts to resolve the problems at the site the
Argyle dispute is rapidly becoming, and is likely to
become, one of the most ferocious and bloody-
minded conflicts in this State for many years.
There is a real threat of violence on the site or just
outside the gates to the mine site unless something
is done urgently.

The Argyle diamond venture, as we all know,
was heralded in this State as one of the glamour
projects of Western Australia, indeed of Australia,
and the whole world has its eyes on this project
and is making a judgment on how this project
develops. The project is threatened with the most
callous and disgraceful development that we have
seen in many years. The Transport Workers
Union and a number of other unions have
combined to prevent the supply of construction
and building materials which are desperately
needed for the development of the diamond mine
site. In addition, this action is threatening the jobs
of about 1 000 workers who are currently
employed at the site. Not only are the workers
rightly incensed by what is happening, but their
families are also suffering.

We have all read reports in the newspaper about
how the children and wives of the employees are
suffering.

Obviously, a large number of subcontractors are
on the site, and in addition people who are in
business in Perth and in other parts of the State
are having their livelihood threatened'and they are
not employing the number of people they would
normally employ because of the trouble at the
Argyle diamond site.

If we look at the history of this dispute we Find
that it goes back a long way. The first report from
which I would like to quote is dated 6 November
1984. No doubt the M inister has read it carefully,
although I am not sure if he was Minister for
Industrial Relations at that time. The article was
headed, "TWU's Argyle foothold leaves AWLJ in
industrial vacuum". That is where the difficulty
began and the statement made in the Press release
read as follows-

However the Bench declined to make a For-
mal order in favour of the more militant
TWU, arguing that its decision was "in the
public interest".

In other words, it was recognised that the
Transport Workers Union appeared to have some
rights on the issue, but the court decided that in

the public interest it would rule in favour of the
Australian Workers Union. The article
continued-

At the same time the Bench decided that,
while the rules of the AWU-which has a
reputation of being more industrially com-
pliant than other unions in the mining and
construction sectors-made it ineligible to re-
cruit workers at the mine it did rule in favour
of the AWU for work on the ore reduction
and treatment plants at Argyle.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What are you quoting
from?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: 1 am quoting from The
Financial Review dated 6 November 1984, and it
continues-

Despite opposition from the TWU, the
Bench ruled that the AWU should have
coverage of workers involved in the ore treat-
ment operations and in construction of the
plant.

The Bench opted for the AWU's
constitutional coverage, which entitled the
union to recruit workers involved in the re-
duction of ore.

That is when the wheels started to turn and where
some of the difficulties started to nmaterialise.

I will now quote from The Australian dated I I
January 1985. The article is headed, "Diamond
Mine operator slams TWU black ban". It was
stated then that the trouble at the Argyle diamond
mine would get worse. The article reads as fol-
lows-

After five years of harmonious relations
between the Argyle management, contractors
and unions involved, the project is now being
threatened with confrontation by the
Transport Workers Union, which is
attempting to force its way into the project.

Further on it continues-
The Full Bench of the commission handed

down the decision giving the AWU the ex-
clusive right to represent employees engaged
on the construction of the mine facilities and
the production operations at the treatment
plants.

A hearing was set down for December 17.
Argyle Diamond Mines attended, but the
TWU did not torn up. The commission has
not set a date for later this month.

What happened is this: The dispute had gradually
become more and more grave and the Australian
Workers Union had been recognised by the com-
mission, by the mine operators, and by the public
generally as a very responsible union that was able
to do its job and to carry out its union
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responsibilities with a minimum of problems. In
other words, the Australian Workers Union has
always worked closely with the management of
various projects, although there have been differ-
ences of opinion. Nevertheless the Australian
Workers Union has shown that it is responsible
and this was recognised in the decision handed
down by the commissioner and was reflected in
the way in which the management of the mine
project was pleased to accept that union on its site.
The employers at Argyle and the Australian
Workers Union are opposed to the Transport
Workers Union and they joined forces in this re-
gard.

It is obvious from the way in which the
Transport Workers Union has operated that it has
been trying to flex its muscles and apply maxi-
mum pressure on the Industrial Commission to
influence its decision. 1 guess that is standard
practice as far as that union is concerned.

I was interested to read a telex from Joe
Keenan, Secretary of the Australian Workers
Union.

Hon. Peter Dowding. He is the State Secretary.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: All right, he is the
State Secretary. I will read the telex signed by MI.
J. Keenan, Branch Secretary and dated 16
November 1984, as follows-

Attention: All AWU members at Argyle.

In the decision of the full bench of the
Australian Commission the court found-

-We are of the view that it would not be in
the public interest for us to make any order in
favour of the TWU".

"We decline to make any order in respect
of the application of the TWU.".

That was the Industrial Commission's comment at
that time. The telex pointed out that it strongly
supported the Australian Workers Union's right to
operate in this area. The telex continued-

The TWU have been told that they cannot
have an award by the full bench.

The AWU have been told to go to the State
Commission for an award.

The State AWU will seek a construction
and production award for the mine site.

The telex was sent by Joe Keenan who is one of
the most responsible union leaders in this State.
He leads the union well and has at all times acted
in its interest. I have the highest regard for that
gentleman as do other people who know him.

The conference has been held and the TWU
was requested to attend a compulsory conference.

The result was in favour of the Australian
Workers Union.

To indicate that this is an important issue as far
as the community is concerned I refer to the
article which appeared on the front page of today's
The West Australian. It shows how important this
issue is when it receives front page headlines. The
article was headed, "Argyle pickets remain despite
TWU loss". On page 2 of today's The West
Australian there is a picture of two pickets, Mr R.
Holterman from the TWU in Canberra, and Mr
Jack Higham, who is the union's President in WA;
and I am sure he needs no introduction.

The State branch is being very deeply involved.
Jack Higham is certainly a very active President
of the Transport Workers Union, and has been for
many years. Anyone involved in the transport area
knows how vigorously he can pursue his duties and
how aggressive he can be in forcing people to take
action against their will.

In the background is Mr John O'Connor, the
secretary of the Transport Workers Union in this
State; and Mr Dowding will say it is a Federal
issue. I say to him that the President of the State
Transport Workers Union is involved, and John
O'Connor most certainly is heavily involved.
Having been let off the hook, he is still a parlia-
mentary hopeful. One would have expected he
would show more gratitude to the Government
and he would have brought this mindless dispute
to a halt.

Howard Sattler made a statement in the
Sunday Times dated 17 March which covered the
point. The article really and truly puss on paper
what everyone is thinking. Howard Sattler says-

Transport Workers Union thumbs its nose
at law and drivers.

He goes on to say-

It was reasonable to expect the Transport
Workers Union to "lie low" for a while after
the John O'Connor affair.

The let-off given to the union's secretary
should have been a bit embarassing to such a
brazen bunch, given to public displays of in-
dustrial muscle-flexing.

But those of us who thought Mr O'Connor
and his colleagues would let the dust settle
and give the State Government a respectable
time to ride out the storm, were way off the
mark.

Within days of Mr Berinsons' incredible
decision we learnt of the TWU's latest cam-
paign of aggression, ironically against an
enterprise in which the Government is a part-
ner.
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The TWIJ picket near Argyle, over an
issue it has already lost in the industrial
courts, is a brazen demonstration of the
union's might and its ability to thumb its nose
at the body we elected to protect the State's
rights,

The issue has several ingredients, any one
of which the Government could have cited as
an excuse to intervene.

That is the important issue. The State, and the
Minister particularly involved, have done absol-
utely nothing at all. The Minister has made some
sort of general statements, but he has made no
effort, and we know why. He and the Premier
should have made more vigorous efforts to resolve
this problem.

The length of the dispute must be carefully
taken into account. The immense cost of that dis-
pute, not only to the operators in the area, but also
to the people involved on the site, must be con-
sidered. There is the heartache of those people. If
any members or the Minister had gone to that
mine site and had talks with those on the site they
would have understood the very grave problems up
there and the great fears of the people, many of
whom were unemployed until they took on this
job.

If anything typifies that heartache, it is an
article in the Daily News of 26 March, where
there was a picture of children at school. The
caption read-

Schoolchildren-penalised by the picket
line.

Under the headline, "Diamond dispute hits chil-
dren", the article, in part, reads-

The supplies include school books and uni-
forms. .. .

One woman, Mrs Leah Jenkinson, said she
had been on site for about four weeks and her
belongings were still to be brought in. "I've
got four kids and I only have two suitcases
with me," she said.

That does not sound too important to people
involved in a major dispute. It may not sound
important to the Minister, but if the dispute has
hurt a small group of people like that, then con-
sideration must be given to it and something must
be done. It is not just happening to a small group;
supplies are being cut off from the whole com-
munity.

That is the concern. Governments and Ministers
simply cannot stand aside and let these thugs do
this.

Hon. Peter Dowding: When do you think de-
registration proceedings should have started?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Minister can
talk-

Hon. Peter Dowding: I am just asking a ques-
tion. When do you say they should have
commenced?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Obviously the Minister
does not give a damn, and we know why. He just
does what he is told.

What I am saying is that those people on site,
those children and those mothers, are suffering.
That is the real issue, the human heartache, the
fear and the worry. It has been going on for
months now, and the Minister has done nothing
but Sit here, cross his hands in his lap, and say it
will go away. This is what his predecessor did, and
look at what happened to him!

Hon. J. M. Berinson: He was promoted.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We are saying this is
only-

Hon. Graham Edwards: You are talking a lot of
nonsense.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The interjection there
is absolutely typical of the attitude of members on
the other side of the House. They laugh at the
situation and think it is funny.

Hon. Peter Dowding: We are laughing at you.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: People at that mine are
suffering. They are desperately worried; they
think they will lose their jobs. There are people,
like the honourable member opposite-

Hon. Peter Dowding interjected.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Mr Dowding looks as if
he has received his tax return. I suppose it is all
very well for people to sit in Parliament and hope
the problem will go away. I suppose it is all right
for Governments and even trade union movements
to say it will sort itself out, but can they not
understand the heartache from a community like
that, which is in Mr Dowding's electorate?

That is the real issue today, and that is the real
problem. It is fair to say that the way this dispute
has developed is a condemnation of the system
itself. it is utter madness; it could not happen in
any other country in the world. The dispute
started in November 1984, and today, 28 March,
it is still going on.

Mr Dowding will stand up and say, "You were
responsible for one of the worst disputes in the
Pilbara".

Hon. Peter Dowding: I am glad you recognise it.
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If he looks at the
dates-just so that the Minister understands, per-
haps he should look at the time-he will see that I
was not Minister for Industrial Relations at the
time that dispute took place. Would he do that as
a favour to me? He will find that I was not the
Minister at the time.

This dispute has been going on since November.
It is now 28 March and still a number of standover
men and thugs are blockading supplies to 1 000
workers and their families on site. They are
threatening one of the glamour projects of this
State. They are threatening not only the Argyle
venture, but our investment in that project. We
have an interest, and the Government cares
nothing about it.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon interjected.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We are part owners.
The dispute has dragged on and the commission
seems to be failing to address the problem. It has
not addressed the problem, otherwise it would
have said this madness must stop and the block-
ading must end.

We know, from reading the papers and listening
to Hon. Peter Dowding, the system has become
too legalistic, too complicated, and it totally Ig-
nores the human element. It gets away from the
whole idea of settling disputes so that people can
go about their work.

The commission is frightened of the union
power and pressure that is always applied and that
is why the Transport Workers Union is there. It
knows if it stays there it will get something out of
its action. Union power has been applied on com-
missions for years but now it appears to have a
free rein as far as this Government is concerned. It
is applying even greater pressure and is prepared
to go right down the road. That power is aided and
abetted by this Government and the system we live
in is sentencing thousands of people to unemploy-
menit, not just in this project, but in other projects
as well. The commission is failing in its duty be-
cause it is submitting to pressure and not acting
quickly enough in the public interest.

The dispute is serious as far as the commission
and its failure to perform are concerned. it is a
condemnation of the State Government for its
total inaction in this matter bearing in mind it
commenced in November 1984 and is still going
on on 28 March this year. However, the Govern-
ment is still saying the dispute will resolve itself.

The Minister was reported today as saying that
he had enough faith in the system to believe the
dispute would sort itself out. That is the type of
pompous and cold-blooded statement which the
Minister makes. His statement takes no account of

those people who are suffering, or of the fact that
they will lose their jobs because of this situation.
The system has failed in this instance and the
people are in a desperate position.

Quite recently I asked the Minister whether he
had consulted with any groups; for example, the
TLC or the TWU, and he said he would not
answer that query because the discussions were
confidential. Certainly, if he has talked about the
matter, he has refused to report to this Parliament
or advise members of his discussions. I suppose it
is fair enough that the Minister should keep his
head down and say that he is not going to become
involved. It is not because he would not like to
become involved.

It was interesting to read some of the papers
recently tabled by Hon. Joe Berinson which typify
the pressure applied on members of Parliament
and Ministers. I quote from a document headed,
"Australian Labor Party", dated 2 October 1984,
addressed to Mr Berinson and signed by Michael
Beahan, State Secretary.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What does that document
say?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I am just going to read
it as follows-

Dear Joe,

At its last meeting the Administrative
Committee resolved to refer the attached
item to you for consideration.

Please forward your comments to me as
soon as possible so they can be considered by
the State Executive.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I indicate to the
strangers in the President's Gallery that gesturing
to members in this House is highly disorderly and
will not be tolerated.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: This is the statement
attached to that letter, and it reads as follows-

State council condemns the Minister for
Police, Mr Carr, for allowing the prosecution
of TWU Secretary John O'Connor on
charges of extortion and the continued har-
assment of BLF Secretary Kevin Reynolds on
similar grounds.

It goes on to say-

It is unacceptable that the very first of such
attacks should come from a Minister in a
Labor Government. We therefore call upon
the Premier to remove Mr Carr from this
portfolio and bring an end to these actions.
We call upon the ALP to remove Mr Carr's
endorsement before the next state election.
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Hon. J. M. Berinson: Did we succumb to that
pressure?

Hon, 0. E. MASTERS: That is the sort of
pressure applied to Labor members. Members can
laugh hysterically, but that is the reason why Mr
Berinson issued a nolle prosequi in the O'Connor
case. People are calling Mr Berinson "Nolle"
Ben nson.

F-on. Peter Dowding: They asked for Mr
Berinson's comments.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You look at the covering
letter.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: No wonder the mem-
ber gets so upset.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Thai is the reason Mr
Dowding pompously says that he has enough faith
in the system and that the dispute will work itself
out. Meanwhile, thousands of workers in the
north, along with their families, are not receiving
the supplies they need. What a statement to make
fronte a Minister who represents that area! No
wonder he cannot give more assurances, because
the ALP will withdraw his endorsement if he does
not do as he is told. That statement applies not
just to the Minister but to all the backbenchers on
the Government side of the House. It is a tragedy
when we look at the cold-bloodedness of the Labor
Party, and why it cannot take action to look after
the people it represents.

We have asked members why they have not
intervened in the public interest and we have
looked at the issue and said, "We have to do
something about it". We have not said, "I have
enough faith in the system to think it will1 resolve
itselr.

Hon. P. H. Loekycr: Mr Dowding said on air
this morning it was not a very serious dispute at
all.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I think what Mr.
Dowding meant was that it is not a serious dispute
as far as he is concerned. It is understandable
when someone says, "Mr Dowding, do as you are
told or you will lose your endorsement". Mr
Dowding sits opposite twiddling his thumbs and
does absolutely nothing for those people. The
Government at some stage must intervene. We are
saying that the Minister is refusing to become
involved except to make a few sanctimonious
remarks. I guess his job is at stake, because if he
does do something about the situation his job is in
jeopardy. He might say, "It has always been your

Government's problem. It interfred too much
with the system, and upset the people concerned
and the Industrial Commission by going along and
taking an interest".

It did not make any difference when the
Government made application to appear before
the Industrial Commission to support redundancy
and termination of employment. It trotted along
as fast as it could, it even spent money going to the
Eastern States to support the idea. Mr Dowding
did not oppose that. He said it was a good idea, as
did his leader, Mr Dans, but when it comes to
supporting people who are suffering up north it is
a different matter. His bosses say, "No", so he
does nothing, otherwise he would lose his
endorsement and that would worry him. This is
what is happening ini our community and it is
causing utter despair among the people affected.

The Australian Workers Union is the target in
the whole dispute and the 1 000 workers and their
families who are involved are the meat in the
sandwich in a dispute between the AWU versus
the TWU and the BLF. The companies and share-
holders of this State are also the sufferers.

The strike demonstrates all that is wrong with
our system, with the legal arguments, the prob-
lems and the suffering churning on and on, not
just day after day, week after week, but month
after month. Yet Mr Dowding says the dispute
will be resolved and he has faith in the system.
The people involved in this dispute who are picket-
ing at the gates are just mindless thugs and
stormtroopers of the trade union movement: I re-
fer to those two radical union groups. What they
are seeking to do is to impose their will on the
moderate groups by force if necessary.

I say Joe Keenan and his Australian Workers
Union have behaved very responsibly in this situ-
ation. They have held off. Many of his workers
could say,"Let's get out of this and throw them off
the picket lines". He said, "No. we do not want to
cause too much trouble if the dispute can be
resolved in another way". However, he is getting
frustrated and so are the workers. The picket line
which is there to enforce this blockade-and that
is all it is-is not made up only of Transport
Workers Union members; there are BLF members
as well. They are flying the heavies in this week.

This is a direct assault on the AWU. The BLIF
is involved because of the dispute in Melbourne
over those big light towers. I guess everyone re-
members that. The commission said, "It is not the
BLF, it is the AWU", so the BLF said, 'Right,
the first chance we get to fix up the AWU, we will
be in it". The BLF is up there now.

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: It has lost again.
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Of course it has. It is a
rigged picket. It is not all the TWU. Mr O'Connor
has some heavyweights out there. I guess we could
say Mr O'Connor probably thinks he is pretty safe
and would quite happily go up there himself. We
know he is the number one carrier of the "nolle
card", the criminal exemption card signed person-
ally by Hon. Joe Berinson. He is without fear.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Do you know where
Mr O'Connor is just now?

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: Moscow.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Is he in Moscow? I

would not think so.
Hon. Fred McKenzie: Don't bring up that rub-

bish in the debate.
Hon. 0_ E. MASTERS: Mr O'Connor might

have taken off to get out of the firing line. He is in
charge; we know that. We do not have any doubts
at all about the heavies being used. There was a
photograph of one of them on the front page of the
newspaper a couple of days ago-26 March.
There was a photograph of a picket and the head-
ing reads, "Picket siege hits workers". It carries a
photograph of a fellow shaking his fist. The cap-
tion to the photograph reads, "TWU picket line
member Bob Kelly hoists the Eureka flag at the
entrance to the Argyle mine".

That man has a bad record in industrial dis-
putes; there is no question about that. He is in the
ELF, although he might be signed on with the
TWU now for convenience. He is a heavyweight
and was involved on the Merlin site as a shop
steward, and also in the East Perth-Murdoch site
which was closed down because of the agitation by
people like him. Few know, but he spent three
months in gaol on his way to the Eastern States
for driving without a licence after being warned a
number of times. Eventually he got to Sydney and
he was involved in the police complex project
there. He had his photograph on the ELF handout
and was pictured, again waving the flag. It was
not the Eureka flag.

That is the sort of fellow he is. Mr Kelly was
recruited from a building site in Perth. I think he
was working for a scaffolding company but I will
not mention the name of the company. He was
recruited from that job and paid to go to Argyle
with two or three other people. He was told, "Get
two or three of your troops and get up there".
Why? Because he is a heavyweight. He is a bully
and he is prepared to ight if necessary. He is paid
to fight and to be up there on those picket lines.
He is paid by the TWU and its members-

That is the sort of person we have on those
picket lines. That is the sort of person who is
standing over workers who just want to get on with

the job. We know many conscripts from Darwin
came down to man the picket Iines- Members
know and I know, regardless of whether Mr
Dowding or anyone else rejects the proposition,
that there was an attempt at recruitment; two or
three young people from Wyndham were recruited
at $40 a day to go on to the picket line.

Hon. Peter Dowding: That is a bit tight, isn't it?
That is a bit rough.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Mr Dowding thinks it
is funny.

Hon. Peter Dowding: I said "it is a bit rough".

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: They were told, "All
you have to do is stand there. Here is another $40.
You may have to fight". I have spoken to the
father of one of these young persons who, of
course, I cannot name.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Let us hear the credibility
of your evidence. It is a load of rubbish.

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: We have heard this,
"Prove it, name it", and we did it recently. We
said, "Get the police in. They will check it out".
Does Mr Dowding want the police to investigate
this complaint? Let him answer.

Hon. Peter Dowding: That is up to you.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It is up to the Minister.

Hon. Peter Dowding: No, l am not the police.
Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: Do you think we could

check if there is any truth in the rumour that these
pickets are armed?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I do not know if they
are armed or not.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Bail him out, Mr
MacKinnon.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The point is that con-

scripts are on the gate. People who are being paid
as heavies are on the gate. Young people were on
the gates for a brief time until they decided it was
not for them. If an employer was to say to a young
person, "We will give you $40 a day to do a job",
Mr Dowding, Mr McKenzie and Mr Stephens
would be on their feet saying how terrible it was.
They agree that this situation is occurring.

Hon. Tom Stephens: You have just introduced
legislation.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: Mr Masters, I do not
believe it.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The system has totally
failed. These people are saying they will reject the
alternative system we put forward.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: I do not believe it, and
you cannot provide proof. We tabled our papers,
now you table your notes!

Hon. G. F. MASTERS; Once we also tabled
some documents, much to the Labor Party's dis-
gust and much to the Minister's embarrassment,
and in the end Hon. Joe Berinson had to bail them
out. What do they want-blood? They just want
to be able to stand over these people and threaten
and frighten the living daylights out of them.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: You are making wild
statements without any supporting evidence.

Hon. Tom Knight: There is plenty of supporting
evidence.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: And unnamed people!
Hon. G.. 2. MASTERS: It is not a wild

statement.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. Fred McKenzie: You probably threw the

stone. I said that the other day.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It is not a false

statement to say that a truck containing a woman
and children was hit by a rock which was thrown
at it. That is not a false statement. It was reported
in the newspaper.

Hon. Peter Dowding: That is one incident, and a
very disgraceful one at that.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: I am talking about the
recruits.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: It is disgusting.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. G. F. MASTERS: The sort of human

problem that is involved may be demonstrated by
a couple of letters which I will read to the House.
These letters were written by people who have
been involved with or affected by these incidents. I
will not read out the names and addresses of the
authors, but they are on the letters. They are not
false documents. The first letter is dated 21
January 1985 and it is addressed to Mr Bill
Hassell. It reads as follows-

- Mr Bill Hassell,-
Dear Sir,

I work at the Argyle diamond mine site.
Regarding the TWU-AWU demarcation dis-
pute and the Federal TWU ban on this mine
site.

Firstly there is no legitimate reason for
these bans, which are slopping the deliveries
of fuel and cement and most other things

except food. The only reason these bans have
been imposed is to try and force AWU mem-
bers to involuntarily join the TWU, which
about 95 per cent of the AWU members here
don't want to do.

There must be some mileage in this matter
for the WA Opposition surely. Can't you em-
barrass the Burke Government into doing
something to get rid of the TWU bans? If
this was Queensland .loh would have done
something before this to help us keep our
jobs. Why won't Burke?

Opposition members: Hear, hear!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The letter continues as
follows-

In about three weeks from now it is most
likely that, unless these bans are lifted, the
whole place will be out of fuel and workers
will be stood down.

There could possibly be some violent reac-
tion against TWU officials who show their
nose here when stand-downs start. More
trouble than the two resident police will
handle. Of course it is well known that the
TWU use hired thugs to protect their union
organisers in cases like this.

It is a matter of just who is running this
country and this State. The elected govern-
ments or renegade parasite unions.

Please see what you can do.

I will table that letter.

Point of Order
Hon. Tom Stephens: I ask the member to ident-

ify the documents from which he was quoting.
Hon. P. G. Pendal: You want to get first names,

do you?
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: I am quite happy to

table the document.
The PRESIDENT: Wait a minute. Standing

Order No. 151 does not require the honourable
member to raise a point of order. Standing Order
No. 151 says that the honourable member will
identify the document. I was waiting for him to
complete reading the document before reminding
him of the requirement of Standing Order No. 151
which does not require the raising of a point of
order. I ask the honourable member to identify the
document.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Certainly. The docu-
ment is headed "Mr Bill Hassell, Dear Sir", dated
29 January 1984, the office of the Leader of the
Opposition. The identification, of course, is the
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words I read to the House. I am quite happy to do
that.

The PRESIDENT: Order! So that I do not mis-
lead the Hon. Tom Stephens. I remind him he can
raise his point of order at the conclusion of the
member's speech.

Debate (on motion) Resumned

Han. G. E. MASTERS: I hope Government
members do not go to the trouble of trying to
identify the fellow.

The next document is dated 11 March.

Hon. Peter Dowding: It is anonymous, of
course.

Han, 0. E. MASTERS: It is certainly anony-
mous as far as members sitting an the other side of
this Chamber are concerned. That poor blake
would never work again if his name were
mentioned. As 1 said the letter is dated 11I March
1985. It states-

Thank you for your letter of 8th March
concerning the T.W.U. pickets and trouble at
Argyle.

I am only a truck driver employed by
Roche Bros and don't have access to any in-
side information re this dispute and can't help
you much.

The reason for the T.W.U. banning this
place is to try and force A.W.U. members to
join the T.W.U. No-one, or very few men,
want to join the T.W.U. but they won't take
no for an answer. The full bench of the
Australian Commission (Arbitration I sup-
pose) told the T.W.U. they could not have
coverage here and to back off, which they did
far a few weeks after the January trouble.

This time the T.W.U. has effectively
bluffed all major transport companies from
sending trucks here so they do not really need
a picket line here.

This time at first they told Bellways not to
even bring food or beer into the place and
none came in for the first week. Then I don't
know what happened but Bellways are
coming in now with food and beer.

The T.W.U. pickets threw a rock through
one drivers truck windscreen. He was going to
stop but did not when this happened. He had
his wife and at least one child with him and
the matter was reported to the local police.

Information could be supplied by the police
here, A.D.M. office, Brambles Bells,
Bellways and the A.W.U. if they are prepared
to talk.

The T.W.U. here are being supported by
the B.L.F. and now the F.E.D.F.A. so what
hope has the A.W.U. got.

When fuel runs out just before Easter, I
estimate, we will most likely be stood down. I
will very likely go back to Queensland.

There certainly is concern here regarding
the O'Connor episode amongst the people
who think, but they are in the minority. There
are a lot of workers who can't see past the end
of their respective noses.

We could certainly remove these pickets
here by force, but that would cause reper-
cussions down the line from other unions,
Storemen & Packers for example.

It would not surprise me if A.D.M. were to
close the job down for three or four years and
write their expenses off as tax losses. Dia-
mond prices are down and oversupplied.

The pickets also roughed up a driver for
Henry & Walker from Darwin, who was driv-
ing an empty truck at the time he stopped at
their picket line. I don't know if this incident
was reported to the police here or not. He was
only visiting here.

The T.W.U. intend to picket the mine site
till we get stood down and then I imagine
they expect that we will join their union.I
won't. I will leave and go elsewhere.

The T.W.U. have denied that they stopped
Bellways from bringing food and beer last
week but, in my opinion, the T.W.U. are
liars. Bellways missed their usual delivery in
the first week that the pickets were here.

When fuel runs out here there will be no
electricity, as the power station is diesel pow-
ered. There are women and children here.
They will suffer if there is no power. There
will be a lot of food in freezers go rotten.

It is very possible that some people here
will take violent action against the T.W.U.
pickets when fuel runs out and we are stood
down.

The unions will cripple this job before the
mine even gets into production. It would be
interesting to know if there is any foreign
money being paid to the T.W.U. to cripple
this job.

I hope you have some success in helping us
and embarrassing the hopeless Burke govern-
ment.

Those are just a couple of letters which point out
the tragedy of the situation. We have more, but
obviously we have to be careful wham we quote
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and that the letters do not fall into the wrong
hands. I have received them-

Hon. Peter Dowding: You said one was
addressed to Mr Hassell.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Yes, one was addressed
to Mr Hassell.

Hon. Peter Dowding: It is funny how the word-
ing is similar in both letters.

Hon 0. E. MASTERS: That is the sort of
statement and contempt that this Minister shows
for people who are concerned about their future.
That is the sort of contempt that he shows for the
suffering wives and families. That is the sort of
statement one would expect from this Minister in
bickering about whether a letter is addressed to
Mr Hiassell or to someone else. He is not con-
cerned about the letters.

I was approached by a plasterer who has a
massive contract in that area. He has come back
to Perth, laid his men off and has gone to his
creditors trying to obtain an extension of his credit
because he does not know what will happen. That
sort of thing is happening in many cases.

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: And the Minister yawns.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Of course he does. We
would at least expect the Government to condemn
the pickets and the action of the Transport
Workers Union. At least, we believe that the
Government should deregister a union which sup-
ports this sort of activity. How long does the pub-
lic have to bleed before the Government is moved
into taking some action? I dare say that Mr
Dowding is being held back and told what to do by
his trade union bosses. Nevertheless, the time
must come, even for him, when he must make
some statement other than "[I will sort itself out".

I appeal to the House to consider this dreadful
dispute and to consider seriously the problems of
those families, of a major project in Western
Australia, and of 420 new jobs that were to be
created, and then to consider these thugs standing
on a gate stopping supplies going into the area.
This Government has taken no action at all except
to make the sanctimonious statement, "It will sort
itself out". We cannot allow that and as a Parlia-
ment we must support this motion.

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Industrial Relations) [3.28 p.m.]: No-one on
this side of the House and, I am sure, no-one on
the other side of the House, likes to see or hear
about the problems caused by industrial dispu-
tation. No-one who has any sense of responsibility,
however, takes the sort of actions that we have
seen taken this afternoon by Hon. Gordon Mvas-
ters. His action is inflammatory and clearly

designed to make settlement of the dispute more
difficult and to grab headlines. His actions are
inflammatory and excessive because he has not
come up with any concrete suggestions to solve the
dispute. If I was intending to read into the motion
any concrete suggestions as to what the Govern-
ment should do, I think that Hon. Gordon Masters
decided not to make those suggestions to the
Government in a last minute initiative. The Oppo-
sition never intended the Government to take any
notice of it. The fact is that at 10. 10 a.m. Hon,
Gordon Masters delivered this motion to the Clerk
of this House. He requested the Clerk of this
House to keep that document to himself and not to
reveal it to the Government until the very last
minute possible.

What is interesting about that is that he had no
intention of trying to either make sensible sugges-
tions to the Government to convey to the Govern-
ment the Opposition's view On what sort of action
was appropriate or to make a constructive move
towards resolving the problem. He demonstrated
quite clearly that he intended to posture politically
this afternoon and wanted the Government to have
the least notice possible so that hopefully it would
not be prepared. It is the sort of cheapness that
demonstrates he has no intention whatever of
doing anything but posture.

(Resolvted: That business be continued.]
Hoan. P ETER DOW D ING: I f i t were sugges ted

seriously that the motion contained anything on
which the Government could ponder and take ac-
tion, why was it not appropriate to give it to the
Government at 10. 10 this morning? The answer is
as I said; it was intended as political posturing and
that is how we should read it. That is what we
expect from the Opposition and from Hon.
Gordon Masters.

We have also I think heard the following ex-
pressions used in his speech today: "ferocious",
"bloody-minded", "utter despair" and the sort of
extreme, descriptive words that are intended to
convey not only a serious situation but also one of
the utmost seriousness imaginable. Of course, it is
a situation which has arisen over a period of time,
but Mr Masters has his facts entirely wrong. This
is a matter that has been before the Industrial
Commission and the Industrial Commission
brought down its decision in this matter and gave
notice to the parties of its decision that it would
accede to the application of the company to limit
the coverage for the production stage to three
unions only. The company has known for many a
month what that would do, if granted, in terms of
industrial relations and I have no doubt that the
company, as a prudent commercial operator, made
its plans. To suggest the company is a babe in the
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woods and the company, together with the
Australian Mines and Metals Association, some-
how needs to have its hand taken and gently led
through industrial relations, is to denigrate not
only the company but also the Australian Mines
and Metals Association. If any organisation had
the skill to know how to deal with an industrial
dispute and if any organisation and its advisers
knew what would happen when it sought to have a
mine site with a particular style of coverage for a
variety of reasons-I do not want to comment on
that because I am sure the company and the com-
mission believe they are appropriate conditions-
this company and its advisers knew.

I believe we all have a responsibility to try to
resolve this disputation. Mr Masters abrogates
that responsibility; the Opposition does not make
any serious suggestions, and it never has. When in
Government Mr Masters never made any serious
attempt to resolve industrial disputation. Could we
really say at the end of his term in office that
industrial relations were better or worse as a result
of his stewardship? I would say that they were
utterly worse and people were sick and tired of the
inflammatory, confrontationist style of Mr Mas-
ters' inadequate stewardship of that portfolio. If
there was ever to be a radical change to the indus-
trial system of Western Australia one would have
thought the Opposition would have got its act
together in the nine years it was in power.

This is simply humbug and I suggest Mr Mas-
ters is ducking and weaving from the central issue
he has chosen to raise again today of the question
of the nolle prosequi of Mr O'Connor. He is
simply, like the rest of the Opposition, perpetually
ducking and weaving from the central issue. The
central issue is one which has been the practice in
this State since time immemorial in terms of the
Western Australian system; that is, to remove in-
dustrial matters from the ambit of the criminal
law and treat only those matters of purely criminal
acts and the like as being appropriate to be dealt
with under the criminal law. Mr Masters was him-
self in Government as the Minister for Labour and
Industry and was repeatedly ensuring that matters
of a similar sort did not go through the criminal
processes. He repeatedly took the stance that it
was inappropriate that they should go through the
criminal process, and that is the central issue. We
now have Mr Masters ignoring the central issue of
this particular dispute which is how to ensure,
given what has occurred to date, that we minimise
disruption.

The First thing to be said is that Mr Masters
knows full well, and it is not to his credit that he
ignores it, that the company concerned in this
dispute has repeatedly asked the Government to

stay out of it. I respect the rights of the company
and I understand its nervousness, which arises
from nine years of interference from Liberal Min-
isters who thought they could whip into the near-
est telephone box, get out the strike-busting uni-
forms and lead into the arena. As the companies
know, every time Mr Masters, and all his
predecessors in the Liberal Government, donned
that absurd outfit, they actually made things
worse. He is like the blind man beating his head
against the brick wall and when asked why, saying
that it does not seem to be affecting anyone ad-
versely. That is the sort of stupidity we see from
Mr Masters; he wants to bang his head repeatedly
knowing that it does no good but it does not hurt
anyone else perhaps-unless it will increase indus-
trial disputation. It certainly is not the act that the
company wishes the Government to take on.

With the responsibility that I have I do not
intend, where the company and unions are prop-
erly advised, to leap in and interfere unnecessarily.
I have made it clear to the companies and the
unions that we expect an early resolution of this
dispute. It is not yet clear what is the resolution. If
Mr Masters would like to suggest that the entire
dispute should go outside the arena of the Argyle
area and involve a broader arena, that is his
prerogative. No doubt since he thinks the Liberal
Party benefits from industrial disruption that ex-
plains why he uses this inflammatory language.
The fact of the matter is that we have been in
touch with the parties on a regular basis. We have
been in touch with the Australian Mines and
Metals Association, the Confederation of WA In-
dustry and with the unions and the peak union
groups involved. I do not intend to let Mr Masters
interfere with whatever work we are able to do and
whatever gains we are able to achieve.

It is interesting to note that the pickets at this
site are simply a symbol of the dispute. Mr Mas-
ters has referred to the violence which has oc-
curred on the picket line. I am assured on the
inquiries I have made that there was an act involv-
ing the breaking of a window, and I have no truck
with that. I make it clear also that the Govern-
ment has no truck with it.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Did you take any action?

Hon. PETER DOWDING: Does Hon. Phil
Pendal expect me to leap into a phone box and go
up there?

Hon. P. G. Pendal: But you leapt into a court
case. You intervened there.

Hon. PETER DOWDING: The member is said
to be a relatively intelligent person. I begin to have
serious doubts about that. Alternatively, he
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chooses consistently to ignore the facts for purely
political reasons.

The Attorney General did not interfere. He had
a duty and responsibility to make a decision, and
he made that decision on advice. Just as the Oppo-
sition has chosen to abuse the people in Price
Waterhouse, a very respectable firm of chartered
accountants; just as it has chosen to abuse every-
one else who gives advice that it does not happen
to like; apparently now the Opposition wishes to
cast aspersions-

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Like your tax accountant.
Hon. PETER DOWDING: --on the Solicitor

General's advice, which is an absurd proposition.
Hon. P. G. Pendal: We know what his advice

was. It was, "On the one hand . .. and on the other
hand,. .

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Will honourable

members cease their interjections? When I call for
order, I expect to be obeyed, I shall treat very
harshly the next person who immediately
recommences his interjection after I have called
for order.

Hon. PETER DOWDING: Having given the
other side of the coin, that again the Opposition
chooses to ignore, just as, in Mr O'Connor's case,
it chose to ignore that a certain contractor had
wilfully underpaid somebody by 58 000.

Hon. G. C. MacK innon: In what court was that
proved?

Hon. PETER DOWDING: In this case there
was a dispute on the Argyle site where a leading
contractor had not only paid his contractors in
cash, but also had not provided them with
workers' compensation insurance, as he was
required to do under this Statute. However, I
never hear from people like members opposite any
sort of criticism of that behaviour. We never even
hear a "tut-tut" about that sort of behaviour. All
we hear are bland assertions that there is only one
side of the coin.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. P. H. LOCKY ER: Mr President-
The PRESIDENT: Order! I remind members

that I issued a warning a few moments ago about
continued unruly interjections. Due to the latest
episode of outrageous disregard for my request, I
am now unable to determine whether the Minister
has concluded his speech and the member who was
participating in that outrageous disregard of my
ruling rose to his feet for the purpose of raising a

point of order, with the current result that I am
not familiar with the state of affairs.

Hon. PETER DOWDING: Mr President, I sat
in response to your calls for order.

The PRESIDENT: I presumed that was what
the Minister was doing. But it had to be by guess,
and certainly not because of my ability to hear
what was occurring, that I assumed the Minister
was paying me the courtesy of sitting while I en-
deavoured to restore order.

Sittring suspended from .3.45 to 4. 00 p. m.

Hon. PETER DOWDING: There is a clear in-
dication either of the paucity of Mr Master's intel-
lectual capacity or his desire to deliberately create
an impression where the facts do not support that
impression, and that indication was the way in
which he chose to introduce a document, from
which he read, purporting to be a document over
the signature of Mr Michael Beahan, the State
Secretary of the Australian Labor Party.

In case Hansard, in complying with the under-
standing of recording debates of this House, was
unable to record precisely how that document
came to be put forward by Mr Masters, I remind
honourable members that Mr Masters claimed he
was about to read from a letter on Australian
Labor Party letterhead over the signature of Mr
Michael Beahgp, the State Secretary of the ALP.
He then turned a page and began to read a docu-
ment which was in fact a resolution of some
branch of the party that had been sent forward to
the administrative committee for endorsement.

Mr Masters was chided, I think by a duo Of the
Attorney General and me, who could see that Mr
Masters was going to attempt to create an im-
pression which was incorrect, and he eventually
conceded that in fact the letter he had in his pos-
session was a letter from Mr Michael Beahan
asking for the comments of the Attorney General
ahout the motion and containing no endorsement
at all of the material in that motion-no
endorsement at all.

That was not the impression Mr Masters sought
to give in his presentation of that document, and
that is indicative of what I say about the
presentation of Hon. Gordon Masters. It was
purely a political stunt. He has nothing concrete to
put forward.

Let me give another example of his attitude in
his criticism of the system. Mr Masters suggests
that the system is not all that it could be and that
we ought to throw it out. That is an interesting
point of view and one which, if it were made
seriously, I would wish to learn more about. But
he does not go on; he does not put up any concrete
argument.
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HeI had nine years in which to do something.
For nine years his party was in Government with a
majority in both Houses of Parliament, not suffer-
ing from the restraints of a bad electoral system
which ensures that the Labor Party can never have
a majority in this House. In all that time he was
untrammelled by any restraint of that sort, yet he
did nothing about this very system.

I was interested to note that I have never had a
reply to my interjection on Mr Masters that he has
not made, nor has his political party made, any
contribution to the Federal inquiry into this very
system. If this system is so bad and so incapable of
dealing with the issues, if we ought to throw it out
as Mr Masters suggests, why is it that the Liberal
Party cannot even put pen to paper and convey its
views to the inquiry? Is it that it has a paucity of
intellectual ability? "Yes", is the cry. Is it that it
does not have the solution? I think that is probably
correct.

It is a very complex issue which is not one which
gives rise to simple solutions. Those of the Oppo-
sition who read The Australian Financial Review,
will be aware of a series of articles by Mr
McGuiness about the system. There were, I think,
to be a total of four articles, and the first three
indicated that his thesis was that the system was
no good and that we should throw it out. One
looked forward to the fourth article with great
interest. The fourth said that the system was no
good and we should throw it out.

It is simply a fact that we all regard the present
system as in need of support and improvement and
a great many other things. No-one regards it as a
perfect system.

Along with representatives of companies and
unions who are involved as practitioners in indus-
trial relations, we on this side of the House are all
seeking better ways of resolving industrial dispu-
tation. The tragedy is that members of the Oppo-
sition have nothing to say.

HON. P. H. LOCKYER (Lower North) [4.06
p.m.]: It was not my intention this afternoon to
speak to this motion even though it has my sup-
port. However, the comments of my colleague and
friend, the Minister for Industrial Relations, have
forced me to my feet.

I was absolutely amused by the honourable
Minister for Industrial Relations' comments td the
effect that my colleague, Hon. Gordon Masters,
was making a settlement at Argyle more difficult.
I put it to the Minister that if the settlement is to
be made more difficult, what better position could
possibly face those picketers than the decision by
the Industrial Commission yesterday that said
that the Australian Workers Union was to be in

command of the workers on the site and that the
application by the Transport Workers Union had
been tossed out?

The first section of Hon. Gordon Masters' quote
from the letter was a condemnation of the tactics
employed by the TWU in mounting a picket line
across the Argyle mine site.

The Leader of the Opposition very concisely
explained how many items in the Argyle camp site
were in very short supply; in particular, the supply
of the amber fluid. In this morning's paper we
were able to identify two TWU thugs sitting back
having a couple of tinnies. Quite obviously the
supply of the amber fluid, while it may not be able
to find its way through the picket line, has no
trouble Finding its way at least to the picket line.

I was interested when the Minister said that we
all had a responsibility to try to resolve the strike.

I agree with him. One of the responsibilities of a
member when a strike occurs within his electorate
is to inquire what steps he should take. I wonder
whether our two honourable colleagues, the two
members for North Province (Hon. Tom Stephens
and Hon. Peter Dowding) have done anything
towards solving the strike.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: One is asleep and one has
gone.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. P. H. LOCKYER: As one member is in
the House and the Minister has urgent parliamen-
tary business outside the House I put it to you, Mr
President, that neither has done anything in his
capacity as a local member. I had that proved to
me this morning. In my capacity as a local mem-
ber, which Mr Dowding said is our right, I made
some inquiries as to what could be done to assist
these people, not the company, who are not getting
their supplies and pay. I know some people work-
ing there and I inquired what I could do. The
people said politely that while they respected my
interest and that of the party in the matter they
were making attempts to find their local members
and had been doing so for some days. They said
that regardless of the fact that they had tried to
contact them through their various offices they
had been unsuccessful to that stage.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: They have not looked.

Hon. P. H. LOCKYER: It is wonderful to get
interjections from the member to whom I refer as
"nightmare" because that is what it would be if
one woke up and found one was married to her.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
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Withdrawal of Remark

Hon. KAY HALLA HAN: I find the member's
comment Objectionable and I would like him to
withdraw it.

Hon. P. H. LOCKYER: I withdraw.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
Hon. P. H. LOCKER: I Find it surprising that

those local members have not got off their pos-
teniors and contacted the department or the area
within their electorates, not to settle the strike, but
to talk to the people who are suffering because of
this objectionable picket line which Mr Dowding
would have this House believe is merely a sym-
bol-a symbol that throws stones and breaks win-
dows and intimidates trucks. It is a pretty good
symbol that stops every truck which goes to the
site from delivering material.

Mr Dowding would have the House believe that
the question that has been constantly before us in
the past few weeks and days concerning Mr John
O'Connor, the Secretary of the Transport
Workers Union, who was let off by the Burke
Government although he had been charged by the
Western Australian Police Department at the
Government's request, is one to which only mem-
bers on this side object. Like the bandsmen on the
Titanic, members of the Government are the only
ones who believe that. Any member who has not
been out in his electorate and heard from his elec-
tors their opinion of the Attorney General's de-
cision on this matter is not worth his salt. Mem-
bers who come into this House and say that the
public agree with the decision show that they
simply have not been doing their homework in
their electorate. I am pleased that I am met with
stunned silence from the Government benches.

Mr Masters is quite rightly drawing the House's
attention to a most disgraceful situation that has
Lone ofl far too long. Kununurra is a particularly
long way from Perth, communications are diffi-
cult, and the situation is far worse than members
realise. We know the temperature here today is
37C but it has been like that in Kununurra for
days and days. Unless the decision of the proper
umpire-the Industrial Commission-is adhered
to and the dispute is Fixed this operation, which
will bring money to the north-west and prosperity
to a number of people in a nation which cannot
afford to have people unemployed, will be
seriously affected. I feel sorry for Western
Australia.

Regardless of what the Minister for Industrial
Relations says the matter rests firmly in his port-
folio, not only as a Minister but as a member in
whose electorate the dispute is centred. If some-

thing is not done to help the people involved the
consequences will be on his head.

I support the motion.
1-1ON. G. C. MacICINNON (South-West)

[4.11 p.m.]: Mr Dowding went on about the fact
that Hon. Gordon Masters did not put up any
proposition. I remind the Government that the
proposition put forward by Mr Masters has been
strictly according to the book and consistent right
through-, that is, that the Industrial Commission
should be listened to and its rulings accepted. The
point of the Opposition's stand is that the only
people who take any notice of the commission
seem to be the employers and the Liberal Party.
When the Opposition puts forward a proposition
that the commission should be short-circuited with
regard to junior wages, for example, the Govern-
ment screams its head off and says the commission
is sacrosanct and must be taken notice of by every-
body. That is the burden of their remarks.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: I thought it was
part of a complex matter.

Hon. G. C. MacKiNNON: It may be more
complex but for the sake of people in Mr
Hetherington's party who are less intelligent than
he, I am trying to simplify it.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Thank you very
much!

H-on. G. C. MacKINNON: The only people
who do not take a damned bit of notice of the
commission are the unions, It is about time we got
rid of something which the unions take absolutely
no notice of-the arbitration commission. The mo-
ment a decision is given against the TWU, as in
this case, it says the commission is wrong. The
union takes its cricket bat or football and goes
home. We cannot have a system in which one side
takes no notice of the umpire. That has been Mr
Masters' consistent stand ever since he was Minis-
ter for Industrial Relations. He has used the
system properly.

My great disappointment on this occasion when
the TWU is flouting all the rules of the system is
that the Government has not seen Fit to shake
hands with the Opposition and be as one in the
interests of the people.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What do you have to
offer?

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: We offer the proper
decision of the industrial Commission that the
AWU should be the union in charge.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Mr Masters wants to dis-
mantle the system.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Here we go again!
The Minister has only just come back into the
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Chamber after talking to the Pres as has been his
custom from the first time he walked into this
House and sat where Hon. Ian Medcalf now sits.
The Minister has been talking to the Press to try
to get his name in the paper. Until he came to this
House we never used to talk about this sort of
thing. He introduced this system of railing against
members who left the Chamber. He has
prostituted the whole questions system. Mr
Dowding is to blame for virtually every alter-
ation-

Withdrawal of Remark
Hon. PETER DOWDING: On a point of or-

der-
Hon. G, C. NMacKINNON: -and every del-

eterious situation in this House-
The PRESIDENT: Order! Order! The member

will come to order while a member is raising a
point of order.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I did not hear him
raise it.

The PRESIDENT: You did.
Hon. PETER DOWDING: The honourable

member suggests I have prostituted the forms of
this House in relation to question time and I ask
him to withdraw.

The PRESIDENT: Hon. G. C. M~acKinnon will
withdraw that reference to the member.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Are you saying, Mr
President, that that sort of comment is
unparliamentary?

The PRESIDENT: I am asking the member to
withdraw.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: On what grounds?
The PRESIDENT: On the grounds that the

member has taken offence to it and I suggest that
you withdraw it in accordance with the Standing
Order.

Hon. G. C. MacKJNNON:. Bearing in mind my
long period in this House, I withdraw the corn-
men t.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
Hon. G. C. MacKZNNON: Nevertheless, may I

say that there have been a number of changes in
this House which I have observed over the last few
years and they are directly traceable to Hon. Peter
Dowding.

Hon. Tom Stephens interjected.
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I did not under-

stand that.
We have only one person on the other side of the

House who would understand anything about
union activity, and he does not happen to be

present;, I refer to Hon. Fred McKenzie. I do not
see any other Government member who has been a
member of a trade union.

Hon. Peter Dowding: I am still a member of a
trade union.

Hon. C. C. MacKINNON: Hon. Peter
Dowding is the son of a clergyman who went to
some silver spoon college with Hon. Phil Lockyer.
He was born with a silver spoon in his mouth and
enjoyed all the privileges-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: How do you rate H-ighgate
Primary School?

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. 6. C. MacKINNON: It rates better than
Bridgetown because the H-ighgate Primary School
was attended by Sir Billy Sneddon, Michael Kailis
and a number of other people who hdve held im-
portant positions.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Order! I was in my
office yesterday afternoon listening to the debates
that were occurring in this House and a member
raised the fact that he was quite concerned at the
way in which the dignity and the behaviour in this
House were falling. He implied that he was quite
concerned about this state of affairs. It seems to
me that that member would be one of the first to
recognise that when the President calls upon him
to come to order he would do it with great speed as
would be the wont of a person making those com-
ments.

I find it difficult therefore, that the
honourable member who is addressing the House
at the moment has difficulty complying with the
demands of the Chair and that certainly distresses
me. Nevertheless, perhaps it indicates to members
that if a member of that stature disregards the
Chair it is not unreasonable to believe that mem-
bers who have been here for many years less would
also follow suit.

I suggest to the honourable member that when I
call him to order he comes to order to allow the
President to be heard.

The reason that I was calling him to order is
again quite clear; that is, he has strayed so far
from the subject matter of this motion that I Find
it extremely difficult-I have a tremendously vivid
imagination-to determine how he can associate
the comments he has been making with the motion
moved by the Leader of the Opposition. Hon. G.
C. MacKinnon.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Thank you. Mr
President. This is a very emotional subject for me
because I am probably the only member in this
House who, as an employee of an industrial union,
has been subject to the machinations of two unions
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concerning a demarcation dispute. I suggest that
no-one in an executive positiob on the Government
side of this House has the slightest clue about the
effect of that situation on the working man.

In this instance we have a union defying the
Industrial Commission which we have attempted
to uphold; and the union is getting away with it. I
have heard rumours that Mr O'Connor is enjoying
a holiday at Christmas Island. I have also heard
rumours that the pickets at the Argyle mine site
have arms within their reach. They are only ru-
mours, but nothing would be done about it be-
cause Mr Berinson has made clear-

Hon. Peter Dowding: Mr MacKinnor, you are
spreading rumours.

Hon. G. C. MacK INNON: -his stand with
regard to the O'Connor case. This is stretching a
longbow and I have suggested that to thle people
from whom I heard the rumours. Nevertheless, the
rumours have been started.

The Government should have joined with the
Opposition in agreeing to the motion moved by
Hon. Gordon Masters. It should have objected to
a union thumbing its nose at the Industrial Com-
mission.

If my emotionalism and memory come to the
fore it is because or the times I have suffered as a
result of the actions of greedy union secretaries
wanting to make personal gains while the workers
and their families suffered. If my emotions
overcame me, I am sorry. I am not of the nature to
leave emotionalism and personal experience to one
side and that is why, with all my heart, I support
the motion moved by Mr Masters and deplore the
fact that the Government sees fit to support the
TWU which is thumbing its nose at the Industrial
Commission. Mark my words, the whole of the
union system will regret the fact if such action
leads to the loss of the Industrial Commission in
its concerns and consideration.

HON. G. E. MASTERS (West-Leader of the
Opposition) (4.28 p.m.]: I refer to some of the
remarks of the Minister for Industrial Relations.
He complained about the time I gave him to study
the motion. I advise the House that I asked the
Clerk to hold back-

Hon. Peter Dowding: Now we hear the truth.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: -that motion until I
received a phone call from Kununurra advising me
whether the picket line had been lifted.

I thank the Clerk for carrying out my wishes,
bearing in mind that there is no need to advise the
Government of such action, but it is accepted
practice that some notice be given. As soon as I
received the phone call I asked my secretary to

advise the Clerk accordingly and to ask him to
distribute the motion to the Minister. What more
could I do?

It is different for some Ministers in this House
who have presented ministerial statements without
one minute's notice. If the Minister complains
about my action I inform him that there is really
no need for me to give him notice at all. In fact, I
met the Minister when I came into the House this
afternoon and I asked him if he had received my
motion. He said, "Yes". I do not know what else
he would expect. Sometimes there is good reason
that the Minister cannot be advised. The least
notice he requires is one hour.

I thank the Clerk for his co-operation in ensur-
ing that my motion was delivered to the Minister.

The Minister accused me of headline seeking.
Let me say this: I do not need to seek headlines;
the headlines were in the paper today screaming
out for something to be done. That was not just on
one day; it was on two days. There was an article
about the desperate plight of these people. I am
not seeking those headlines; I am concerned with
the headlines. I am saying to the Minister he
should do something about it. We sat in this
House, and we sat and sat. Surely to goodness the
Minister will take some action. Even today I
waited until I had information on whether the
pickets had been lifted before I moved this motion.

It is ridiculous for the Minister to suggest this is
an issue which has been raised just to get head-
lines. They already exist, and the people are con-
cerned. That is something which does not seem to
concern the Minister one iota.

To use the Minister's own words, he said I used
flowery and exaggerated language to suggest the
matter is of the utmost seriousness. For heaven's
sake, what about the workers on the site, and their
wives and kids? Does the Minister not think it is of
the utmost seriousness to them? Does the Minister
think if the jobs of hundreds of workers are being
threatened the dispute is not serious?

That is where the concern comes in. That is
what we are talking about-the wives and families
of those who are losing their jobs and do not know
where to go. Some have no furniture; some have
no clothes. That is of the Utmost Seriousness.

That is- what we in Parliament are all about-
looking after the people. We are trying to look
after the Minister's own constituents, because he
does not give a damn. That is the tragedy. That is
why I am saying it is of the utmost seriousness. It
is a diabolical dispute, and it deeply concerns
members on my side of the House.

Even if the company asked the Minister not to
intervene, there is the work force to be considered

1501



1502 [COUNCIL]

and the people who have businesses as far away as
Kununurra and Perth are suffering today. This
matter is of the utmost seriousness.

We talk abou t t he I ndustrialI Commission. I said
that the system was too legalistic; it took too long.
No-one can really argue about that point. When a
dispute has been going on for four or probably five
months, then indeed there is something wrong
with the system. It is not doing what it should be
doing, and that is looking after the people in the
work force.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: What about the old slogan,
"What about the workers?"

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: What about the
workers, indeed! As far as Mr Dowding and his
colleagues are concerned, the workers do not count
at all. It is amazing that when the Minister stood
up he did not support one part of the motion. The
first part condemned the callous and disgraceful
Transport Workers Union and its secretary, John
O'Connor, for the blockading of the Argyle mine
site. The Government could not even say it
supported that proposition, because it did not.

I am disappointed at the Ministers, particularly
the Minister responsible, who has not shown any
concern during this debate. One single shred of
concern would have helped. I am sorry he has not
been prepared to accept even part of the motion.
This demonstrates his belief and the party's belief
that the only thing that matters is the unions and
their standover tactics without interference from
the Government, and certainly from the Minister.
I ask memnbers to support the motion.

As members know, when a motion of this
type-an urgency mnotion-is moved in this
House, it is moved in such a way that it allows a
member such as myself to discuss a matter of
urgency and importance to the community. At the
same time, under our Standing Orders, it requires
a withdrawal of the motion, which is that the
House do adjourn at a certain time, whatever that
time may be. So the importance of this technique
is to allow the urgency motion to be debated, but
the motion is not passed at this time.

For that reason, and for the benefit of the Press
and media, who always seem to get it wrong-they
think withdrawing a motion indicates it is not im-
portant but in fact it is very important-there is
no facility for the motion to be passed.

Motion, by leave, withdrawn.

CONTRACTS OF EMPLOYMENT DILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon. G. E. Mas-
ters (Leader of the Opposition), and read a first
time.

MISCELLANEOUS REGULATIONS
(VALIDATION) DILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 27 March.

HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central) 14.38
p.m.]; Apart from one area of this Bill I have only
a few remarks to make. I thank the Attorney for
his courtesy in accommodating me. Those remarks
in the Minister's second reading speech and the
grossly insulting comments made about the mem-
bers and the administration in Parliament House
deserve some explanation. On the top of page 2 of
the Attorney's notes it was said this was due to an
administrative oversight at Parliament House.
Parliamentary staff have been unable to locate the
relevant papers Or to ascertain the reason for the
failure to carry out the usual procedures.

I-on. J. M. Berinson: Could I explain to you, as
I did to Mr NMedcalf yesterday, that I added words
to indicate that that version was not agreed to by
the parliamentary officers?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS:. The Press release in the
paper last Thursday talked very quietly about
regulations and the Explosives and Dangerous
Goods Act and the Road Traffic Act. When we
came to this Bill, 78 papers were not tabled in the
other place.

I am holding for members to see a foolscap-
sized envelope. Each one of those papers was
delivered to this House in such an envelope.

Who was responsible? In my opinion the Crown
Law Department or one of the ministerial advisers
was at fault. The Ministers, their private
secretaries, and their under-secretaries should
have picked up the fact that the papers were not
tabled in both Houses within a day or two.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You are not suggesting
that is a personal responsibility of the Minister?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: 1 am suggesting that the
Attorney General is responsible for his staff, and
he is responsible to find out who made this blue.
The House deserves an explanation because it ap-
pears in the second reading speech and in Hansard
in fairly strong terms-in terms that would make
any normal person say, "Parliament House staff
have made a mess of tbis"~-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is not how it appears
in Hansard. That is what I was trying to explain to
you.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Perhaps the Minister has
altered H-ansard. I only have his second reading
speech.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I altered the speech as I
was delivering it.
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Hon, A. A. LEWIS: That is very nice, but
unfortunately-

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon, P. H.

Lockyet): I remind the Attorney General that he
will have his opportunity to reply to the debate at
a later stage.

I-on. A. A. LEWIS: Whatever alterations have
been made, it is not good enough that any blame
could be put onto Parliament House. The Speaker
in another place has said that it is nothing to do
with the Legislative Assembly. He made an an-
nouncement to that effect. The Clerks here have
done their job, because the papers have been
tabled here. If anybody, the Minister is accusing
the attendants at the front door, and they have a
damned sight more seniority in this place than the
ministerial advisers-the young whi ppersnappers
who have been brought in to replace the public
servants. It is a ministerial responsibility-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It is not. It is an adminis-
trative matter to be done through the department.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I remind

honourable members that while I am in the Chair
I shall recognise the person on his feet. Interjec-
tions are out of order.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I do not want to nail this
right back, and I do not want Hon. Mr Dowding
to get too uptight; but to everybody else around
this House the assertion that has been made is
that Parliament House is responsible.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! If
honourable members want to have a conversation,
there are places provided in the House for them to
do so.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: There must be an examin-
ation of the entire system. In the final analysis, it
is the Minister's responsibility to ensure that
papers are tabled. He cannot get away from that.
That is why we have the Ministers standing and
reading out the papers for tabling. The Ministers
have that responsibility. They have staff; and
surely the staff should follow through and back up
the Ministers.

What I am saying is that the staff of many of
the Ministers do not understand the parliamentary
system, and probably they sent the papers to one
House only. One does not usually have 78 Foolscap
envelopes going astray. They relate to a series of
dates running through two months. One does not
let them going astray.

Now, there has been a muck-up, and I want
assurances from the Attorney General. 1 am sure
the Clerks will examine the situation in Parlia-

ment House; and I believe some moves have been
made to that end already. However, a number of
Ministers are involved, and I believe the Attorney
should obtain an explanation from those Minis-
ters, and come back and explain to this House why
this happened. It is alJ very well saying that these
papers will be tabled when the Bill goes to another
place-and I know the Minister wants to get it
down there as soon as possible. We have had the
opportunity to see the papers, because I was going
to move to disallow one of them. However, the
Assembly will only see those papers for the length
of time that the Bill is in the House. Members Of
the Assembly will not have the full 14 days of
tabling,

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Are you sure?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: As I read the Bill, that will
be the position. When the Bill is passed, it will be
assumed that the papers were tabled within the six
sitting days required, as they were tabled in this
place. That is how I read the Bill. If the Attorney
can tell me differently and the members in the
Assembly will have a further 14 sitting days, I will
be very pleased.

Would it not have been easier to withdraw all of
the papers and present them to both Houses,
rather than bringing in a Bill? In my innocence,
not being as familiar with the Standing Orders
about interjections and everything else as you are,
Mr Deputy President (Hon. P. H. Loekyer), I
would have thought that the papers would have
been retabled. The Attorney's Press comment also
indicated that that would happen. I hope the At-
torney can answer that when he is replying.

Obviously there is a need for the Ministers, the
Ministers' secretaries, and the departments to take
a look at this. Certainly I have been prejudiced as
a person and as a member of Parliament because
of what has happened;, and I do not believe that
members should be put in such a situation. It is
clearly important to establish who was responsible
for sending these papers to Parliament House.

There should be an examination of the dupli-
cates of the papers sent to the Clerk of the Council
to see who sent the papers and who signed the
duplicates. If there was a duplicate in the office, it
should be examined to see who should have sent
the papers to the Assembly. Somebody should de-
termine why the papers were not sent to the As-
sembly, because the staff of the Assembly and the
Speaker of the Assembly have said, "No, it is not
our fault". I believe the fault lies down in the
Ministers' departments.

The rumour has come to me that officers in the
Crown Law Department only read the Legislative
Council minutes. It strikes one as passing odd that
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if those papers had been tabled in the Assembly
and not in this place, the fault would not have
been noticed. However, it shows that the depart-
ment responsible recognises that this is the import-
ant House in the place! This is the House that
matters in this Parliament! Is it not funny that this
should happen under a Labor Government? It is
passing strange that 78 papers should be tabled
here and not in the other place.

Was a new officer involved? I believe that
should be checked by the Attorney. Was it an
adviser in the Department of Premier and Cabi-
net, or one in the Crown Law Department, or were
scores of advisers right through all the depart-
ments involved-local government, industrial
training, and so on?

The Minister (Hon. Peter Dowding) did not
realise that his documents on town planning, edu-
cation and other matters were not tabled in the
other House-a total of 78 papers. The Attorney
General must give a full and frank explanation to
this House of why it happened, I am not asking
the Attorney General to do so now, but he must
give that undertaking to the House when we next
sit or in six months' time. The House deserves an
explanation as to why this has happened. That is
only fair to the members of this House. I know
there will be a lot of buck pushing and people
trying to get off the hook, but it is the responsi-
bility of the Attorney General to come back to this
place and tell us exactly what he found out and
where the problem was, because I would bet my
bottom dollar-I am not allowed to bet in this
place-that the mistake did not happen here in
Parliament House, but outside it. I know the At-
torney General's department will deny that it oc-
curred there, and the Minister for Planning will
say it did not happen in his department, but this
matter must be chased through to the end. Even a
private report from the Attorney General to the
Leader of the Opposition must be reported. Quite
frankly, the system must not be broken down like
this by ministerial incompetence.

Ministers, knowing their departments, should
insist that offsiders of those departments know
that the papers are being tabled. It is up to every
Minister to ensure that his department is not at
fault.

Apart from that matter, I support all but one
part of the Bill, and I will deal with that part in
Committee.

HON. D. J. WORDSWORTH4 (South) (4.53
p.m.]: I wish to support Hon. A. A. Lewis in his
criticism of the Attorney General in regard to the
tabling of these papers. It is nothing but a shoddy
disgrace.

Hon. J. M. Berinsan: You are putting it on my
shoulders personally now, are you?

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The manner in
which the Attorney General criticised and at-
tacked members of the staff of Parliament House
for not having tabled the papers for him-

Hon J. M. Berinson: You did catch my qualifi-
cation, did you, when I came to deliver that writ-
ten speech?

Hon, D. J. WORDSWORTH: The interesting
thing is that the Attorney can rubbish them in the
newspapers. Did we see a retraction in the news-
paper of what he said about the Parliament House
staff? Not a bloody bit-excuse my language.

Members: Shame!
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. P. H.

Lockyer): Order! The honourable member will
withdraw that remark.

Withdrawal of Remark

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I do. Then he
mumbled something when he diverted from his
written speech that perhaps it was not them.

Point of Order
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: In the interests of

the decorum of the House, Mr Deputy President,
did you not ask that certain words be withdrawn?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. P. H.
Lockyer): Yes, I did.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Could I ask why
this speaker was allowed to continue after that
instruction was issued?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. P. H.
Lockycr): I thank the honourable member. He has
a point of order. I thought the honourable member
had withdrawn his slight slip of the tongue.

Debate Resumed
Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH: Thank you, Mr

Deputy President, you were quite correct. It is
very definitely the responsibility of the Minister to
have the papers tabled, though it is not necessarily
that of the Attorney General. It is rather interest-
ing that he is accepting the overall blame. As has
been pointed out, while individual Ministers have
to send a copy to the Attorney General-and it
might be the responsibility of his department to
send a copy to this place-each Minister has the
actual responsibility for the tabling of documents
and must be aware of what he is tabling, and must
check that a paper that has gone through his office
does indeed end up in this Parliament.

It is utterly ridiculous for the Attorney General
to try to focus the blame onto public servants, I
suggest that he read an article entitled
"Westminster Model, the Ministerial Responsi-
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bility", written by no other than Dr. G. S. Reid,
who now holds a vice regal position in this State.
This article very definitely lays down that a Minis-
ter is responsible for his staff, and when an Act of
Parliament states that a Minister has a responsi-
bility, he cannot foist the blame off onto his staff.

As has already been said by Hon. A. A. Lewis,
this is an utter disgrace. It is lower than low for an
Attorney General to start blaming his staff. All I
can say is that the Attorney General has gone
down very considerably in my estimation.

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [4.57 p.m.]: In
many respects the peripheral issues in this debate
require as much attention as do the substantive
provisions and it may be worth our while spending
a few preliminary moments on these aspects.

In the first place, it would have been clear last
night that a certain confusion overwhelmed us in
respect of the procedures adopted for the
processing of the Bill. As Hon. 1. G. Medcalf
indicated in the course of his comments, I took the
opportunity last week to provide the Leader of the
Opposition of this House with advance copies of
both the Bill and my second reading speech with a
view to allowing the Opposition to become aware
of its contents, and to encourage its support i n
expediting the passage of the Bill through all
stages yesterday. Right up until the time that we
came to deal with the Bill yesterday it was my
understanding that that procedure was acceptable
to the Opposition, though I was aware that Hon.' I.G. Medcalf would be seeking certain undertakings
in response to his support of the Bill.

It was really right at the death-knock that I
became aware that Hon. A. A. Lewis objected to
one set of regulations involved, namely, Dangerous
Goods (Road Transport Amendment) Regulations
No. 3 of 1984. To enable the position to be clani-
fied, the Bill was adjourned overnight in spite of
our earlier agreement to put it through all stages.
Hon. A. A. Lewis maintains his opposition to that
set of regulations. He has listed an amendment on
the Notice Paper to delete them from the schedule
to the Bill and, rather than delay all other regu-
lations which are sought to be regularised, the
Government would support his foreshadowed
amendment to delete that item from the schedule.

As I understand the current position from the
Leader of the Opposition, there will hereinafter be
no objection to the Bill in its amended form.

We come next to the question of the Bill and
how the need for it arose. The matter first came to
my attention on about Thursday or Friday of the
week before last. It was brought to my attention
by Parliamentary Counsel. The advice I had was

that, whatever the breakdown in procedure was, it
was understood to have occurred after delivery of
the papers by counsel's office to Parliament
House. Because I believed it was necessary to put
the public immediately on notice of this position
and also to put them on notice that it was
proposed to validate the regulations
retrospectively, I issued a Press statement in the
terms of that referred to. That was the only advice
I had at that time. There was a need to inform the
public urgently of the position and that is how the
form of public release occurred.

I agree with Mr Medcalf and with every other
speaker in this debate, including Mr Lewis and
Mr Wordsworth, that the events with which we
are now dealing are unprecedented. Not only that,
but also they are extremely serious and the
potential for difficulty in the administration of
very many Acts cannot be exaggerated.

It is a very serious situation and it is because of
the potential that we are moving both very quickly
and retrospectively to overcome the problem.

I have been urged by both sides to make inquir-
ies as to how this "administrative mishap", I think
it was called, arose. I assure the House that I did
not Deed encouragement in order to initiate inquir-
ies of that kind. Naturally, they have been part of
the whole process which has followed since this
difficulty first came to light. However, the long
and short of it is that, despite the seriousness of
the situation and the concern which must properly
attach to this breakdown of procedures, and de-
spite the inquiries which have been instituted, it
has simply not been possible to determine the
cause of the breakdown.

Parliamentary Counsel's position is that the
papers were certainly delivered to the House. The
parliamentary officers' position is that the papers
were never received at the House. At the root of
the problem is the fact that the papers have never
been found. Had they been found we would know
where the breakdown occurred. If they were found
in the Crown Law Department we would know
that that was where the breakdown occurred.
Had they been found under the Table in this
Chamber, we would know where the breakdown
occurred.

Mon. G. C. MacKinnon: Exactly. That tells you
where the breakdown took place-in the Minis-
ter's office because he never sent out two copies.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: With great respect to
Hon. Graham MacKinnon, who I expected would
have understood the position, these papers do not
go through the Minister's office and they never
have. They have always gone directly, after
completion-I am not talking about their
processing in the course of preparation-from

1505



1506 COU NC IL]

Parliamentary Counsel to the House after certifi-
cation. That is my understanding of the position.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: That is where the
breakdown occurred.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: With the greatest of
respect to those who I know are anxious about this
situation, I repeat again that they are not more
anxious than 1. However, the real job ahead of us,
apart from curing the defect which has now been
created, is to make sure that this sort of thing
cannot occur again.

I am advised that a system is to be introduced in
the House whereby, among other measures, the
Houses will crosseheck against each other that
papers delivered and tabled in one House will be
tabled in the other.

A new procedure is already being implemented
in Parliamentary Counsel's office whereby records
of regulations despatched to the House will have
to be accounted for within due time by ac-
knowledgment receipt from the House. In a way,
all of those things have existed before. However,
they have not existed in a way which has enabled
the matter to be certainly drawn to notice within
the necessary time.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: Bring Mr Sharman
back. It never happened in his time.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am sure it never
happened in his time as it never happened in any-
one else's time, either. Nor has it happened during
the time of the present officers, either of the Par-
liament or the Crown Law Department who are
associated with this work.

I can only repeal to the House that, accepting
everything that has been said about the serious-
ness of the situation, nonetheless, the main empha-
sis at this stage is to make absolutely certain that
there cannot be a recurrence and I believe that,
with the measures which are already in train and
which I made sure will be implemented, we are as
confident as we can be, even in this human and
frail world, that problems of this kind will not
recur.

Mr Medcalf sought an assurance that there
would be no detriment to any person who might be
caught by the retrospective element of this legis-
lation having acted in the knowledge that the
regulations had failed. I think expressing it that
way puts Mr Mcdcalf's position fairly and accu-
rately. I give an assurance in those terms.

I find it very difficult to conceive that such a
position could arise in practice, but anything is
possible. All of these regulations were valid in
terms of the requirements of the Interpretation
Act from the time of their promulgation until the

sixth sitting day of the current session which was
28 February. They then lapsed. I do not have the
exact date with me, but I think it was about 17 or
18 March that I made a public statement of the
Government's intention to validate regulations and
to validate them retrospectively.

If we are to talk about people acting in good
faith, we are really then talking about the period
between 28 February and 17 March and our con-
cern is restricted to people who knew that there
had been a failure of the constitutional require-
ments.

It is because of the limited nature of the
possibilities that I say it is most unlikely that
people could come forward in good faith and say
they should not be caught because they knew it
had failed on 28 February and they acted there-
after for the next fortnight on that basis. Never-
theless the assurance has been sought and I ap-
preciate the approach taken by Mr Medcalf in not
insisting on an amendment which could have
resulted in clumsy terminology. I give that assur-
ance on the basis that any such case brought to my
attention will be relieved by administrative action.

There is only one other matter on which I
should comment and that is Mr Lewis's remark
that his understanding of the Bill was that there
would effectively be only one day in the Legislat-
ive Assembly for consideration to be given to dis-
allowance. That is not my understanding. I under-
stand that subelause 3(2) of the Bill reinstates all
requirements in the Legislative Assembly in the
ordinary way. Even without that, however, the
nature of our timing will mean that there will be
ample time. That is my understanding and the
position will be open.

In respect of Dangerous Goods (Road
Transport) Amendment Regulations No. 3 of
1984, that position does not arise. It is irrelevant
and will be addressed separately by the responsible
Minister.

Hon. Neil Oliver: By reinstatement in the
Legislative Assembly are you referring to the re-
instatement of the period of disallowance in the
Assembly?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Yes, my understand-
ing is that the period during which the Assembly
can disallow will be reinstated. We want to vali-
date the period since 28 February. The reason we
do not start again and table everything anew is
that we are anxious to ensure that the validity of
these regulations is effective from 28 February
when in fact they lapsed.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.
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In Comm it tee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon.

John Williams) in the Chair; Hon. J. M. Berinson
(Attorney General) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I to 3 put and passed.

Schedule-

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 8-To delete the item-

Dangerous Goods (Road Transport)
Amendment Regulations (No. 3) 1984
1-2-85.

I thank the Attorney General for his answers and
do so also on behalf of Mr Medcalf. I would like to
give an explanation of what happened last night. I
did not realise that this debate was on until I
returned from the bush last night. I had not been
to a party meeting and had not conveyed my con-
cerns on this matter. Then I heard that this had
come up, and that is why the Attorney General
was disrupted so violently last night. I thank the
Attorney for his courtesy in allowing this Bill to go
through today and for accepting my amendment. I
hope the Chamber will support it.

Amendment put and passed.

Schedule, as amended, put and passed.

Preamble put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Bill reported with an amendment.

Standing Orders Suspension
I-ON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [5.17 p.m.]: I
move, without notice-

That Standing Orders be suspended so far
as to enable the Bill to pass through its re-
maining stages in this sitting.

Question put.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. P. H.
Lockyer): To be carried, this motion requires an
absolute majority. I have counted the House; and,
there being no dissentient voice, I declare the
question carried.

Question thus passed.

Report

Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion

Berinson (Attorney General), and
the Assembly.

by Hon. J. M.
transmitted to

GOVERNMENT INSTRUMENTALITIES
Standing Committee on Government Agencies:

Report
HON. JOHN WILLIAMS (Metropolitan) [5.19

p.m.]: I am directed to present the fifth report
from the Standing Committee on Government
Agencies. The report is a review of the annual
reports of Government agencies for 1984. In
presenting the report I draw the attention of the
House to the fact that the report also has the
reports in progress listed on its frontispiece, should
any member wish to inquire about the committee's
work.

I move-
That the report do lie upon the Table of the

House and be printed.
Question put and passed.
The report was ta bled (see paper No. S28).

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL
INTERESTS) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 21 March.
HON. G. C. MacKINNON (South-West) [5.21

p.m.]: I oppose this measure partly for the reasons
given by Mr Williams the other day when he
quoted me as saying that I do not want every Tom,
Dick, and Harry to know what a failure I have
been in respect of amassing a fortune by the end of
my days; and for other reasons.

I refer honourable members to the Attorney
General's second reading speech on this Bill where
he said-

The Government believes that members of
Parliament, as trustees of the public confi-
dence, ought to disclose their financial
interests..

The Government does not give any reason for this
belief. The Attorney General went on to say-

The disclosure of interests by members of
Parliament is a desirable and necessary step
to maintain public confidence ...

I can see no reason for that. For many years no
such demand was made and I do not think the
probity of members has improved much in recent
years. Indeed, I would suggest that one cannot
listen to a news service about Eastern States poli-
tics these days without doubting the probity of
members of Parliament in other States. However,
Victoria, New South Wales, South Australia, and
the Northern Territory require members to dis-
close their wealth.

I point out to the Attorney General there has
been more talk of corruption in New South Wales
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than in any other State in Australia. The At-
torney's second reading speech is just
gobbledegook. it is the sort of thing that every-
body says, but there is no justification for it what-
soever.

I maintain that these sorts of rules should not be
thrust haphazardly on members of Parliament. I
came into Parliament under certain rules which I
understood clearly. I did not believe there was a
necessity to show my success or otherwise as an
amasser of capital wealth. Therefore why should I
have that thrust upon me now?

Most laws which are passed date from the time
of their passing. I can understand that the Govern-
ment wants to pass a law in this respect. As a
result, any future member-for example, my re-
placement, Mr Jim Dwyer-may be told, "When
you come in, you will have to disclose how much
you own, how much you owe, and how much you
are worth". If a law is passed it would be reason-
able to ask that of future members.

However, it is quite unreasonable when I am
within a few months of retiring that I should be
expected to make public all the wealth which I do
or do not have. I make it clear here and now that
whether or not the Bill is passed I will not do it.
You, Sir, can arraign me before the Bar of the
House, cite me for contempt, and throw me out.
That would only save me money, because of the
peculiarities of our superannuation scheme. For
each year that I retire early, I gain $ 10 000 in my
lump-sum superannuation payment. It would not
be any hardship to me financially should that oc-
cur. I certainly do not intend to disclose what I am
or am not worth, and I give fair warning of that
now.

I suggest that the Government fiddle about with
this until 21 May next year, because I am reason-
ably confident that we might just about have the
numbers so that I will not he cited for contempt.
Even if this Bill is passed, I will not obey it, be-
cause it is unreasonable. The Bill has no
substance. A man is honest by nature, not by
virtue of the fact that he discloses what he is
worth.

During the time I have been in the Parliament I
have been offered one substantial bribe. That oc-
curred in relation to the establishment of a casino.
I was offered a bribe of $50 000 if I could help
establish a casino. I said that it was not worth it
and the fellow involved asked "How much do you
want?" I said, "$I million". He said. "Why do
you want $1 million?" Quite reasonably, I said,
"Because $1 million makes anybody respectable".
Nobody has ever heard of a millionaire who is not
respectable. That is why we all have such great

respect for Mr Berinson, despite some of his be-
haviour lately.

I am quite serious about this matter. This is one
of those biased pieces of wallpapering that the
Labor Party loves to use to keep Trades Hall
happy. In the old days when, within the Labor
Party, there was a terrible suspicion of wealth,
members thought it was appropriate that people
should disclose whether or not they had monecy.
Surely the Labor Party is now full of wealthy
capitaIi sts-people who have made fortunes out of
real estate, mining investments, and all sorts of
other things. The Labor Party has grown up past
this stage and it ought to be able to understand
that the accumulation of wealth in itself does not
make one corrupt, and the disclosure of it does not
make one honest.

It is reasonable that Ministers should disclose
their financial positions to the Premier or some
other person in authority. However, it is absurd in
the extreme to expect private members to disclose
what they have.

Under the present system, a Minister's influ-
ence is circumscribed. For more years than I care
to remember, I was a Minister responsible for the
expenditure of $1 million a day and, in latter
years, that figure increased to $2 million a day.
Very few opportunities were given to me to fiddle
the system. I really cannot think of any. We had
the Tender Board, the Audit Act, and all sorts of
other safeguards which prevented one from having
that sort of opportunity.

Hon. Tom Stephens: I shall remind you of
one-the Carnarvon Hospital.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The member is
quite wrong. The only hospital to which that situ-
ation could have applied-and in respect of which
I took one or two risks-was Exmouth Hospital.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Yes, Exmouth Hospital.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I wish Mr Berinson
or Mr Dants would get onto their members and tell
them that they need to do some homework.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Why is everything my
fault?

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Mr Berinson and
Mr Dans should persuade their members to re-
search what they are talking about. Two hospitals
were built at Exmouth. One was built in a hurry.
The Commissioner of Public Health came to me
and said, "We have to get a hospital at Exmouth
in a hurry. I have just been up there and it is full
of young married couples. All the girls are either
coming down to Perth to have a baby, going back
from Perth with a new baby, or at home making
one. You must do something about a hospital".
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We got a tender on a hospital which we thought
at the time was outrageous. It did not meet the
needs, so we rushed the construction of a tempor-
ary one. Perhaps, as he knows so much about the
matter, Mr Stephens might be able to help me,
although I doubt it. We arranged with a construc-
tion expert, Mr Alvers of Readyhuilt, to build a
hospital. He built it in parts and we took it up to
Exmouth on the back of a truck and assembled it
on the site.

I arranged with the Premier to do that and we
short-circuited a few things. Perhaps that is the
only hospital in the whole State which was built in
that fashion. There was never the slightest ques-
tion of there being any corruption involved, It was
finally converted into a nurses' home. The old
hospital was cement-block based, built by the
Commonwealth, the Americans and this State,
and tendered for in the normal course of events.
So Mr Stephens put his finger on that one
example, yet there has never been the slightest
question about what was done.

There is no reason for this legislation. It
accomplishes nothing and is a total waste of time.
If the Government wants this legislation I suggest
that it might, if it is genuine, bring it in just to
cover Ministers. I was a backbencher before be-
coming a Minister even before some members of
the House were out of primary school, and now I
am a backbencher again. I know how little influ-
ence private members have on the actual expendi-
ture of money by the Government, so I see no
point in private members being subjected to the
indignity of having their affairs open to scrutiny.

It could perhaps be brought in for Ministers,
although the information should be kept under
lock and key. If the Government started by having
any disclosures kept semi-secret, and then only in
the case of really serious problems, it could later
enlarge on its scope if there was ever a real need;
but I cannot see any real need now.

I hope the Bill is defeated. I would hate to face
the embarrassment of having to refuse to disclose
my affairs with just six months of my time in
Parliament to go-and I would refuse to do so. I
do not see why anyone should know what I have
given away or kept. It would not influence my
public morality. The Government can bring it in
for the new boys and perhaps start with the Minis-
ters only and then proceed softly, softly. There is
no way that it would have changed my life.

In reply to the interjection let me say that I
would exempt Presiding Officers because they are
ipso facto beyond repute. Hang on, that should be
beyond reproach. I admit that I do try to be a little
humorous at times, but sometimes I overdo it!

I hope sufficient members will agree with my
stand and thereby save me the embarrassment,
with just six months to go. of having to refuse to
divulge my hard-earned capital gains made over
my lifetime.

I oppose the measure.

HON. TOM STEPHENS (North) [5.33 pi.m.J:
I support the Goverment's legislation. Hon.
Graham MacKinnon drew to our attention an
example of which I will not make great play ex-
cept to say this: Legislation such as this would
provide the opportunity of putting completely
above reproach the affairs of members such as
himself on occasions, such as that when he was a
Minister of the Crown and he took an unusual
decision to allow the construction of a hospital
using a particular firm without the normal scru-
tiny available by going through the usual tender
process. I would have thought that if legislation
such as this had been available, we would have
had the opportunity of knowing whether he had
shares or any other connection with that corpor-
ation which enabled him to benefit from its doing
the work.

Legislation such as this seems to me to be
worthwhile legislation because it provides mem-
bers in this House with an opportunity of guaran-
teeing that their affairs are made public and avail-
able for public scrutiny.

For example, it will allow for scrutiny to ensure
that if, far example, they have an investment
company, the affairs of that company are above
reproach. Members of this House are involved in
the passing of a whole range of legislation affect-
ing a whole range of areas-taxation, for instance.
Because we in this House pass laws levying taxes
on the wider community, taxes which are necess-
ary to ensure that the Government can meet its
financial commitments and obligations, it would
be interesting to know whether members of the
House have always been,' upright in their dealings
with taxation legislation which affects the com-
munity.

For instance, if legislation such as this were
already enacted, we could look at the register and
see the affairs of, for instance, Hon. Gordon Mas-
ters. We might wonder what are the corporations
or companies with which he is involved.

Perhaps I might come across the fact that for 10
years this member of the House operated an in-
vestment company at a loss. For part of those
years he was a Minister of the Crown. I might say
perhaps that this loss was the result of the Leader
of the Opposition's incompetence. Perhaps the loss
has nothing to do with any desire to iddle the tax
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legislation and merely proves that he is financially
incompetent.

Hon. P. H, Lockyer interjected.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I suggest that the

member be restrained, because I will turn to him
next and I will have enormous fun at his expense.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member should direct his comments to me and
cease making accusations against the member
interject ing.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: In 1974 a firm
operating as Brookleigh Farms had a loss of
$3 089. In 1975 it continued making a loss, this
time of $399, for hire of vehicles and equipment.
Its secretary and director who was paid $2 500
was the Hon. Gordon Masters' wife. That was her
fee for operating the company at a loss. In 1976
the hire of vehicles and equipment resulted in a
loss of $3l2, but the secretary and director, the
Hon. Gordon Masters' wife, still received a salary
of $2 500. In 1977 the loss was $2 003 and the
secretary/director was now paid $2 600. In 1978 it
suffered a loss of $31 I for the hire of vehicles and
equipment, and the secretary's salary was $500.
During that period I understand that Hon. Gordon
Masters was Minister for Fisheries and Wildlife,
and Minister for Conservation and the Environ-
ment.

In that period we saw a lot of the Minister when
he was fishing around with accusations against
members on this side, yet we now come to realise
that his yells and screams of impropriety were just
hollow sounding words, especially when we delve
into the affairs of members opposite-members
who are not prepared to pass legislation such as
this to enable these sorts of facts to be always in
the public eye so that the affairs of those opposite
are known.

In 1979 the company's activities changed to the
leasing of shops and again it suffered a loss, this
time of $4 116 and the secretary's salary was
$3 229, and this person was still the wife of the
honourable member. In 1980 the rental of shops
involved a loss of $6 029. Perhaps this was the
result of his struggle for political survival. The
firm continued to operate at a loss in 1981 and in
1982.

One might have thought that in 1983 and per-
haps in 1984 it would move from a loss situation
because the burdens of office had been removed
from the honourable member's shoulders, and pre-
sumably without those responsibilities he would be
able to get his investment company onto an even
keel.

1 now turn to another member of this House
who has constantly thrown accusations across the

Chamber against the front and back benches and
myself. I ask the member for Lower North-per-
haps he could nod his head to indicate-if this
legislation were enacted would he own up to
financial involvement in any activities in the
Philippines, for instance.

The member shakes his head.

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: Such as?

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Perhaps the involve-
ment of members of his family in activities in the
Philippines?

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: No.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I would love to have
the opportunity provided by legislation to prove
beyond all doubt for instance that this member
was involved in a brothel. Let us say he was, and
legislation had been passed which would enable us
to know for certain whether he was a part-owner
of a brothel. That has been alleged, although I
have not alleged it; but I would like the oppor-
tunity afforded by legislation for the member to
give a guarantee that he has no involvement. I
have even heard the name of the brothel;, I under-
stand it is called the "Randy Ram".

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member is out of order in suggesting that a mem-
ber of this House is involved in illegal activities.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I would never trans-
gress the Standing Orders of this House. I have no
idea of what the laws are in the Philippines in
relation to such activities. I would be surprised if
that activity were an offence against the law of
that country. I do not suggest any member of this
House is involved in illegal activies in that
country.

The legislation to which I have referred would
ensure that one knew at all times what were the
involvements of members. Mr Lockyer has con-
stantly thrown allegations across the Chamber. It
is no secret that I have no regard for him, and he
obviously has none for me. I would not rise in this
Chamber to speak on this piece of legislation if I
had any doubts for a moment about my integrity
in the financial involvements I have had. On the
day I first stepped into this Chamber I got a call
from a journalist who had been tipped off by the
highest source in the Liberal Party at the time
that there was some substance to an allegation
against me. I invited him to publish whatever he
liked because I had gone through an expensive
campaign and my coffers were depleted. 1 would
have loved the opportunity to sue the newspaper
for any suggestion that I was involved in any
financial improprieties in dealings before entering
this place.
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I challenged anybody to come up with alle-
gations of any substance. Those allegations
persisted, and they were all from Liberal Party
sources. An auditor was put into the Aboriginal
community with which my partnership had deal-
ings. That auditing firm was called Taylor and
MacKinnon, and the auditor, Mr Shakespeare,
who had nothing to do with this side of the House,
but was a colleague of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition of the lower House, brought back an
audited report which once and for all put the
kibosh on the allegations.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Tell the House what the
conclusion was.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: The conclusion was
that there was absolutely no substance to any alle-
gations.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Except there was incom-
petence on your part.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: That is absolutely
incorrect.

Hon. N. F. Moore: I have read it.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: The member has read
a different report from the one I read. The
financial affairs of the community were handled
by an employee of my partnership and some
suggestion was raised as to whether his qualifi-
cations were good enough. There was no sugges-
tion of other than the highest propriety in those
affairs.

Members on this side of the House have nothing
to be afraid of in this sort of legislation. Members
on the other side have something to be afraid of.
They can put before this place their financial in-
volvement in a range of activities and guarantee
for all time they are beyond reproach and have
nothing to be afraid of and show that allegati.ons
made in places such as this do not need to be made
because they are as pure as the driven snow.

It appears this legislation will not be allowed to
pass while the Opposition has the numbers to con-
trol the House. It is about time it did pass such
legislation however, so that accusations and fears
of members of the public about the activities of
members in Brookleigh Farms or the Philippines
can never be held up with any measure of concern.

HON. P. H. LOCKYER (Lower North) [5.46
p.m.]: I was not going to speak on this Bill, but
now that Tom Stephens has blessed this House
with some of his Peter Walsh-type diggings, trying
to denigrate Hon. Gordon Masters and bring for-
ward this incredible revelation that I own a
brothel in the Philippines called the " Randy
Ram", I feel I must reply. Regrettably I do not
own such a brothel. I wish I did btause I would

not have to sit here; I would be a far wealthier
man than I am. The only proprietor of a brothel
that I know is one in this town who is also known
to Tom Stephens and who has asked me to pass a
message to him that his last cheque bounced.

HON. G. E. MASTERS (West) [5.48 p.m.]: I
listened with great interest to the comments of
Hon. Tom Stephens. I guess he has proved to
everyone in this House and in this Parliament that
if anyone wants information on the business back-
ground and activities of members of Parliament he
can get it quite easily. If that is the situation there
is really nothing to hide.

It is a fact that I have a small company called
Brookleign Farms, and before that I had a
company called G. E. Masters Contracting
Company. I changed that name and went from a
contracting company before I came to Parliament,
when I made a lot more money than I do as a
member of Parliament, and invested it in beef
farms.

Hon. Tom Stephens: It always seems to lose.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The member has obvi-
ously seen the returns and, yes, it always does lose;
unfortunately, I have to augment it with my sal-
ary. There is nothing wrong with that. Every
member who wants to find out can do so, but I am
not prepared to divulge all the matters required by
this Bill. Nor will [ take the trouble to turn up the
records and investigate the affairs of Hon. Joe
Berinson. He is an honourable man who has been
in business and I am sure runs a very good and
successful business. I bet he does not lose money,
and that is probably the difference.

The sort of statements made by Hon. Tom
Stephens are rather typical of the man. He makes
only one speech a year and the rest of the time he
is complaining to the police about someone hitting
him or threatening him. That is the nature of the
man.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Are you proud of your tax
affairs?

Withdrawal of Remark
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I ask the member to

stand up and prove that or withdraw it.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member must withdraw that comment, It is
unparliamentary to suggest that a member has
committed a tax offence and I ask Hon. Tom
Stephens to withdraw that remark.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I would not have
made such a suggestion. I said, "Are you proud of
your tax affairs?"

Hon. G. E. Masters: You said, "tax evasion".
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Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I withdraw any
suggestion that I said anything else.

The PRESIDENT: The honourable member
has withdrawn.

Debate Resumed
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: it is unfortunate that

we have people like Hon. Tom Stephens in the
House who use that sort of tactic. I guess he has
made this attack because we took to a Minister of
the Crown and attacked him over his affairs which
became public knowledge and which there is no
doubt were a part of a tax avoidance scheme
which everyone including the Minister admitted
was not at issue.

The issue is with the Minister responsible and
about his involvement in tax avoidance. The issue
was that he had criticised other people for doing
what he was involved in. We did not say that Hon.
Peter Dowding had committed a tax fraud or that
he had done anything illegal. We have never said
that and we never will because there are many
people known by members of the Opposition, there
may even be some members in this House, who
were involved in those same schemes.

The statement made by Hon. Tom Stephens
was an attempt to get back at the Opposition for
what it had said about Hon. Peter Dowding. I
have nothing to hide; I have a small investment in
property. The sort of statement made by Hon.
Tom Stephens does no good for this House or to
the members on his side of the House. He cer-
tainly does not offend me and, in fact, I feel sorry
for him.

Hon. Tom Stephens: You are not offended by
the thought of tax offenders!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: No, because I am not
involved in a tax avoidance scheme and I do not
avoid tax.

If Hon. Tom Stephens looks carefully at my
record he will Aind that the way my i nvestments,
have been going leavcs a lot to be desired. Never-
theless, I shall persist in running the companyI
have run since I arrived in Australia in 1962.I
risked everything when I came here with my fam-
ily and I went into business. I can proudly say that
the number of people I have employed has reached
20. I used to boast about the number of people I
employed, but people do not seem to boast about
that any more-they boast about the few people
they employ.

Until I came into Parliament all I did was to
run my business. I am not a wealthy man, but I
would not divulge my financial interests to people
in this House unless I had to. The very last person
to whom I would supply details of my affairs

would be a person like Hon. Tom Stephens. We
have all heard comments about his background,
and I will not go into that now. I will not go into
the area of investigating his affairs because I can-
not be bothered. He is an elected member to this
Parliament and the people of his electorate will
make their judgment about his performance in
this House. The honourable member may well
have left himself open to careful scrutiny by the
people of his electorate.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Will the honourable
member confine his remarks to the Bill?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: There is plenty of time;
we have all night to finish this debate. We are not
in any hurry. What we will do is to talk about
what the honourable member has said and how he
went about the business of criticising members.

His statement against Hon. Phil Lockyer was
objectionable and it is unfortunate that his
statements were framed in the way they were. His
comments were intended to draw interest from the
Press Gallery and I have never heard a member of
Parliament make that sort of statement before.
However, everyone knows that Hon. Tom
Stephens is a little twisted and unbalanced.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Accusations can be made
from both sides of the House.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That does not get away
from the point that Hon. Tom Stephens made.

I advise members opposite that the Opposition's
refusal to accept this legislation is for a very good
reason; that is, it believes members should not be
forced to declare their interests. That is the
opinion of the Opposition.

The point is that information about the affairs
of members is readily available by means to people
such as Hon. Tom Stephens. I do not worry about
that. If the honourable member was to look care-
fully at the business interests of his own members
he would find that some have made a profit and
some have made a loss. If he wanted to investigate
Hon. Joe Berinson's affairs he would find that he
has many interests because he is a big property
owner. Good luck to him-that is what business is
about. Being of a different background to me he
has been far more successful as are many people
of his ilk, many of whom are my friends.

I would ask members on my side of the House
not to try to get back at Hon. Tom Stephens and
not to make this a witch-hunt for other members
of Parliament.

Many members of Parliament have business
interests, and there is nothing wrong with that. If
we were to start that sort of witch-hunt in this
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House and in the other place, it would become a
Carce.

A member of Parliament is elected by the
pfeople in his community who believe sincerely that
he is the best person to do the job. A member of
Parliament proves his worth by attending many
meetings and functions and becoming involved in
community interests, and this requires a great deal
of trust. Often he becomes involved in helping
with the financial arrangements of community
and sporting groups, in the raising of funds and, in
some cases, he becomes the treasurer of certain
groups.

I ask whether lHon. Tom Stephens has con-
sidered that point of view and whether he has
considered there could be accusations levelled at
such people. For example, there are times when
members of Parliament hold functions which are
designed to raise money for their election cam-
paigns. 1 guess this applies to members on this side
as well as to members on the Government side.
We run functions in our electorates which raise
many thousands of dollars, and the funds are often
handled by members of Parliament for their own
campaigns.

Quite often members of Parliament help to col-
lect money and they become involved in counting
it and arranging for the necessary banking.' The
community groups put their trust in such people.

It is deplorable that the honourable member has
raised this matter. It does not worry me two hoots
because my accounts are in order. If 1 had made
large profits I guess he could have levelled accu-
sations at me, but to suggest that my wife has been
involved in the handling of my affairs while I have
been in Parliament is wrong.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Do you believe any accu-
sations you make across this Chamber?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If we go back to the
accusation about lHon. Peter Dowding, which I
guess is the one the honourable member is trying
to get at, 1 point out again, because obviously the
member cannot hear, that the accusation was
made against Hon. Peter Dowding because he
criticised someone for something he did himself.

Han. Peter Dowding. He never did. I have never
criticised anyone except for breaking the law.
Look in H-ansard.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Bearing in mind the
time honourable members are aware that the
member on his feet is endeavouring to close his
comments. However, it is quite obvious that it is
now not his aim to do that. Nevertheless, there is
no need for interjections.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I thank you for that
comment, Mr President.

At no time did I level an accusation, nor did my
colleagues, against Hon. Peter Dowding for
breaking the law. I never suggested it, but what we
did do was to level an accusation against him for
another reason, arid we made that clear.

I am afraid to say that Hon. Tom Stephens does
not understand that he has misunderstood the de-
bate that Occurred in the Parliament.

Having made the position clear, I advise the
House that I deplore the sort of speech which was
made by Hon. Tom Stephens and I call on mem-
bers of the Opposition not to perform in that way
and not to Start a witch-hunt on members on the
other side of the House, because it will not do
anyone any justice,

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 p.m.

HON. P. G. PENDAL (South Central Metro-
politan) [7.30 p.m].: Like my leader, I subscribe
to the view that the debate should be confined to
the contents of the Bill before us, and that the
gutter tactics which were referred to earlier by one
member on the Government side ought. not to be
indulged in.

Members are aware of one of the more famtous
remarks made by a very prominent Labor Premier
of Western Australia who is reported to have said
on many occasions, but quietly, "Thank God for
the Legislative Council". Hon. Philip CbIlier used
that remark to explain his reaction to those pieces
of legislation which Labor Governments
historically serve up to the Parliament, no t with
the intention of having them passed but with the
intention of impressing a few people'in the comn-
munity, notably those at Trades Hall, that' the
Government is having a go b 'ut that its plans 'are
being thwarted by the Legislative' Council o
Western Australia.

I seriously put it to the House that this Bill falls
into that category. In reality this Governmtent, does
not want this Bill- passed. In reality the Governt-
ment has no illusions about its being passed. In
reality the Government has put it up on the full
understanding, it thinks, of having the Bill de-
feated by the' so-alled O6pposjtion-domrinated
Legislative Council.....-

The reason for saying that lies in what is
contained int. the Minister's iccorid readirig spc 'h,
and also 'in .(he sted policies dtbe, AuA't-ali~n
Labor Party. We were'told this by the Attorney
General when he inrrduced the ilL

Pu blic disclos ure'o f the -fi n~nciaiciaterests
of members, ofr Parl ia ment is. a lo ng-stand ing
commitment of the Labor.Party at both State
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and Federal levels. As I said in 1983, it forms
an important part of the government's pro-
gramme for parliamentary and electoral
reform.

If one reads all of the second reading speech and
one refers to all the contents of the Bill, there is no
relationship between that and what is contained in
the Australian Labor Party's own policy. I refer to
the State platform which became operative from I
September 1982 under the heading of
"Constitutional and Electoral Reform". It says, in
part-

Parliamentary Reform: Labor believes
that-

It then lists a number of things including the Fol-
lowing-

Members of Parliament and their depend-
ants and staffs of Ministers and Shadow Min-
isters should be required to publicly declare
their pecuniary interests and directorships,
whether remunerative or not.

As far as I am aware, from reading the second
reading speech and the Bill, that does not form
part of the Bill.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you support the plat-
form approach?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: No, I do not support the
platform approach at all. I am indicating to the
House that Mr Berinson and his colleagues are not
complying with Labor policy at all.

Hon. J. M. Brown: That was in 1982.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: If those were the policies.
then the contents of the Bill should surely reflect
what the party says it believes and says it will do
when it gets into Government. One is entitled to
ask why that is not in the Bill.

Hon. J. M. Brown: You have not seen the 1984
version?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Another justification is
contained in Mr Berinson's remarks when he
says-

Victoria, New South Wales, South
Australia and the Northern Territory, all re-
quire disclosure of the financial interests of
members of Parliament.

Let us go back now, because that is a justification
as to why we should support this. Let us examine
that statement in some detail. Victoria has legis-
lation of this kind. In the case of Mr Landeryou,
was he forced out of thc Cain Cabinet not long
ago as a result of the Victorian legislation? No.
The only way that the details of Mr Landeryou's
alleged actions were finally uncovered was by the

appointment, if I recall correctly, by Mr Cain of a
QC to conduct an outside, independent inquiry.

Here I support what I-on. Graham MacKinnon
had to say; that legislation of this kind will go
nowhere near making people honest where they
are inherently dishonest. To suggest that it will is
plain nonsense.

In the same comment Mr Berinson told us that
New South Wales also enacted legislation of this
kind, and that was justification for his support of
it in this Parliament. I ask the question again: Was
Mr Jackson, who recently resigned his Cabinet
position in New South Wales, forced out of office
as a result of alleged corrupt activities by the
provisions of the New South Wales Act? No, he
was not, he was forced out of office because of the
efforts of a group of investigative journalists, no-
tably those of The National Times. So that had no
relationship to keeping that person honest, if in-
deed the courts decided that he was being dis-
honest.

The people who brought Mr Jackson to the
point where he is now before the courts were not
the people who look after the enforcement of this
Act of Parliament, they were members of a group
of investigative journalists, and like the position in
Victoria, the Act had nothing whatsoever to do
with bringing those people to trial. Indeed, the fact
that it was on the Statute book did nothing to keep
the States of New South Wales and Victoria out
of a position where their public officials could be
accused of indulging in corrupt practices.

We move now to the Commonwealth sphere, in
regard to which Mr Berinson said-

So far as the Commonwealth is concerned,
the Prime Minister has made public the
financial interests of his Ministers. In
October 1984 the House of Representatives
resolved to establish a register of members'
Financial interests.

I ask members to remember those words of Mr
Berinson. He said that the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment, at the behest of the Hawke Government,
resolved to establish a register of members'
financial interests.

However, what Mr Hawke arid Senator Evans
promised before the election did not bear any re-
lationship to what they said in the House of Rep-
resentatives in October 1984. 1 refer now to what
the Australian Labor Party in the Commonwealth
Parliament committed itself to. In the document
titled Ausralian Labor Party: Labor and quality
of Government: Policy presentation, by Bob
Hawke and Gareth Evans, at page 7, under the
heading "Probity in Government" in relation to
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financial interests, the following statement was
made-

Labor is committed to, and will
immediately implement, a system of public
declaration of financial interests of members
of Parliament, and the staff of Ministers and
Shadow Ministers.

Again one is led to the conclusion that what the
Labor Party said prior to the election and what it
said when it got a chance to legislate, were two
entirely different matters. Yet this Government,
through the words of the Attorney General, is
attempting to make out a case as to why the Oppo-
sition should support a Bill which bears no re-
lationship whatsoever to what was promised by the
Labor Party in its various policy speeches.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Are you quoting
from the policy speech.

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: I have read the Labor
Party's policy speech.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: The policy speech does not
necessarily mirror the platform.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: The Attorney is telling
us that the platform of the ALP is open to repudi-
ation at any time.

Hon. J. M. .Berinson: It is open to partial im-
plementa tion.

Hon. P. G3. PEN DAL: Mr Ucrinson knows there
has been a selective application of the ALP's pol-
icy in this regard in order not to bring into this
wide net a number of people it said would be
included.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Who said that?
H-on. P. G. PENDAL: If the Attorney wants

any evidence of it, it is in the State platform of the
ALP. It is clear the ALP has changed its mind.

Hon. J. M. Brown: We have had another plat-
form since thcn-the 1984 platform.

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: But the position has not
been changed. I suggest there is room in the Bill to
expand the provisions to include a whole host of
advisers, because that is referred to as a require-
ment in the platform of the ALP.

Hon. i. M. Berinson: Excuse me, Mr Pendal. I
think you were better on the FID Bill yesterday
and even then you were terribly weak.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Earlier Hon. Tom
Stephens referred to a hospital in his electorate,
and for a start he got the town in which it was
located incorrect.

Hon. Tom Stephens: It is not in my electorate.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Hon. Tom Stephens had

the wrong town. One is entitled to ask whether, if
this Bill became law, it would be applied to the

sort of deal going on in respect of the
Superannuation Board for the redevelopment of
Rottniest Island. The Superannuation Board is not
like a body associated with the development of a
casino on, say, Burswood Island, where the owners
of the development can properly take it upon
themselves to choose whichever contractors they
wish.

In the case of the redevelopment of Rottnest
Island, the Superannuation Board is a State in-
strumentality handling State funds. However, was
it not the case that the board was prepared to
enter into an investment worth $20 million with-
out the job being put out to tender? Was that the
sort of shonkiness Mr Stephens was asking us to
avoid when he interjected on Mr MacKinnon?

Is that the sort of behaviour we should expect to
find covered in the Bill-although I cannot see a
provision which will cover it, and a huge amount
of public money is being dealt with-if members
opposite think there is any chance of Ministers
unfairly deciding who gets contracts and whether
anything is given in return? I do not suggest for a
minute that is the case, but people are entitled to
raise the question based on the criteria that Hon.
Tom Stephens brought up in the House earlier
tonight.

Hun. Graham Edwards: What sort of things in
return?

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: I do not know, but it is
possible, is it not, that when one is dealing with
Government money and is paying for a huge
amount of Government activity at one particular
location without the job going to competitive ten-
der, there is some chance of something untoward
happening? That sort of situation cannot apply in
the open tendering system which operates with the
Building Management Authority and which took
place under the previous Public Works Depart-
ment. If someone wants to submit a tender, it is
placed in a sealed envelope, put into a locked box,
and that locked box is opened by representatives of
the authority in front of witnesses. Did that hap-
pen in respect of the redevelopment of Rottniest
Island by the- Superannuation Board? No, it did
not. I ask members why that did not happen when
$20 million-worth of work was involved?

If Government members are suggesting that
people can fiddle around when carrying out their
public duties, why can we not assume that people
may have been iddling around with £20 million-
worth of Government funds in that case? Why
have the Government's advisers been let off the
hook in the way in which its policy never intended
that they should be?
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In the last few months we have heard much
about probity in Government and people doing the
right thing and being seen to do the right thing. If
the Attorney General believes all the claptrap in
his second reading speech, why does he not give us
and the people of Western Australia the example?

Regardless of what happens in the Bill, why
does not the Attorney General voluntarily declare
everything he has to declare and the things he
would declare if this Bill became law? The At-
torney should give the people of Western
Australia an example and he should show that he
puts his Acts of Parliament where his mouth is.

My opening comments were relevant to the Bill.
At no stage did the Labor Party expect that the
Bill would be passed. Indeed, it hopes the Bill will
be thrown out by this House, because then people
in the ALP who never had any intention to declare
their interests will not have to do so.

I oppose the Bill.

HON. KAY HALLAHAN (South-East Metro-
politan) [7.47 p.m.J: I support the Bill and in
doing so I make it very clear to members that
what the Government is proposing is very reason-
able legislation.

I remind Opposition members that in 1985 the
community expects legislation of this type to be an
inherent part of our administrative and legislative
system. It surprises me that the Opposition's
statements and, indeed, Hon. Phillip Pendal's
statements, reject the notion of members declaring
their interests.

It is a very popular move within the community
that our legislators should register their interests.
Such a move would reassure the community that
nobody can benefit by virtue of his position of
office. If legislators declare their interests, the
community is aware of them.

The Opposition is fighting in a very peculiar
way against a most reasonable Bill. The sanctions
contained in the earlier Bill have been removed
and I fail to see an argument which can be ad-
vanced successfully that would justify the Oppo-
sition's rejecting this legislation.

As far as its standing in the community is con-
cerned, the Liberal Party does itself a disservice
not to allow this Bill to be passed, because, as
Hon. Phillip Pendal pointed out, there are many
ways in which such a Bill could be extended. How-
ever, the Government has proposed a Bill which
simply seeks to deal with members of Parliament
in a very reasonable way and which seeks to do no
more. It may well be that, in the next ive or 10
years, we shall race a community demanding
greater disclosure from people closely associated

with the Government and in ways that are not
apparent at present.

So, 1 would like members opposite to reconsider
and to have a look at what the Bill entails. It really
is not a frightening or ferocious piece of legis-
lation. I ask them to reconsider their position be-
cause they appear to have locked themselves into
opposing the Bill.

Perhaps there is an inconvenience factor. How-
ever, that is something we can all get used to. As
administrative structures in our society have be-
come more complex, we have all become used to
them and to complying with the greater demands
they make on us.

This Bill does not make any unnecessary or
unfair demands. I guess it is fear that it engenders
in members opposite; it does seem to have been
fear that has been shown in their speeches in oppo-
sition to the Bill. Their opposition must grow from
that because I cannot pick up from their speeches
any other reason for their not agreeing to the Bill.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: You heard what
Stephens made into rumour and innuendo.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: If things are there
for all to see in a legitimate way that we all under-
stand, we would not need to worry about that
happening.

Hlon. G. C. MacKinnon: Look what he made
out of a legitimate operation to build a hospital.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: If we do not estab-
lish a system of this sort to which we subscribe but
to which members opposite have indicated they do
not subscribe, we will not have the necessary con-
sensus. If we had the proper system we could
adhere to it and thereby overcome the problems of
rumour and innuendo, because everything would
be there in black and white.

I am sure Mr MacKinnon will continue to inter-
ject all night at every available opportunity.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I assure Hon. Kay H-allahan
that he will not, and I ask her to address her
remarks to the Chair and not engage in cross-
Chamber conversation.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I would very much
like it were members opposite to reconsider their
approach. Quite frankly I believe they would do
themselves and their party a service were they to
support the Bill. I believe that the community
supports the Bill in concept and in fact. Indeed,
perhaps the community wants us to go further.

I support this excellent and reasonable Bill.

HON. TOM KNIGHT (South) [7.53 p.m.]: I
am very sad at the turn of events today when we
all saw the standard of debate in this House drop
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to the degree that members felt obliged to person-
ally denigrate one another and look to character
assassination. I never intend to allow myself that
liberty unless that sort of attack is made on me in
the First instance. As events unfolded this after-
noon, I began to believe that this was a very sad
day indeed for this House.

There is no way that 1 will support this Bill. It
represents an imposition that I would not expect to
see placed on any person I represent out there in
the electorate. It represents a deprivation of rights.

With our present legal and financial systems in
this State and this country we all know-as has
been proved today-that if someone wants to find
out about a person's business or financial standing,
if someone doubts a person's integrity, so many
ways are available through the law to be able to
check on those things.

There is no way that I will agree to having any
of my financial interests placed on a public
register. This would be the wedge in the door of
the sort we saw put in place by the Federal
Government which, having established a register
of members' financial interests, moved on to the
next step of the pensioners' assets test.

Were we to agree to this Bill we would soon see
further imnpositions on people's rights. The
Government would be wanting to tabulate as
many things as it could about members of the
public, and having placed that information on
computers, exactly as has been done by the Feder-
al Government with the pensioners' assets test,
this Government would want more information.

Hon. Graham Edwards: What about your can-
didate for the Federal seat of Stirling? He has a
list of pensioners.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I make it clear
that I am not going to tolerate interjections of that
nature.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: Each day members of
the public are having to provide Governments with
more and more information, and the stage is being
reached where the public are utterly fed up with
and sick of passing on information about them-
selves to Government departments which tabulate
all of that information. Next we will be passing on
to the Government information on the number of
cigarettes we smoke each day! I am not going too
far in saying that when we consider this Govern-
ment's view on smoking. It will next be asking
where we go for our holidays.

The whole thing is an imposition on people's
rights. When we consider all the information that
people must provide to Governments, it can fairly
be said that there is little freedom left in this
country.

The only people who need to know my financial
position are my bank managers and my account-
ant. Of course, the Taxation Office has access to
that information as well. My bank managers ask
for my balance sheets, and they do that to find out
what other banks I deal with. Nothing is really
private.

This legislation is horrific. I oppose it because I
do not want my private affairs known by one and
all.' I have lived in Albany for many years and I
have a great many friends who, strangely enough,
believe I have been relatively successful. I want
them to continue to believe that. Other people do
not think I have necessarily been all that success-
ful, and I do not care about that one way or the
other. However, I do not believe they should have
the right to be able to look at a register and
scrutinise my Financial interests and standing. I
cannot check their financial interests or standing
unless I have reason to believe they have done
something illegal. At that time I can report the
matter to an appropriate law enforcement officer,
perhaps a member of the fraud squad, or perhaps
to the Companies Office.

The Government is wanting further infor-
mation, further statistics, about every person in
this State in the same way as the Federal Govern-
ment is wanting more information on pensioners.
Its next move will be to require more information
from young unemployed people applying for un-
employment benefits, to the degree that it will
probably want to know how many breaths of air
they take each day.

I believe in my integrity. One of the reasons I
am here is that the people I represent trust mec,
and I want that situation to continue. I do not
want to find myself having to fly my financial
interests and my balance sheets for all to see in
Albany, Esperance, or elsewhere. I do not want to
have to do that to prove my personal integrity and
honesty, to show that I am a worthy person to
represent the people of my province,

I will not be supporting the Bill. My address has
been short but I have made my point. I do not
believe that the people out there, apart from a very
few, believe that I should reveal my financial
interests.

The Bill is a Government scheme to get more
information about people. It wants to be able to
say that as members of Parliament have to provide
this sort of information, it can now look to the
general public for that information, and so it will
go on and on. The Government seems to be want-
ing to make this State into a communist-type
State where the Government knows everything
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about everyone. I do not want to live in that sort of
atmosphere. I oppose the Bill.

MION. V. J. FERRY (South-West) [8.00 p.m.):-
The legislation before us tonight will not cure the
so-called corruptive ills of members of Parliament;
nothing could be closer to the truth. In fact, it is
an attempt by the Government at window dress-
ing. The Government is trying to create a halo for
itself. It says, "Look, we have brought in legis-
lation to put members of Parliament above re-
proach. If you have any complaints, go and look at
the register." That is an open invitation for nosy
parkers and stickybeaks in the society in which we
live to make mischief.

During the course of today's debate we heard a
prime example of mischief-making in the contri-
bulion of one member of this House, so why do we
need a register to announce an open season for all
citizens of WA to muck rake? A disgusting contri-
bution to the debate was made by the member in
question this afternoon, and it was done in a
premeditated and malicious way. That behaviour
does nothing to enhance the debate in this Parlia-
ment or the con fidence the community might have
in certain members of Parliament. Therefore, this
Bill will do nothing to correct any so-called ills in
that context.

I will now take the trouble to make a few com-
parisons. I have before me a Northern Territory
Act of Parliament brought down by the Legislat-
ive Assembly. The tong title of the Northern Ter-
ritory Act reads-

AN ACT

Relating to the establishment and mainten-
ance of a register of interests of members of
the Legislative Assembly, and for related pur-
poses.

Hon. J. M. Brown: What page?

Hon. V. .1. FERRY: Volume I of Laws of the
Northern Territory of Australia 1982. It is
mentioned in the index, although the pages are not
numbered in the normal sequence. I quote the
Northern Territory Act's definition of "spouse" as
follows-

"spouse", in relation to a member, means a
person, whether or not legally married to the
memnber, who is living with the member as his
or her spouse on a permanent and bona fide
domestic basis.

It is quite a simple and straightforward definition.
Let us look at the Bill before the House.
"Relative" is described as follows-

"relative", in relation to any Member, means
any of the followi ng-

(a) a parent, grandparent, brother, sister,
uncle, aunt, nephew, niece, or lineal
descendent of the member or of the
Member's spouse:, or

(b) the spouse of the Member or of any
relative specified in paragraph (a) of
this definition,

and in deducing any relationship for the pur-
poses of this definition-

(c) an adopted person shall be treated as
the legitimate child of his adopters;
and

(d) an illegitimate person shall be treated
as the legitimate child of his mother
and reputed father:,

In that simple comparison of the definitions of
',relative" we see that the loose term in the Bill
before us throws a far wider net to bring in the
private affairs of many people.

Hon. J. Mt. Berinson: I think you are misreading
it. That is an exclusive and not an inclusive clause.
I am trying to suggest to you that, as you go
through the Bill and you find, for example, that
gifts from relatives do not have to be declared,
then this very wide definition of "relative" ex-
cludes gifts from a wide class, but the definition
does not bring in the affairs of this wide group of
relatives.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I accept the point. It is not
my intention to mislead the House. Only in the
last few minutes have I had an opportunity to look
at the Northern Territory legislation, and I have
been trying to compare it with our Bill. if that is
not the case, I am very glad; but the point remains
that this Bill does have far-reaching implications
for members of Parliament and their immediate
families; there is no question about that.

The Northern Territory legislation was de-
scribed in part by the Chief Minister (Mr
Everingham) when he introduced the legislation in
the Northern Territory on 27 November 1980 as
follows-

The main substance is contained in clause 5
which sets out the information required to be
supplied in each return. Without going into
each heading separately, the purpose of the
clause is to require disclosure of the name and
or the source of any personal interests which
could possibly conflict with a member's pub-
lic duty. Honourable members will note that
there is no requirement to disclose the
amount of any financial interest. This is a
conscious decision of the government which
believes that the disclosure of the source, as
distinct from the amount, of an interest is all
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that is required to make the scheme effective.
It also accords with the philosophy that a
person, even a politician, is entitled to a de-
gree of privacy in his personal life.

Mr Speaker! the form of the return is to be
approved by you, Sir, doing away with the
need to prescribe any particular form. In
allowing this degree of flexibility, it is be-
lieved that a standard form can be devised to
ensure that information supplied by all mem-
bers will be uniform as to the amount of de-
tail provided.

Mr Everingham continued as follows-
This was one of the greatest shortcomings

of the previous scheme. There was no uni-
formoity in the amount of detail supplied by
the various members.

Clause 4 provides for returns to be lodged
annually within 90 days of 30 June. The re-
turns are to be supplied to the Clerk who is
required, by clause 6, to maintain a register
which, pursuant to clause 8, shall be tabled in
the Assembly. Clause 9 prohibits inaccurate
or biased reporting on information contained
in the register and clause 10 determines that
a breach of a provision of the Act will consti-
tute a contempt of the Ass~?nbly.

It refers to the register in section 6 as follows-
(]) The Clerk shall maintain a Register of

Members' Interests and shall cause to be
entered therein, as soon as practicable after
he receives it, all information submitted to
him pursuant to section 4.

(2) The Register shall be in a form ap-
proved by the Speaker and may consist of the
returns submitted pursuant to section 4.

Clause 16(l) of the Bill before the House pro-
vides-

The Clerk of each House of Parliament
shall compile and maintain a register to be
called the "Register of Members' Financial
Interests".

That is fair enough. It continues as follows-
(2) The register for each House of Parlia-

ment shall comprise the returns under this
Act-lodged by Members of that House.

(3 ) A register shall be in loose-leaf form.
(4) A register may be divided into such

parts as the Clerk may consider convenient.
(5) The returns filed in any part of a

register shall be filed in alphabetical order
according to the surnames of the Members
concerned.

There is nothing wrong with that.

I come now to the matter of inspection of the
register. Section 8 of the Northern Territory Act
states-

(1) A person may, during the normal busi-
ness hours of the office of the Clerk, inspect
the entries made in the Resister in relation to
a particular member and his family on pro-
viding to the Clerk the person's name and
address.

(2) The Clerk shall cause to be recorded in
the Register, in such manner as he thinks it
but so that the information is readily avail-
able to any other person who later inspects
the relevant entries, the name and address of
each person who has inspected those entries
and the date on which the inspection was
made.

(3) A person inspecting an entry in the
register shall not provide to the Clerk as his
name a name other than his full and correct
name, or as his address an address other than
his correct residential address.

Penalty: $200.

The Bill before us states, in clause 17-
The register for a House of Parliament

shall be open to inspection by any person at
the office of the Clerk of that House between
the hours of 10.00 a.m. and 4.00 p.m. on any
day except Saturday, Sunday or a day which
is a public holiday.

That is reasonable enough. Other provision is
made for members of Parliament to inspect the
register any time the House is sitting. The public
can make an inspection of the register in the
Northern Territory, and that is the point I was
making earlier. I do not believe it will serve any
purpose. It will provide a means of checking in the
details of the register on what members are worth.

The Northern Territory Act is a much milder
piece of legislation. It contains fewer abhorrent
provisions than the Bill before the House. The fact
that it has become law in the Northern Territory
does not persuade me one little bit. In addition to
objecting to the register, I point out that the Bill
before the House puts a greater onus on members
and their spouses and relatives. It will cause great
anxiety to members of one's family who think
their mother or father will be subject to public
scrutiny by anyone who cares to stickybeak into
his or her private affairs.

There are plenty of avenues in this community
for people to be investigated. Some of them have
been mentioned tonight. If anyone wants to delve
into a person's affairs, whether private or business,
it is not difficult to find out almost anything. That
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has been demonstrated today by the scurrilous
disclosure in this House by one member of
another's personal interests. 1 deplore that sort of
attack, It does this House no good at all, and
neither will this Bill.

I believe Labor Party members will he grateful
to have this Bill defeated because they know in
their hearts it is a scurrilous attempt to appease
the so-called purists in the party.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: That is just not true.

H-on. V. J. FERRY; The member is entitled to
her opinion. I believe what I said to be the case,
and I am entitled to have my say.

This Bill will not change anything. All that will
happen is that the Government will say, "Look, we
have done our best to disclose the interests of all
members of Parliament. We are an honest lot".
What about carrying it further to people who
really have some chance of doing the wrong thing
in the community. Let us look at some people who
may-I do not say they will; I am not talking
about personalities, but people who hold positions
in those organ isation s-try to manipulate things.
There are plenty of people holding executive
positions in the community who have tremendous
power and opportunity to manipulate if they want
to.

I refer to the chairmen and members of the
multiplicity of Government agencies. All members
know there are many such Government and semi-
Government agencies. Members of those agencies
have the opportunity of wheeling and dealing if
they want to and if they feel they can get away
with it. I do not believe that goes on to any extent,
and I have no knowledge of those dealings. Those
people deal with tremendous sums of money.

I refer to the Western Australian Development
Corporation which deals in millions of dollars. I
am not casting aspersions on any member of the
corporation. Do they disclose their personal
interests? Not to my knowledge. What about the
South West Development Authority? We passed
legislation in connection with that body not long
ago. I am not suggesting for one moment that the
officers of the authority are corrupt and conniving,
but why not make them disclose their financial
interests as is proposed for members of Parliament
in this Bill?

I am sure members of those authorities have far
more opportunity than any member of Parliament
on the back bench-perhaps Ministers have the
opportunity; I do not know, I have not had that
privilege. Members of the Tourism Commission
might have an opportunity to pass favours,
although I do not know who is there at present
because it has been like musical chairs at the

commission lately. They are talking about millions
of dollars and it is a mighty industry. Why do not
those officers disclose their financial interests?

I refer to another body which is offshore-the
Rottnest Island Board. Is it not fair that the mem-
bers of the board should disclose his interests?
What about the $20 million tender someone
mentioned a while ago? That amount of money is
not exactly stamp money for the week.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Are you saying everybody
but you should disclose his interests?

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I am asking why we should
not carry it further through the community. Why
is it not in the Bill? Will the member support
disclosure by officers of other Government
agencies?

IHon. Kay Hallahan: I support the Bill.

Hon. V. .1. FERRY: Members opposite are not
game to include others in the wider community
because they know they would be out of Govern-
ment quicker than they will be at the next election.
Let them make no mistake about that.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Is that what they call
"Baying at the moon"?

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I listen to people around
the traps. I do not think they worry too much
about the financial interests of members of Parlia-
ment. They might worry about the Tourism Com-
mission, the Rottnest Island Board, the Western
Australian Development Corporation, and the
proposed South East Asia Marketing Authority.
What about the officers of Exim? That is a prime
example. Should they not disclose their interests?
The little flower growers took on the Government
recently and wan their battle against "Big
Brother". Should not the people in Exim disclose
their interests?

The Government is not game to include others
further down the line in the wider community.
This Bill is a sop to the community;, it is window-
dressing. It is like an umbrella without a cover; it
has only ribs and it is no good. One puts it. up and
thinks one is safe. What nonsense! I have no inten-
tion whatever of supporting the Bill and the Labor
Party will thank me for it.

I-ION. FRED McKENZIE (North-East Metro-
politan) [8.20 p.m.]: I support this Bill.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Surprise, surprise!

Mon. FRED McKENZIE: It is a Government
Bill, and the member kijows I support all Govern-
ment Bills.

Icannot understand what all the fuss is about.
This type of legislation is already operating in four
other States of Australia-New South Wales,
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Victoria, South Australia, and the Northern Ter-
ri tory.

Hon, P. G. Pendal: And we should do what they
do!

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): I remind members again that I am not
averse to using the Standing Orders on interje-
tions. The sittings of this House today and yester-
day have been unusual. However, I will make
them even more unusual. Hon. Fred McKenzie
has the floor, and he has the right to be heard.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: As I said, the legis-
lation is already in place in Victoria, South
Australia, New South Wales, and the Northern
Territory, as Hon. Vie Ferry enlightened the
House.

We have been asked why other people should
not be included in this legislation. That may be the
case in time. However, currently it is the public's
view that there should be a register.

Hon. N. F. Moore: What tripe!

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Does the member
not read the opinion polls?

Hon. N. F. Moore: It is not the view of the
public at all.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Of course it is; they
demand it. Why? It is very simple. There are a
number of reasons why we should have a financial
register. I think it would be a good thing if we did.
All of the innuendos normally made about mem-
bers of Parliament will no longer be made. News-
papers have been Cull of accusations recently. The
Age tapes and the Costigan Royal Commission
both have been based solely on innuendo. Alle-
gations have been made here tonight. If we had a
financial register, there would be no need for those
allegations to be made.

Mr Phil Pendal mentioned a Labor Premier and
allegations concerning him which must have been
made over 50 years ago. He has to go back in
history with his allegations.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: They have been denied
innumerable times.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I am not aware they
have been denied. It all happened before I was
born or, if it was 50 years ago, I may have been a
babe in arms. There are no references in H-ansard
to it, so Mr Berinson has made a good point.

I make it perfectly clear that those allegations
do not apply to this Government. No legislation
has been brought before this House that we have
not earnestly wanted to pass. We feel terribly frus-
trated at the continual rejection of important Bills;
and this will be one of them.

Hon. N. F. Moore: There will be a collective
sigh of relief.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Don't delude yourself.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Hon. Norman

Moore and Hon. Kay Hallahan will cease across-
the-Chamber interjections because the next time I
mention their names, it will be for some purpose.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: This type of legis-
lation has passed through the Parliaments of
South Australia, Victoria, and New South Wales.
Despite the fact that Hon. Phillip Pendal believes
that the Labor Party has brought this Bill before
this Chamber to have it defeated, we would like to
see it passed. He was completely incorrect.

Hon. Phillip Pendal also mentioned the Labor
Party platform. He does not understand how the
Labor Party works. He might have read the plat-
form but he does not know how our party works.
The fact that something appears in the platform
does not mean that we have to implement those
policies. If we have not gone all the way with
policies relating to these matters, it is because we
do not believe that the Opposition is prepared to
accept what is in our platform. We have therefore
put this modified version of that platform before
the House in the hope that it will pass through this
Chamber. However, it is patently obvious that it
will not.

I have not heard one speaker from the other
side-although we have heard quite a number of
them-indicate any support for the Bill. Why?
What are they concerned about? Some members
have said that the legislation is not strong enough,
as was stated by Hon. Vie Ferry. Others have said
that it goes too far, as was stated by Hon. Tom
Knight. He does not want people to know about
his business interests. The fact is that we are in the
public eye. We are leaders in the community and
it is important that the public know what our
interests are. They have a right to know.

I make it perfectly clear that some of us have
too much money and others not enough, and that
we are frightened, for different reasons, of people
finding out about our interests. I have no tears. I
fit into the latter category. However I am not
denigrating people who have accumulated large
amounts of money. I am not afraid of the public
knowing my business. I am arn average person in
the community. There may be people who claim
that they are smarter than I am and who have
been able to accumulate wealth. That is their busi-
ness.

Given our position in the community, the public
is entitled to know our financial arrangements. I
think that would end a lot of speculation. Some-
times that speculation is substantiated, but in most
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cases it is not. I think, with this legislation, we
could end a lot of that speculation and improve
our standing in the community. Recent opinion
polls again rate parliamentarians at the bottom of
the ladder; and we ought to do something about
that. This is an opportunity for us to do something
about it and, for that reason, I believe the Bill
should be supported.

I hope that the Labor Party introduces it again
if this legislation is rejected tonight. This is the
second time we have attempted to have this type of
legislation passed by this Parliament. The present
Bill was drawn up to meet some of the objections
raised when the previous Bill was introduced. I do
not want to see this legislation watered down any
more than it has been because it might not have
the desired effect. However, I encourage the
Government to present legislation of this type time
and time again in order that it will eventually pass.
That is the only way we will bring about reforms.

We are not afraid of those reforms, but we are
frustrated completely by the continual rejection of
Bills of this nature. Even though we have been
elected to govern, we do not really have any
power. It seems that important legislation, once
again, is to be thrown out simply because the
Opposition is determined the Bill should not
succeed.

I support the Bill.
HON. C. J. BELL (Lower West) 18.30 p.m.J: I

oppose this Bill. I had no intention of speaking to
the Bill, but because of a few comments that have
been made during the course of the debate I felt I
should make some contribution.

Hon. Kay Hallahan made some comments
which arc worthy of note. Firstly, she said that the
Bill had been a popular idea. I advise the House
that during my time as a member of Parliament,
which is the same time as Hon. Kay Hallahan has
been a member, I have never been approached by
a member of the community who has said that the
Bill has some merit. The only time the Bill has
been drawn to my attention has been through
comment in the Press and comment in the House.

The other comment that Hon. Kay Hallahan
made was silly; that is, the Bill will be a disservice
to the Liberal Party. I make the point that this
disclosure Bill is not relevant because ir anyone
wants information about a certain member, there
are adequate avenues available in the community
from which that information can be obtained.
Anyone can find out who has property, shares, and
money if he wishes to take the trouble to do so.

This afternoon we witnessed a classic illus-
tration of what this proposed register would be
used for. Hon. Tom Stephens stood up in this

House in haste and, in a fit of anger, used infor-
mation in a deliberate attempt to vilify other
members of this House.

Hon. G. E. Masters: He is unbalanced.
Hon. Tom Stephens: You would never vilify

anyone! You are a hypocrite.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John

Williams): Order! This is the last warning. There
will be no further interjections that are not in the
spirit of the debate. If!I hear any further interjec-
tions which are not in the spirit of the debate I
shall have no hesitation in naming the member.

Hon. C. J. BELL: It is quite clear that if the
proposed register was available in this House, the
very next time a member felt slighted or offended
he would be tempted to obtain information from
the register in an attempt to denigrate the member
who had offended him. That is one use to which
the register would be put; and Hon. Tom Stephens
demonstrated that this afternoon.

I object to having to inform everybody of every
financial transaction with which I happen to be
involved, whether if be with a bank, building insti-
tultion-

Hon. P. G0. Pendal:- Or a new cow.
Hon. C. J. BELL: Yes, even a new cow or

motorcar.
The Bill has no meaning and it will be of no

benefit. In fact, it is a busybody Bill and it will not
benefit anyone. My comments reinforce my oppo-
sition to this Bill.

HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [8.33 p.mn.]: It
was not my intention to speak to this Bill because
a similar Bill was presented to this House in 1983.
In fact, I am surprised that the Government has
brought foward this Bill because it is in the same
form 'at as the 1983 Bill. I can only presume that
the reason for the Government's action is that it
wishes to introduce Bills into this House in order
that they can be rejected. Perhaps the Govern-
ment can see that it would gain some political
advantage from it.

However, that was not the reason 1 wished to
speak to the Bill. My reason is a particular speech
that was made by a Government member this
afternoon. I do not wish to restate the incident, not
because of repetition, but because it was a dis-
graceful exhibition which will go down in history
for posterity.

The Minister, in his second reading speech,
made great play of the fact that the Bill had been
rejected by this House in 1983. 1 ask why the Bill
has been reintroduced. It is an incredible waste of
taxpayers' money to bring forward legislation
which members found was unsatisfactory. How-
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ever, if that is the wish of the Government, let it
be so; but it shows a blatant disregard for the
opinion of members of this House and also for the
taxpayers' money.

The Minister referred to a lungstanding comi-
mitment of the Labor Party. 1 presume that when
he refers to the "Labor Pary" he means the party
and not just the parliamentary Labor Party at
both the State and Federal level. I also presume
that when he says "State" he means Western
Australia.

Hon. Fred McKenzie advised the House that
ibis type of legislation has been introduced in
other States and that, therefore, it should be
adopted in Western Australia. I ask the Minister
why it is necessary to follow the precedents of
other States. I would also be interested to know
when this Government intends to introduce legis-
lation in its own right and which necessarily does
not follow legislation of the Wran and Cain
Governments.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: We have led the way on
many occasions.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Nevertheless, I hope the
Minister will advise the House on this matter
when he replies.

What does the disclosure of financial interests
mean and why is it only applicable to members of
Parliament? Many people in the community hold
a position of public office, and they are paid a far
greater remuneration than members of the Parlia-
ment who are on the backbench. This has been
mentioned by Hon. Graham MacKinnon . It is an
attack by the Government on members of this
House because it has introduced this Bill for the
second time and it is attempting to make it legal
for members of Parliament to disclose their
financial interests.

A better way to have gone about this matter
would have been for the Clerk of the Parliaments
to keep a register of the Ministers' interests and
where he saw a conflict of interest by a Minister
he could bring it to the attention of the Leader of
the House or of the Minister concerned. The re-
sponsibility for the register should lie with the
Clerk of the Parliament.

If the Labor Party has a conscience on this
matter -it should move in a direction in which it
could fulfil its obligation. If I were to support this
legislation it would have to include the proposition
that I have put forward.

Hon. i. M. Brown: Are you suggesting there
should be some disclosure?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The Ministers are in a
position where they could possibly have a conflict
of interest, but the information may not rest with

the Clerk of the Parliaments. I believe the
Premier, as the chairman of the Cabinet, has a
responsibility in this regard. Perhaps Mr Berinson
could assure me by way of interjection that all the
Ministers of the Burke Government have given an
undertaking to the Premier of Western Australia
in this regard.

If the Attorney General does not reply by way
of interjection I presume he will give that under-
taking during his reply to the debate. The Premier
of this State should require that information be
made available to him about the financial interests
of the Ministers in his Cabinet. In fact, I doubt
whether he had that information, although he may
now have introduced the requirement, otherwise
we could not possibly have had a situation where a
member of his party, a Minister of the Crown,
attempted to gain a tax advAntage amounting to
$45 000. I hope the Premier has taken steps to
ensure that the situation cannot occur again. It is
an example of the way in which things can be
manipulated. I do not wish to go on a witch-hunt
but to point out situations with regard to this
legislation which prove that it is not possible to
attain the result that the Federal Labor Party-
not the parliamentary party-requires of the
Western Australian members of Parliament. I am
not sure where it stems from, but I suggest it may
be from the Federal member for Fremantle (Mr
Dawkins), the Minister for Finance. This Parlia-
ment is being asked to pass legislation which has
been requested at the Federal level of the Labor
Party.

We should consider this further and ask our-
selves what is the position and what effect it could
have on people other than members of Parliament.
What is the position of the Premier of Western
Australia in this matter? For the benefit of the
House, 1 will quote from a newspaper article
which gives some indication of the Premier's feel-
ings regarding the pecuniary interests and per-
formance of people in relation to the Government.
The article appeared in The Western Mail on 29
September 1984 under the heading, "Fraud case
man now on WA payroll". The article referred to
a man who in 1979 was given the longest gaol
term ever imposed on ant Australian corporate
executive. The Premier is reported as fol lows-

Premier Brian Burke said yesterday that-
the Government had considered Mr Gale's
background before it appointed Bittal Lid-
for which he works-as the consultant
company.

"We consider that Mr Gale has already
paid a heavy penalty for what he did and the
only factor which should have motivated our
decision was whether Bittai and Mr Gale
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were the best people to do the job we
required," he said.

"Clearly they were.

"Mr Gale's record for opening up new
Asian trading opportunities for Australia is
unsurpassed in the past I5 years or so.

The Premier made those comments about the
pecuniary interests of a person with responsibility
for the public purse. I quote further from The
Western Mail of 16 March-

Secret moves have occurred in the Supreme
Court for Keith Gale to be appointed a direc-
tor of the State Government's Exim Corpor-
ation.

We are discussing the Premier's attitude to the
pecuniary interests of certain people, their role in
society, and their responsibility for the control of
the public purse. The article continued-

Documents lodged at the Supreme Court
but not previously disclosed by the Govern-
ment or Mr Gale, have started a process to
give him a board seat.

That refers to a seat on the Government's Exim
Corporation board.

Hon. 3. M. Berinson: Would you care to con-
nect those propositions, Mr Oliver? You have
made a couple of statements but I am having some
difficulty connecting them.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I will pass the infor-
mation across to the Attorney General so that he
can reply at a later stage. It is interesting to note
that the debate this evening is questioning the
pecuniary interests of members of the House and
that the Labor Party, at State and Federal level,
has decided that this Bill shall be presented even
though it was previously rejected in 1983. The
Premier is prepared to go to these lengths yet he
has appointed a person to a senior position without
any requirement for that person to disclose his
pecuniary interests. In fact, that person may well
be in contravention of some Act of Parliament.

Further reference was made to Mr Gale in the
Sunday Times on 17 March as follows-

You'd have to go as far back as the bitter
Vietnam campus teach-in days of the late
l1960s to witness anything like it.

But that's exactly what it was like when
250 metropolitan flower growers and ex-
Porters turned out for a 120-minute meeting
at Riverside Lodge on Thursday evening.
Conspicuous by their absence at the head of
the table were the Premier (Mr Burke) and
his deputy, Mr Bryce, who is also the Minis-
ter for Small Business.

The people attending that meeting were small
business people who were worried about their fu-
ture. It was interesting to note that the meeting
was chaired by Mr Gale. What a disgraceful situ-
ation.

I rose tonight to talk about what has transpired.
Members opposite have made serious accusations.
The Minister has a laugh on his face; this is no
laughing matter, it is pretty straightforward.

I happened to be a representative at a function
held at the Merlin Hotel. Unfortunately I do niot
have a transcript, but I recall very clearly the
address given by the Premier of Western
Australia, Hon. Brian Burke.

"The chairman was Sir James McCtisker. No-
one could call him a socialist." I would not raise
that matter at all but it was a segment of his
remarks.

The Premier also said that this function and the
launching of the board of the Western Australian
Exim Corporation Ltd. would not have been poss-
ible without the support, promotion, and manage-
ment of Mr Gale.

I refer the Attorney General to the company
code legislation and ask him to re-examine this
position. I would be interested to hear his reply
and know what his attitude is to that, and in what
direction he will go as far as the Premier is con-
cerned and his involvement in what is called
pecuniary interests. This is not a very pleasant
debate, it is a very unhappy occasion. Some mem-
bers on the opposite side find it humorous but I do
not. As I said previously, I did not wish to join the
debate.

I wonder what big Norm Gallagher had to say
at the last Federal Australian Labor Party Con-
ference.

Hon. J. M. Berinsor,: He is not a member of the
Labor Party, as far as I am aware, so he would
have had very little opportunity to speak at the
conference.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I would be interested to
know the role Norm Gallagher played in this Bill..
The reason I say that is that the Minister has had
a little experience of this, and he knows that is
where the money comes from. Many public organ-
isations do not know where it comes from. Some
money may emanate from the Russian Embassy in
Canberra. They are not to know. Members have
had the experience of "Who Dares Wins". We
know all about it.

That is exactly what this Bill is about. It is to
try to degrade members of this Parliament. It has
already been tried once before. It is intended to
break members down and publicise our affairs
while the Labor Party can have its merry Norm
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Gallaghers, Keith Gales and plenty of others. The
reason the Government is pushing this Bill is be-
cause it will be under its control. I will not be
party to this legislation and I will not support it.

If the Attorney General cannot understand this
form of legislation and how it tends to seek out
exactly how one goes about one's private affairs, I
am surprised, as the Attorney General holds a
degree in law. This is another move to denigrate
people in public life and bring about the downfall
of what is a democratic society.

HON. P. HI. WELLS (North Metropolitan)
[8.55 p.m.]: It is interesting for a member who has
not spent many years in this Chamber to listen to
a lot of acrimonious debate as members highlight
fictitious ideas of importance they have of them-
selves in terms of financial dealings and decisions.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You should not make
comments like that, Mr Wells.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I cannot understand the
interjection coming from the Attorney General.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): I cannot understand interjections at
all. Hon. P. H. Wells will address the Chair.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Attorney General is a
member of what I understand is the Government,
those I5 members who by law have power to
govern this State and only come to Parliament if
they want approval for the Budget. They have
been given this area of responsibility, and to some
degree they can make decisions in secret.

If we consider the members who have spoken
tonight-the Attorney General is still to speak-
they have talked about great decisions. Every de-
cision that I make, in the main, is made in the
public arena in the full glare of the Press. It is all
right for Hon. Fred McKenzie to introduce these
things. He is interested in his constituents. They
say they have been done wrong by the Govern-
ment. But who does he consult? He gets onto the
Minister and the department. He is fighting for
his constituents. Who makes the decision? Hon.
Fred McKenzie-

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The honourable
member is speaking.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: What then does Hon. Fred
McKenzie get for his constituents? When I talk
about fictitious ideals of power, the Minister jokes.
Local councillors have more power to bring
financial gain than Hon. Fred McKenzie has.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. P. H. WELLS: It is the local councillor
who can change the property zoning which enables
a place to be a shopping centre, which makes the
place of greater value. What decisions can I make
in that area?

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am just pointing out the

great joke that this Bill is. If it had been talking
about Finance, or getting unemployed people into
jobs, I would have appreciated it; we would have
been talking about getting the State on the move. I
would have had a lot more serious interest in it.

I have no fear about disclosing those things I
own. If anybody likes to check, the little car I
drive is outside and I own it. At one stage the
finance company used to own it. I have nothing to
hide.

The Members in this House have been elected to
represent people. When one makes decisions here
in the public arena, in the full glare of publicity,
those decisions are made in very broad terms, they
are not made in order that individual members can
make great financial gains.

Some members may make great financial gains.
The decision made recently by the Attorney Gen-
eral could have been interpreted by some as one
which might have resulted in financial gain. Min-
isters make decisions from day to day which may
leave them open to bribery. They make decisions
in secret, but no member has that power, because
it is not given to him. Therefore, I ask: What sort
of decisions, in terms of financial interests, am I
likely to make which will interfere with what I do
in the public arena?

I would have thought that, if there were any
argument about the decision-making powers of
members, as members of the Labor Party are
caucused, perhaps each Labor member should de-
clare his interests. The Labor Party binds its par-
liamentarians and, therefore, the financial
interests of ALP members may be relevant to their
decisions.

Let us take an example such as the Dental Pros-
thetists Bill. We could ask whether any financial
interest was involved in respect of that Bill. One
may ask whether members of Parliament were
influenced by decisions made outside the Parlia-
ment, because that is the reason the provisions of
the Bill became part of the Labor Party's policy.

When one makes decisions publicly, everyone
knows where one stands, and those decisions can
be examined. As a result, the public have nothing
to fear.

Rather than embarking on an exercise in
daydreaming about our own self-importance, we
should recognise the role we play as representa-
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Lives of the people in the public arena, and we
should get on with the job of getting this State
going instead of wasting our time on issues such as
those contained in the Bill.

The decisions made by the Hon. Fred
McKenzie in respect of his constituents are not
likely to leave him open to bribery, because he
honestly wants to help people. Members are not
open to bribes in that manner because they genu-
inely want to assist their constituents. Therefore, I
believe the Bill is a farce.

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [9.04 p.m.]: It
has been clear since the outset of the debate that
the Opposition is determined and united in
opposing the Bill and ensuring its defeat. Con-
sidering that the Bill represents a longstanding
Labor Party policy and that it was part of our
election platform, the impending rejection of it is
not a small matter.

Despite that, it can hardly be said that the de-
bate has attracted from the Opposition any argu-
ment above the most superficial level. More than
that, the entry of the Opposition's leading
spokesmen in this Chamber came very late in the
piece and they spoke largely on matters which
were not Central to the Bill. That is an indication
of prejudgment by the Opposition that, whatever
is said and whatever might be offered by way of
compromise or accommodation, nothing at all
would persuade the Opposition to accept the dec-
laration of members' interests in any shape or
form.

The arguments of the Opposition have been
very few, and I will not at this stage even attempt
to describe their relative weaknesses or strengths.
Thc first argument was that an Act of Parliament
cannot make people honest and, therefore, cannot
make parliamentarians honest either. That argu-
ment is reminiscent of arguments which have been
used in the past to the effect that legislation can-
not make people good. On the basis of that sort of
view, from time to time members of Parliament
have argued successively against implementing a
Bill of rights, against implementing equal oppor-
tunity legislation, and against implementing
antiracial discrimination legislation. They have
always argued on the basis that legislation of itself
cannot make people good and cannot overcome
the inherent weaknesses in society which are
represented by such things as sexual or racial dis-
crimination.

The simple point is that, although that argu-
ment, taken on its own, is reasonably attractive,
when legislation of this nature is implemented it
does help to change attitudes. It does not on its

own change society; it does not cause revolutions;
but it does operate as a part of the environment
which makes a change of attitude more accept-
able.

We have seen that in very striking form in the
United States where it was not always a matter of
legislation but often of judicial interpretation. We
have seen it in Britain, and there is no reason to
expect that the more recent legislation in the
Australian Commonwealth and States will not
also contribute to what I might call a changed
atmosphere or a mare receptive environment. That
consideration is relevant to a Bill of this kind also.

I am prepared to agree that a Bill of this kind,
taken on its own, will not make people honest. No
doubt a member of Parliament, like any member
of the community, if determined to be dishonest
will be dishonest. If there is some formal barrier in
the form of a register, he will be dishonest in
respect of his entry an the register. No-one can
seriously doubt that.

Nonetheless, there is something to be achieved
by the sort of provision which this Bill offers. In
the first place, with legislation of this kind, at least
a person who acts in a way which is misleading
puts himself at risk, More importantly, the exist-
ence of the register has a function in maintaining
the sensitivity of members as to any conflict of
interest between their private affairs and their
public duties. There is a limit to the extent to
which a conflict, when it occurs, can be overcome.
The limit is created by the fact that, unlike the
position in local government where the conflict of
interest can allow the member of a local shire to
declare his interest and disqualify himself from
voting, we cannot do that in our Parliament. That
has been acknowledged officially in many ways.

The fact remains that the existence of the
register is a reminder to members to remain sensi-
tive to such issues. It is also a way to give the
public an opportunity to judge to what extent, if
any, a judgment by members might be
unreasonably influenced by their private positions.

The only other general line of attack, strangely
enough, was the one which said that the legislation
did not go far enough. In one way or another it
was put that there was really no point to a mem-
ber's having to declare gifts other than from rela-
tives because the obvious way around that would
be for any improper gift to be channelled through
a relative whose transfer of the gift to the member
would not have to be recorded.

I would have been more impressed by the argu-
menit that the Bill did not go far enough had there
been a suggestion of any sort by the Opposition
that if the Government were to agree to take it
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further, it could rely on the support of the Oppo-
sition. Of course there was no indication of that
kind, and that has always been the consistent atti-
tude of the Opposition on this matter-criticise it
for not going far enough but do not, heaven forbid,
propose an amendment to widen it, and do not give
any indication that if the Government moved to
extend the scope of the legislation it would be
more acceptable-

Taking a different tack on the same general
argument, Hon. Phillip Pendal chided the Govern-
ment for not being prepared to implement the
Labor Party platform to its full extent. He was at
least clear and honest enough in response to an
interjected query to make it perfectly clear that if
the Government did propose to go to the full ex-
tent of its party platform, he would then oppose
the Bill more strenuously.

1 will not go off on a tangent at this stage to give
Hon. Phillip Pendal a lesson in the affairs of the
Australian Labor Party and the relationship be-
tween the platform and the parliamentary party
and Government, and between the platform and
Government legislation. Suffice it to say that the
party platform stands there as a guideline. It may
be partially implemented at the discretion of the
Government; it may not be implemented at all at
the discretion of the Government. The honourable
member, and indeed all Opposition members,
would do us all a good turn in terms of avoiding
irrelevant discussion, by simply understanding the
real significance, which is a limited significance,
attaching to the party platform in terms of im-
plemenitation over any given period.

I now come to an accusation which was levied
time and time again without the slightest basis for
it, and that is that the only reason the Government
puts 'up this legislation is that it has the sure and
certain knowledge that the Opposition in this
House will reject it. Indeed the suggestion, as I
understand it, was that we would not dare to pro-
pose the Bill unless we had that confidence in the
Opposition's position.

There is a simple answer: Test us out by support-
ing the Bill and just see how surprised or disap-
pointed we are. I assure members opposite that we
will take the surprise, disappointment or shock, in
whatever order they wish to consider it, in our
stride.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I have found that I cannot
trust your assurance. That has been proved in this
place.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: That has not been
proved. I regret a gratuitous interjection of that
type; but if it is indeed the member's view that he

should take over Senator Chipp's role in
Australian society and keep certain genuine, de-
cent, and lovable people honest, the member
should do that by all means by supporting this
legislation. That is my invitation to Hon. Sandy
Lewis, and I can assure him we would welcome his
support.

I present one other small piece of evidence to
the Opposition. I would have thought that if in-
deed it was the position of Labor Governments
that they did not genuinely look to the implemen-
tation of legislation of this kind, they would not
introduce it in those areas where they have the
capacity to follow the process through. The record
is to the contrary.

New South Wales and South Australia
introduced legislation of this kind with Labor
Governments. Not only that, but within the last
week the Federal House of Representatives, under
a Labor Federal Government, spurred on by its
Labor majority, implemented a similar provision.
So the evidence which might show that Labor
Governments are less than genuine in their sup-
port of this sort of legislation is really very sparse.

I turn now to the genuineness of the ground
raised by anti-Labor Governments against legis-
lation of this kind. In raising this point, I turn to
the other two areas in Australia which have legis-
lation requiring members of Parliament to declare
their financial interests, and I refer to Victoria
and the Northern Territory. Both of those
measures were introduced by anti-Labor Govern-
ments. So to this line of argument I say in the first
place that the argument which says that the
Government is not genuine in its interest is not
substantiated by either our own record or the
record of other Labor Governments; and secondly,
to the extent that there is a converse argument
that Liberal Parties are able to find some genuine
objection to the legislation, that is an objection
which Liberal Governments in Victoria and the
Northern Territory were apparently not able to
discern.

This legislation is not radical or novel. It is a
restrained and a balanced response to increasing
calls from the community for the declaration of
interests. of members of Parliament who, whatever
their rights to privacy-and I value my own priv-
acy as much as anyone else's-nonetheless by
opting to go into this career choose to put them-
selves in the public spotlight. If members are pre-
pared to do that they are in a much weaker
position than some other members in the com-
munity who have been referred to in debate and
whose privacy I would believe has much stronger
argument to support it than ours does.
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This is a reasonable and moderate measure, and
I commend it to the House.

Question put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

Hon. J. M. Berinson
Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. Peter Dowding
H-on. Graham Edwards
Hon. Lyla Elliott

Hon. C. J. Bell
Hon. V. J. Ferry
Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. P. H. Lockyer
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon
Hon. G. E. Masters

Ayes
Hon. D K. Dans
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. S. M. Piantadosi
Hon. Carry Kelly

Ayes 9
Hon. Kay Hallahan
Hon. Robert Hetherington
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)
Noes 14

Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. P.CG. Pendal
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. P. H. Wells
Hon. John Williams
Hero. Margaret

McAleer
(Teller)

Pairs
Noes

Hon. 1.C. Pratt
Hon.!1. C. Medcalf
Hon. D.1J. Wordsworth
Hon. H. M. Gayfer

Question thus negatived.
Bill defeated.
Hon. P. G. Pendal: A collective sigh of relief'.
Hon. N. F. Moore: A collective sigh of relief'.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Would honourable

members resume their seats, please?

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE:
ORDINARY

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [9.21 p.m.]: I
move-

That the House do now adjourn.

Antinuclear March

HON. LYLA ELLIOTT' (North-East Metro-
politan) [9.22 p.m.]: I wish to raise a matter which
I feel is of great importance to this State and
which concerns an event which is to take place on
Sunday. Recently I was in the Parliamentary Li-
brary and I noticed in the magazine rack the latest
edition of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists. As
most members will appreciate, this very authori-
tative journal was founded some 40 years ago and
is highly respected in the American scientific com-
munity. What really horrified me when I picked
up this magazine was the latest movement of the
Bulletin clock. The clock which is published in the
magazine is a symbol of the threat of doomsday
hovering over humanity, and currently it stands at
three minutes to midnight. This tells us that we
are edging inexorably closer to nuclear war and, as
I think everybody now has realised, in such a war

nobody escapes. There are no winners, only losers.
There is now enough scientific and medical evi-
dence to show that not only will millions be killed
immediately the bombs start dropping, but that
the suffering and dying will continue in the future
because the environment or the wonderful
ecosystems that have evolved since the beginning
of planet Earth's existence will be destroyed.

While the super powers talk about nuclear arms
limitations and disarmament they are building
bigger, more dangerous and more destabilising ar-
senals.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Who are "they"?
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Please!
Hon. Robert Hetherington: America and

Russia.
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: If the member does not

know the super powers, I will not tell him what I
think of him because it is too late in the evening to
be insulting. Despite the fact that the super powers
have arsenals big enough to destroy the world
many times over, they are continually adding to
them and making them more dangerous and more
destabilising weapons.

As recently as today in The West Australian we
see that the United States House of Representa-
tives by a narrow vote of 219 to 213 gave the
President of the United States the right to spend
another $ 1.5 billion to build 21 more highly accu-
rate 10-warhead MX missiles.

The frightening thing is that nuclear war can
start through an accident or by a mere computer
failure. Already many accidents or incidents-as
they are euphemistically called-have occurred,
and at least one involved the North-West Cape
base which was put on a red alert without the
Australian Government's knowledge. The United
States recognises the possibility that a war could
start as a result of an accident.

In last weekend's The National Times there ap-
peared an article on this very topic. The article
was headed "After the big blast". The subtitle
reads, "The disturbing reality of nuclear
'accidents' ". The article discusses the information
The National Times was able to acquire under the
United States Freedom of Information Act about
the strategies being developed by the United
States in the event of nuclear accidents around the
world. The newspaper found that in 1980 the US
Defence Department officially admitted that 32
nuclear weapon accidents, officially called
"Broken Arrows"-a nice euphemistic term-had
occurred since 1950. None involved a nuclear det-
onation, although in one incident in South
Carolina five of six safety devices on a 24-megaton
bomb failed. Megaton is another nice euphemism
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for a million tonnes. The article says that the
weapon which went so close to exploding was
1 600 times more powerful than the Hiroshima
bomb. The article also discusses nuclear accidents
that occurred outside the US in Spain and
Greenland. Nice, inoffensive sounding names have
been developed for accidents that could lead us
into a nuclear holocaust. One is called a
"nucflash"-any accident involving a possible det-
onation of a nuclear weapon by US forces which
could create the risk of war. Another term is the
"bent spear" for a significant "incident" involving
a nuclear weapon.

We live with the horrifying possibility that
through an accident we could be led into a nuclear
war and while the super powers are spending
billions of dollars preparing to destroy our planet
we witness daily on the television screen scenes of
children dying in the arms of their mothers be-
cause of starvation and disease.

On Sunday thousands of people will march
throughout Australia to make their protests heard
against this insanity or obscenity. I shall be joining
them and I hope members of this House who care
about the future of their children and the other
children of the world will join us.

HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central) [9.28
p.m.]: I cannot let that sort of argument pass
without asking Hon. Lyla Elliott, who has visited
Russia, where she is going-

Hon. Lyla Elliott: And the United States.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Sure, but many of us have

visited the United States; few have travelled to
Russia. Can she take her Soviet comrades' assur-
ances that they will disarm and declare their
nuclear accidents to the world? It is all very well
joining an anti-nuclear march in this country. It is
like the Labor Party; I do not know whether it is
part of the centre left or the half-left, the right, or
wherever that party stands. Nobody knows where
the Labor Party stands.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: The Labor Party is against
all nuclear weapons.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Is one allowed to have a
nuclear weapon in the Soviet Union?

What would happen if Hon. Lyla Elliott were a
citizen of the Society Union?

H-on. Lyla Elliott: What has that got to do with
it?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Everything, because the
member is prepared to go to the United States and
the free countries of the world and make those
statements. How long would she last in the
USSR? She would not be allowed to make a comn-
men t.

Hon. Lyla Elliott has got up here on a publicity
stunt for an anti-nuclear march and virtually is
saying Australia should disarm and get away from
our friends who are likely to protect us. She wants
to leave us at the mercy of the Soviet Union,
which will not give a commitment to do away with
its nuclear power.

Hon, Fred McKenzie: What about South
Africa? They will not either. They are your
friends.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Yes, they are, because they
believe in separate development, just like Mr
Stephens and Mr Dowding. They want to bring
their people through; they want to defend their
country. Let us not get onto apartheid; it is a
totally different subject. We will debate that next
week with Hon. Tom Stephens and Hon. Peter
Dowding, if they have the guts to debate it.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Do you want me to sit

down, Mr President?
The PRESIDENT: No, I want the member to

proceed but to use moderate language.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Well, if they have the

stomach to debate it. Is that unparliamentary?
The PRESIDENT: I will let the honourable

member know.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: You said "Order!" and I

stopped. I did all the things the Chair requires, but
I need some guidance from the Chair if I have
transgressed. If I have transgressed I expect the
Chair to tell me the manner in which I have done
so. With due deference, Mr President, I object to
being interrupted when I have used a common
Australian expression which people use in this
place.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member is now getting dangerously close to
reflecting on the Chair. I have been very tolerant
but if the honourable member is permitting him-
self to take the warning I gave him and develop it
into a magnitude far greater than it was, I am
quite prepared and capable of accommodating
him. I suggest he get back to the point of what he
was discussing and finish his comments.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: With due deference, I did
not make the interruption. I bow to your superior
knowledge and the forms of the House, and I will
continue the debate I was having with the speaker
who brought up this nonsensical discussion on the
adjournment of the House.

We in Australia have to look at our defence.
The ALP, which is in power in both the State and
Federal spheres, is hopeless. It does not want to
defend our people--our workers; it wants to bow
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down to the Soviets at every opportunity. One
never hears about how many accidents occur in
nuclear plants in the USSR; it is always the USA,
that big bogey of the Australian Labor Party.
Members opposite are not prepared to put a
balanced argument because it may upset their
propaganda.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: If you were sober, you would
have heard what I said and not be twisting it.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I listened to every word
H-on. Lyla Elliott said, and although some of her
frontbench were talking so loudly I did not quite
hear every word, I heard enough to understand
that she wanted to lead the people of this State
blindly down the street on an anti-nuclear rally.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: You think that is terrible, do
you?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Yes, I do.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: You support nuclear
weapons?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: You see, Mr President, I
said "an anti-nuclear rally", and Hon. Lyla Elliott
asks whether I support nuclear weapons. I have
said nothing about nuclear weapons.

Hon. Graham Edwards: You have been
avoiding the debate.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Have I? Now Hon.
Graham Edwards is buying in. Nuclear power will
be essential-

Hon. Graham Edwards: Hon. Lyla Elliott was
talking about nuclear weapons and deliberate acts
not accidental acts.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thought I had the floor.
When Hon. Graham Edwards has finished his
speech, I will continue.

It is all right for Hon. Graham Edwards to get
upset because he knows how far Hon. Lyla Elliott
has let the country down by the sort of utterances
she made a few minutes ago. There is a time [or
all decent Australians to stand up and be counted.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Where were you when
the time came?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Around the place and
doing my job to the best of my ability. I do not
claim to be in the class of I"on. Graham
MacKinnon and Hon. Graham Edwards because I
was not there. At times I am sorry I was not there;
at times I am very pleased I was not there.

At least I can make a rational decision on where
I stand for the defence of Australia. It is a great
nation, and I do not believe this House has to be
told where we should go, where we should march,
and on what issues we should march. If we are
going to do it we will do it because we believe in it

because of a stomach feeling-I cannot use that
other word because you, Mr President. have taken
exception to it.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Hon. Lyla Elliott has that
feeling.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: 1 happen to think that
some other people in this House have the same
type of feeling but disagree with Hon. Lyla Elliott.
It is quite possible and not improbable that we are
just as right as Hon. Lyla Elliott and that our
patriotism arid feeling for people and the country
are as great as hers. I refuse to concede that Hon.
Lyla Elliott has all the feeling and all the knowl-
edge about these subjects as she indicates she has
when she gets up to speak on one of them.

I get very tired and weary of people thinking
that they are the most knowledgeable on these
subjects. Nobody wants war. Nobody wants to use
nuclear weapons in an offensive capacity. Every-
body has to realise that nuclear power will be a
part of our society in the next couple of gener-
ations whether we like it or not.

Let us talk about the benefits of nuclear power.
Do not let this House be conned into thinking that
we should not go ahead with nuclear development
because only nuclear weapons will be developed.
Did we speak out about gunpowder, or coal, or
bows and arrows?

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Of course we did.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Did we say that we would
not mine coal because it had warlike conno-
tations? I bow to my colleague, the senior lecturer
in politics and history. Never in my life have I
heard people say we should not mine coal.

Hon. Graham Edwards: I thought Sir Charles
Court did.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Did he?

Hon. Graham Edwards: I am sure he did.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Now we have an expert on
coal.

Hon. Graham Edwards: You needed that
prompt, didn't you?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It will keep me going for
another half-hour. The Collie coalfields have now
been accepted as the most sensible thing that ever
happened to the coalmining industry of Western
Australia. The Labor Party, in selling the same
sort of story as Hon. Lyla Elliott tried to sell
tonight, said Sir Charles Court killed the golden
goose.

There has to be development and there has to be
nuclear development of all our power sources in
Australia. If Hon. Lyla Elliott says that she is
against war, I will support her.
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Hon. Lyla Elliott: Is that not what I said?
Han. A. A. LEWIS: No, you said you were

anti-nuclear war. We are all against war.

Hon. Kay Hallahan:- That is heartening.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am glad that Hon. Kay
Hallahan thinks that, because there is not one
person in this House who is pro-war. Members
should ask Hon. Graham MacKin non and Hon.
Graham Edwards who have been through more of
it than most of us. I do not know who is worse-
they both make brilliant speeches, and they both
interject on me.

This idea that nuclear power is wrong is stupid.
It is our future when we run out of oil and coal. It
has been suggested that we will run out of those
commodities by 199$. Let us talk about war and
not the banning of nuclear development. If Hon.
Lyla Elliott is going to talk about that, she should
also talk about gunpowder, stones, slingshots, and
David and Goliath because those are the sorts of
arguments that sections of the left wing of the
ALP use.

HON. ROBERT HETHERINGTON (South-
East Metropolitan) [9.45 p.m.]: After the speech
made by the gentleman who has just resumed his
seat, I cannot allow the House to adjourn until I
have spoken in support of my colleague and friend,
Hon. Lyla Elliott. I do not mind members
disagreeing with what she said. But I object to the
gratuitous insults made by Hon. A. A. Lewis when
he implied that she did not have any interest in the
defence of her country and that she was not a true
Australian. We can do without those sorts of
statements. If people do not l ike nuclear war-

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You have fiddled with what I
said.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Why
does the member not let me make my speech?

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You had no worries about
interjecting on me. That is all right, is it?

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Many
people object to nuclear war and the proliferation
of nuclear armaments. Many people believe that
the development of fission power is wrong. I hap-
pen to believe in both of those philosphies. I hope
we can find an alternative source of power, per-
haps in fusion, but certainly the fission we are
producing is highly dangerous to our planet and to
our ecology. However, that is debatable and it is
an issue that I do not want to debate here.

The only thing I really want to say is that I have
known the Hon. Lyla Elliott for many years. She
is an honest and courageous person with deeply
held ideals. She believes the ideals she holds to be
in the best interests of her country.

One of the things we are pleased about in our
country is that we can march against the prolifer-
ation of nuclear weapons. We are glad, as are
members opposite, presumably, that we are in
Australia and not in the Soviet Union where one is
not allowed to march. We are glad for our free-
doms. However, we do not want to jettison those
freedoms and our lives with the kind of nuclear
armament growth by both the major powers we
are seeing at present. The sooner we do something
about that the better.

I join with my colleague in hoping that we can
do something about making this a better world in
which to live and not to have it Constantly under a
threat of nuclear warfare.

Sport and Recreatlion: Bike Week

HON. P. H. WELLS (North Metropolitan)
[9.48 p.m.]: I believe the House should not ad-
journ until I have raised the subject of Bike Week.
I feel the Government erred and placed lives of
both motorists and cyclists at risk with its lack of
foresight in not having prepared, prior to Bike
Week, a properly advertised safety campaign to
educate both cyclists and motorists. Cyclists and
motorists should be encouraged Co work together.
1 had a visit to my office today from a cyclist who
told me about his experience with both the police
and the Metropolitan Transport Trust. He feels
extremely bitter that cyclists are left to educate
the public and the Government on cyclists' needs.

Members will realise that a programme, backed
by the Government and called "Bike to Work",
was initiated to encourage large numbers of cyc-
lists onto our roads.

Yesterday motorists would have been
confronted for the very first time with hundreds of
cyclists on our roads. 1 feel that this would have
been an opportune time for the Government, per-
haps through the National Safety Council, to have
developed a safety education programme for both
motorists and cyclists to ensure that there were no
accidents. Cyclists must recognise the need of the
motorist in terms of traffic movement and they
must not put themselves at risk. Likewise, the
motorist must give due courtesy to the cyclist.

Both the motorist and the cyclist were put at
risk because of the inaugural "ride to work day'.
The Government should condition and educate the
public for such events.

1 have heard complaints from cyclists that their
lives are put at risk when they ride their bicycles
on the roadway. I also recognise that Some cyc-
lists, by the way in which they ride their bicycles,
also put motorists at risk and I believe that Bike
Week provided the Government with an oppor-
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tunity to implement a safety programme that
would have had long-term benefit. It would have
encouraged those people who would like to use
their bicycles for commuting to and from work to
do so. Many cyclists live in fear, and many will not
ride their bicycles because they feel a safety edu-
cation programme should be introduced into the
community.

The Government should have been prepared to
put one-quarter of the money it spent on television
advertising for its Aboriginal Land Bill into an
education programme for cyclists and motorists. I
am sure that the commercial television stations
would have matched the Government dollar-for-
dollar in regard to such an education programme.
This would have contributed towards safety edu-
cation in our community.

It appears that the Government can always find
money to push its own ideology onto the com-
munity, but when it comes to the area of safety it
only pays lip-service.

The Minister for Police and Emergency Ser-
vices attended the breakfast arranged by the or-
ganisers of the "Bike to Work" day on his bike
and that was his effort towards Bike Week. I
suggest that the Minister should have made more
than a token effort and should have implemented
an education programme that would have ben-
efited all the cyclists in our community. The Min-
ister should also have implemented a plan that
would have provided more cycleways in the com-
munity in order to ensure the safety of cyclists.
That would have been better than an inaugural
"Bike to Work" day.

I urge the Government, before it embarks on its
next Bike Week, to give some serious thought to
allocating a similar sum of money to that spent on
television advertising for the Aboriginal Land Bill
to a safety programme for motorists and cyclists.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 9.57 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

ROAD: ORRONG ROAD
Widening: Property Acquisitions

688. Hon. FRED McKENZIE, to the Minister
for Employment and Training representing
the Minister for Transport:

(1) How many properties were required for
the widening of Orrong Road between
Great Eastern Highway, Rivervale, and
Leach Highway, Kewdale?

(2) How many have been purchased to date?
(3) How many properties are required be-

tween Astral Avenue, Carlisle, and
Leach Highway, Kewdale?

(4) How many have been purchased to date?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) to (4) In responding to the member's

question the Minister has indicated that
the Belmont City Council recently
expressed a desire to reconstruct Orrong
Road to a dual carriageway using the
land reserved in the metropolitan region
scheme. The Perth City Council ac-
cepted the City of Belmont's plans and
did not oppose reconstruction of the
road. A recent application for funds to
start this work was unsuccessful as the
project was considered premature and it
is likely the Belmont City Council will
resubmit the project for funding in fu-
ture years.

Briefly, Orrong Road is a local authority
road and over most of its length forms a
boundary between the Cities of Perth
and Belmont. In the metropolitan region
scheme (MRS) the majority of the sec-
tion between Leach Highway and Great
Eastern Highway is reserved as an im-
portant regional road and the balance is
reserved as a controlled access highway,
shown coloured blue and red, respect-
ively on the plan.

When land is reserved under the MRS,
situations can arise where the MRPA
will purchase the land. These situations
are normally when development is
refused or when financial hardship is
demonstrated. For many years now it
has been normal practice for MRD
funds to be used when land is required
for the controlled access highway and
MRPA funds for important regional
roads. In the case of Orrong Road, both

the MRD and MRPA own property.
Normal construction responsibility for
roads reserved in the MRS is-

Controlled access highways (red
roads) MRD
Important regional roads (blue
roads) Local Authority.

There are 136 individual lots affected by
the planned widening line for Orrong
Road between Great Eastern Highway,
Rivervale and Leach Highway, Kewdale.
Of these individual lots, 46 are owned by
the Government.
There are 13 individual lots affected by
the planned widening line of Orrong
Road between Astral Avenue, Carlisle
and Leach Highway, Kewdale. Of these
individual lots four are owned by the
Government.

CRIME: PERJURY
Peter Coppin: Attorney General's Advice

712. Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF, to the Attorney
General:

Did the Attorney General offer any ad-
vice written or verbal or communicate
with the Commissioner of Police in re-
gard to the possible prosecution of Peter
Coppin for perjury arising out of the
trial of the five constables following the
death of John Pat?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
No.

713. Postponed.

SUPERANNUATION BOARD
Members: Service

714. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Attorney
General representing the Treasurer:
(1) Who was the Chairman and who were

the members of the Superannuation
Board at the time of signing the Halls
Head project agreement in December
1982?

(2) How long had each member served on
the board at that time?

(3) Which members are still serving on the
board, and what term of their office re-
mains to be served?.

(4) Which members have been replaced
since the agreement was signed?
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(5) Who arc the members now serving on
the board?

Hon. J. M BERINSON replied:

(1) The Chairman and members of the
Superannuation Board at the time of
signing the Halls Head project agree-
ment in December 1982 were-

(Part-time) Chairman-Dennis
Edward BARTON
Member-Richard Walter YORG
Contributors Representative/ Mem-
ber-Barry John MARKEY

(2) The service of each of the above mem-
bers as at December 1982 was-

(a) D. E. Barton
-part-time member 13 April
1977 to 23 March 198 1.
-part-time Deputy Chairman
24 March 1981 to 12 March
1982.
-part-time Chairman 13
March 1982-December 1982.

(b) R. W. Yorg-Member 29
March 1982-December 1982.

(c) B. J. Markey-Contributors
representative/ member-29
October 1978-December 1982.

(3) The above members still serving on the
board are-

R. W. Yorg-current term expires
29 March 1985.
B. J. Markey-current term expires
29 October 1987.

(4) Members replaced since the Halls Head
project agreement was signed, have
been-

(a) D. E. Barton-term expired 30
June 1983 and did not seek re-
appointment.

(b) Harry Herbert Jarman-
appointed as part-time Chair-
man 20 July 1983 and retired
24 July 1984,

(5) Current members now serving on the
Superannuation Board are-

(Full-time) Chairman-Leonard
Keith James Brush.
Member-Richard Walter Yorg.
Contributors Representative/
Member- Barry John Markey.

SUPERANNUATION BOARD
Ministerial Control

715. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Attorney
General representing the Treasurer:

What steps has the Premier taken to en-
sure the Superannuation Board will not
repeat its actions such as that taken in
the Parrys' Halls Head development?

Hon. J. M. BERTNSON replied:
Following the completion of the Price
Waterhouse report on the State
Superannuation Board, the Premier has
taken the following steps to ensure the
Superannuation Board will not repeat its
actions, such as that taken in the Parrys'
Halls Head Development-
(1) The appointment of a full-time

chairman to the board.
(2) Cessation of the arrangement under

which global approval of the board's
investment programmes was given.

(3) The Premier has indicated he does
not agree with the taxation element
of the investment and has instructed
the Superannuation Board that all
future investment propositions must
be submitted to the Treasurer for
approval in full detail, as per the
requirements of section 25 of the
Superannuation and Family Ben-
efits Act.

SUPERANNUATION BOARD
Members: Resignation

716. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Attorney
General representing the Treasurer:

Has the Government requested the
resignation of the Chairman or any
members of the Superannuation Board
over its alleged unsatisfactory perform-
ance in the Parrys Esplanade Ltd Halls
Head development?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
After extensive discussions surrounding
the matter a decision was taken that no
illegality or wrongdoing could be
illustrated.
The position of members of the board
was considered at length and it was de-
cided that under the circumstances no
action be taken.

718 to 722, and 724. Postponed.
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LAND: REVESTMENT

Procedures

726. Hon. P. H. WELLS, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Lands
and Surveys:

Further to question 668 of Thursday, 21
March 1985, concerning a land
revesiment Bill to handle pedestrian
accesswa ys-

(1) What is the procedure in the closure
of a pedestrian accessway once Par-
liament has approved the land
revestmfent Bill?

(2) Will the property be given free and
divided equally to adjoining land
holders?

(3) Who is responsible for costs in-
curred in closure?

(4) What is the estimate of the average
cost to close an accessway?

(5) Has the department requested local
councils not to make any further ap-
plications for closure of accessways
until the Act is amended?

(6) If so, why?

(7) How many applications for the clos-
ure of pedestrian accessways other
than those included in the pending
Bill are currently being processed
by the department?

(8) What specific accessway appli-
cations are still being processed by
the department?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) Where contiguous land holders desire to
purchase land in a closed pedestrian
accessway. disposal under the provisions
of Part VIIA of the Land Act, 1933, will
proceed.

(2) Disposal to adjoining owners at valuation
assessed by the Valuer General is
proposed.

(3) The parties in whom the land is to be
vested will be responsible for costs.

(4) Purchase price for the land plus a docu-
mentation fee of $27 to have the land
included in title.

(5) and (6) The Department of Lands and
Surveys has not advised councils in this
manner.

The Minister for Lands and Surveys
understands that the Local Government
Department advised some councils that
it had received a legal opinion which
indicated that accessways could not be
closed under section 297A of the Local
Government Act.

(7) None.

(8) Not applicable.

728. Postponed.

CHEMICALS: UREA AND AMMONIA
PLANT

Bunbury: Cooling Water

729. Hon. V. J. FERRY, to the Attorney
General representing the Minister for the
Environment:

In view of the decision made by the
Government to locate a new power
station near Collie in preference to
Bunbury, one of the factors used by the
Government in making the determi-
nation against the Bunbury site was the
problem of dispersing hot water from the
cooling system into the seas-

(1) How can that be equated to a pro-
posal to establish a urea and am-
monia plant at Bunbury whereby
something like 500000 kilolitres of
hot water will have to be dumped
every day?

(2) Is it expected that the waste water
from the proposed urea and am-
monia plant will be of a lower tem-
perature than that of a power plant?

(3) If so, what are the comparative fig-
ures?

(4) At what distance off shore is it
proposed to release the hot water
into the ocean?

(5) Has an environmental impact study
been undertaken to examine the
proposed project?

(6) I f not, why not?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:

(1) to (6) 1 have asked the Department of
Conservation and Environment to look
into the questions and provide me with
information which I will convey to the
member in writing as soon as possible.
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EDUCATION: "SCHOOLS AND STAFFING"
Publication

730. I-on. TOM McNEIL, to the Minister for
Employment and Training representing the
Minister for Education:

Would the Minister advise when the
1985 edition of Schools and Staffing will
become available?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
On present indications the 1985 edition
of Schools and Staffing should be avail-
able by mid-May.

WATER RESOURCES: CONSUMPTION
Statistics

731. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Water
Resources:

Would the Minister provide the con-
sumption per person statistics for Perth
and other Australian Capital Cities?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
The average daily consumption per per-
son of water supplied by the MWA in
I1983-84 was 476 litres.

Statistics for other capital cities are not
kept by the MWA and it is suggested
that the member seeks this information
from the water authorities in the other
States.

EDUCATION: H IGH SCHOOL
Churchiands: Concert Band

732. Hon. TOM KNIGHT, to the Attorney
General representing the Minister for the
A rts:
(1) Is the Minister aware that the

Churchlands Senior High School Con-
cert Band has been invited by UNICEF
to represent Australia at the Inter-
national Youth Year Festival in Geneva?

(2) Is he further aware that although the
parents themselves have raised
approximately $100 000, there is still a
shortfall of $1 30 000?

(3) Would the Minister investigate the possi-
bility of assisting the band through the
funds available to him and his depart-
ment?

(4) If not, what other alternatives can the
Minister offer to ensure this Western
Australian group of young people receive

the opportunity to represent Australia in
this International Year of the Youth?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) and (3) In accordance with existing pol-
icy, the office of the Airts Council, after
full and sympathetic consideration, is
unable to recommend funding of the
tour. I am further investigating the ap-
plication but am concerned that any as-
sistance given from limited funds avail-
able would set precedents that it would
not be possible to meet.

(4) The only avenues of funding appear to be
private, corporate or Government. I am
sure the organisers are investigating all
three.

733. Postponed.

TRAFFIC: PEDESTRIAN CROSSING

Victoria Park: Fatal Accident

734. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Minister for
Employment and Training representing the
Minister for Transport:

(1) Is he aware of the fatal accident at or
near the crosswalk near the Victoria
Park Post Office last Saturday?

(2) Does he recall my approaches to him and
his department on two occasions in the
past I8 months on this matter?

(3) Why has no action been taken on this
matter, other than to re-locate the cross-
walk about 20 metres to the north?

(4) Will he now seek urgent action to install
traffic lights or some other effective
safety measure?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) The Minister has advice that a fatal ac-
cident involving a pedestrian at this
crosswalk occurred at approximately
10.00 am. on Saturday, 16 March.

(2) Yes.

(3) and (4) As indicated in the reply to ques-
tion 553 the relocation of the crosswalk
appeared to have solved the problems.
Having regard to the recent fatal acci-
dent, however, further investigations will
be made and the Minister will let the
member know the outcome.
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COURTS: FAMILY COURT
Maintenance: Arrears

735. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Attorney
General:
(1) Will he investigate why an application to

the State Family Court on 14 December
1984 for enforcement of maintenance
payments is, three and a half months
later, still not enforced?

(2) How long does the Family Court allow
arrears to accumulate before enforcing
its own orders?

Hon. J. M. BERINSOIN replied:
(1) and (2) The Family Court does not in-

itiate action of its own volition to enforce
maintenance orders. Persons having the
benefit of a maintenance order may in-
itiate enforcement action by acting for
themselves or through a solicitor or
through a collector of maintenance. En-
forcement procedures are laid down in
Commonwealth Family Law Rules
which do not permit a summons to issue
for at least two weeks after default. For
practical reasons the collector of main-
tenance takes no action until four weeks
after default.
I will have investigated the circum-
stances of the application referred to if
the name of the person concerned is
provided.

736. Postponed.

ELECTORAL DEPARTMENT
Correspondence: Private Box Numbers

737. Hon. MARGARET McALEER, to the
Attorney General representing the Minister
for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:
(1) Would the Minister advise me whether

the State Electoral Department is unable
to send correspondence to an elector's
postal address (i.e. a post office box
number) in lieu of a residential address?

(2) If so, what is the reason, and for how
long is this situation likely to continue?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) The State Electoral Department cannot

send correspondence to an elector's
postal address.

(2) Although the Parliament legislated in
1983 to enable use of a postal address
this service will not be available until the

department's computer systems have
been enhanced to allow for it. It is un-
likely that this service will be available
before the end of 1986 which is when
work on the project is scheduled for
completion.

The Government is very keen to see this
service implemented but finds earlier
scheduling impossible without major dis-
ruption.

TOXIC PLANT: ANGEL'S TRUMPET

Reports: Availability

738. Hon. W. N. STRETCH, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
Health:

With reference to my question 598 of
Tuesday, 12 March 1985-

(1) Are the reports on the toxic plant
angel's trumpet (Datura) by-

(a) Mrs Parry of the National
Safety Council; and

(b) the Health Department of WA;
available for public scrutiny?

(2) If not, will the Minister release cop-
ies to members of this House?

(3) Is he aware that there is strong evi-
dence that the above plant is ex-
tremely dangerous in all its forms to
human beings?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) No.

(2) I do not have the authority to release the
National Safety Council's report, how-
ever I am agreeable to the member
examining both reports in my office, if
he wishes.

(3) Yes, but it is important to appreciate this
requires contact with the plant by
sensitised persons or ingestion and there
is no evidence to suggest that it is any
more toxic than many of the other plants
frequently found in Western Australia or
elsewhere.

739. Postponed.

(49)
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ENERGY: ELECTRICTY
Powerlines: Clearing

740. Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH, to the
Minister for Employment and Training
representing the Minister for Fuel and
Energy:
(1) Is the Government aware of the great

concern of local government, the
conservationists and the general public
of Denmark regarding SEC clearing of
power lines both during initial erection
and for fire protection?

(2) What effort is made to initially erect
lines where the least damage is done?

(3) Are proposed lines drawn up in SEC
offices?

(4) Following claims against the SEC after
the "Cranbrook Fires" has the SEC in-
tensified treefelling along existing lines?

(5) Where there is public concern expressed,
has the SEC endeavoured to hold such
citizens expressing concern to be
financially responsible for future fire
risk?

(6) Have offers to pay for underground
cabling been refused?

(7) Is there anybody who can be appealed to
in respect of clearing so that a slay of
execution can be granted?

(8) Is local government forewarned or
consulted before clearing takes place?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) Such efforts are made where practicable

and the cost is reasonable.
(3) Yes.
(4) Yes.
(5) No.
(6) Possibly, if undergrounding is impracti-

cal in specific cases.

(7) Yes. The commission's regional man-
agers initially and ultimately the Minis-
ter for Minerals and Energy.

(8) Yes, in general, but specific streets and
days may not be scheduled in detail.

COURTS: DAMAGES AWARDS
Recipients: Protection

741. Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF, to the Attorney
General:
(1) Has the Attorney

report of the Law
on Protection of
Damages?

General studied the
Reform Commission
Money Awarded as

(2) Is he aware that the commission viewed
with favour a proposal to change the law
so as to enable the courts to make orders
protecting people receiving damages
awards who might be liable to be de-
prived of their award moneys by the ac-
tions of others?

(3) Is he aware that a draft Bill was pre-
pared by the previous Government to en-
able the courts to make such protection
orders?

(4) Does the present Government intend to
take any action to introduce legislation
on this subject?

(5) If not, why not?
Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Yes.
(3) I was not aware of any draft Bill until

the member's question. I understand it
was not prepared by Parliamentary
Counsel.

(4) and (5)
deferred
Health's
lation.

Action on the report has been
in view of the Minister for
review of mental health legis-
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