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lBon. A. BURVILL: It was the same there.
Hon. J. 31. Macfarlane: The growers had

it in their own hands there.
Hon. H. A. 6tephenson: What has been

the average' price of tomatoes during the
last three moniths 9

Hon. A. BURVILL: I do not require to
answer that question. I want to establish
the point that the agents make most of their
money when a glut is being experienced. 1
have shown the enormous profits -made in
the retailing of tomatoes at 3d. a lb. when
they were sold at an average of 1s. 6d. a
ease. When tomatoes brought a decent
lprice, they averagecd about 12s. 6d. a ease.
At that time they were retailed at 5d.
a lb. The retailers were well satis-
fled with a small profit. They were not
satisfied -with. that when there was a glut.
At the same timle, the consumer does not
get any benefit from the position.

Hon. J. M. Macfarlane: Why did they
oppnose the central markets, which would
t-ave g-iven. them control of their own pro-
d1-e ?

Hon. A. BURVILL: I waill not offer any
ooinion onl that subject. Last season the
b~uyers so manipulated prices that they were
able to get potatoes from the growers at £3
a ton less than the piic at which they could
lirocire supplies from the Eastern States.
They were still trying to decrease the price
of potatoes and had got it down to £7 a
ton, the retail price being then 2s. 3d. a
stone. We got the potato growers together
and they operated a sort of price-fixing
commtiission for themselves, by which means
'hey prevented the agents from manipulat-
ing one grTower against another. The prices
they were able to obtain were reasonable,
and in the course of a few months -Die
gin uers got control ot their own produce.

Hon. H. A. Stephenson: What happened
last year?

Fion. A. BTJRVJLL: I amn telling you
what happened. That is one improvement
iMt can be effected. The voluntary system
of co-operation amiongst the fruitgrowers
and producers, together with assistance from
the Government in the direction of trans-
port facilities,. forming agencies and pro-
v:iding cool stores for fruit at the point of
ex-port represent further improvements that
can be made. I commend to hon. members
the system inaugurated in South Africa and
souggest that the Bill he withdrawn and this
qutestion further considered, so that another

Bill iay be drafted that will meet with
the approval of the growers. It is useless
to pass the Bill because every grower with
whom T hAVe come in contact does not de-
sire it. I intend to vote against the second
reading,

On motion by Hon. H. A. Stephenson, de-
bate adjourned.

House adjourned at 8.55 p.m.

Wednesday, 11th November, 1925.

Bils: industrial Arbitration Act Amendment, to
discharge order.............lS

Day BakIng, 2R.....................1870

The PRESIDENT took thle Chair ait 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

BILL-INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION
ACT AMENDMENT.

To discharge Order.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. J. M.
Drew-Central) (4.33]: I move-

That the Order of the Day for Committee
progress on the TIdustrial Arbitration Act
Amendment Bill be discharged from the Notice
Paper.
In view of the importance of the Bill, it is
incumbent on me to give my reasons for the
umisual step I am taking. 'When I shall have
inished, I think most people will agree that

no other course was open to the Government,
consistent with self-respect. On Thursday
night last, when the Bill was in Committee,
and when we reached Clause 57, comprising
the proposed new Section 101, which pro-
vides for the determination of the court as to
the basic wage to be laid before Parliament,
Mr. Lovekin moved an addition to the clause,
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which was carried-, and which is the cause of
the present trouble. The Government had
made provision in the Bill that the determjin-
ation of the court should be placed before
Parliament merely for information. But that
did not satisfy Mr. Lovekin. He wanted some-
thing more. He moved that the determina-
Lion of the court should be a regulation
under the Act. Every member knows what
ihat means. It means that the determination
of the court as to the basic wage could be
disallowed by one House of Parliament and,
consequently, become so much waste paper.
The-re is no doubt at all as to 31r. Lovekia's
aimi in moving that amendment; he made his
intention quite clear, He said-

The object is to make it a regulation within
the meaning of the Interpretation Act, which
gives this House the power of disallowance.

MA. Kitson protested against the amend-
nient and so did I, but to my utter amaze-
went it was carried, the only votes in op-
position to it being those of members of the
Lab)our Party. The sole course open to me
after such a vicious and revolutionary prin-
ciple have been driven into the Bill was to
wove to report progress, and consult Cab-
inet, which I did. Cabinet's answer is to
he found in the motion I am now moving.
I have said that the principle, forced into the
Bill by the majority of the Committee of
this House is vicious and revolutionary. It
should require very little argument to prove
that it is so. The Legislative Council, like
the Legislative Assembly, has the right to
disallow a regulation. It is quite proper that
it should have that right. A regulation is re-
quired to he based on the Act of Parliament
under which it is made,' and Parliament
should have the authority to say whether, in
framing- the regulation, the Executive Coun-
eil had gone further than Parliament in-
tended. Bnt the court's determination as to
the basic wage is a totally different matter.
It is the decision of a judicial tribunal, and
Parliament could no more justify itself in
seeking to interfere with that decision than it
could justify itself if it were to seek to inter-
fere with the decision of the Supreme Court
in any of the civil or criminal cases that came
b)efore the Judges. for their determination.
And even if it were desirable that they
rhaoul 1 do .so, how incompetent would mem-
l)crs of this House be to sit in judgment on
the ba.rki wage! They would know nothing
about the merits of the case, nothing about
its demerits; they would have no evidence be-
fore them-for it would take the Arbitration

Court at least a month to fix the basic wage.
The court would have to go into the question
of cost of food, groceries, clothing, fuel,
rent, and a score of other things.

Hlon. A. Lovekin: Do you say that would
he absolutely necessary?

The CHIEF SECRE TARY: I do, if you
arc Lo he aL court of appeal. A large num-
ben of witnesses would have to be called to
give testimony so that the court could comle
to a just conclusion, And the demeanour of
the Witnesses under examination and cross-
cmaination would be an important factor
for consideration. But under the amend-
inent curried by the Committee all these
things are east to the winds, and the deter-
initiation of the court could easily become
the sport Of Politicians and the prey of
prejudiced legislative partisans. What
would follow? We should have members
eirj~ularised by all sorts of organisations in
their constituencies, and as soon as the ques-
tion of the basic wage was made an Order of
the Day on the Notice Paper we should hare
the approaches to Parliament House alive
w ithi interested parties buttonholing mem-
hers, one set imploring tham to reject the
bu'1c wage, aind the other set beseeching them
to permit it to stand. Let us suppose for a
moment that this Council was fitted by
seial training to review the decisions of
the Arbitration Court. Even so, would it
be a fair tribunal to set up for the purpose
of' discharging this responsibility? Equal
representation of parties should be the first
essential in any court of appeal. But here
the workers would have only six representa-
tives in a House of thirty! From the start
they would be hopelessly outnumbered, they
would be out-voted, and perhaps would be
out-voted by reason of the honest hut mis-
guided conviction of those holding different
views from theirs on industrial questions.
Thie action of the Committee is rendered all
the more unintelligible by reason of the at-
titude of members in respect of another part
of the Bill; they would not have a layman
as president of the court; they Laid he must
bie a judge; it was necessary that he should
be a lawyer so that he could weigh evidence
accurately, and we must be able to weigh
evidence accurately. According to members
of the House, it was the Judge that mat-
tered, for the other members of the court
wvere pure partisans who worked all they
knew~ for their own side. But now we have
inserted in the Bill a provision by which the
Judge, with all his capacity for weighing
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evidence accurately, and with his absolute
freedom from bias-we have him subjected
to censorship by Parliament, one House of
whic~h would have power to annul his decree
as to what the basic wage should be. No
judge would submit to the indignity that the
amiendment proposes to putt upon him; no
man worthy of the name would take the
position with the possibility of such a devel-
opment as I have just indicated. It is the
opinion of the Government that no good can
result from further discussion of the Bill in
this I-ouse. It is clear that the house is not
disposed to give to the measure the serious
consideration it merits. That is the most
ciharitable construction that can be placed
on the action of the Committee. Members
of the Government deeply regret the loss of
the Bill, which contains so many valuable
provisions for ininising industrial troubles.
They had hoped it would be placed on the
statute-book in reasonable formu during this
session. But apart from the wording of the
amendment, its spirit Plainly indicates that
the Comumittee are not in sympathy with the
Ministry in their desire to imlprove the mach-
inery of the Arbitration Court in order to
meet the demands that have grown up during
the last thirteen years.

HON. A. LOVEKIN (Metropolitan)
[4.45]: 1 do not think I have ever regretted
having to undertake a task more than on
this occasion. I regret it extremely because
the action I propose to ask the House to
talke w ill have no other effect than taking
the business relative to this Bill out of the
hands of the Lender of the House. That , is
a most unusual proceeding and is adopted
by a House only in very abnormal circum-
stances. There is another reason why I re-
gret being impelled to move the amendment
that I shall propose presently; it is that
the Leader of the House has always treated
us sc fairly and courteously and has ever
met us in our desires.

Hon. J. R. Brown: Then why don't you
reciprocateV

Hon. A. LOVEKCIN: I am quite willing
to reciprocate, but I do not wish a Bill of
this character to lapse after all the work
that has been devoted to it, and to lapse
not because of some vital hitch, but because
of some slip. I go so far as to admit the
slip for the moment though personally I
am prepared to justify the attitude I
adopted the other night. For the purpose

of my argument I am prepared to admit a
slip: and I do- not think that any Govern-
ment or Minister is justified in taking ad-
vantage of a slip. I go further and say
that the tiovernment, having seriuusly con-
sidered this matter in Cabinet, are clinging
to a very small straw as an excuse for jet-
tisoning the Bill when they try to make
capital out of what happened here the other
night. What occurred was not final. The
Chairmuan had not even put to the Com-
mittee the question, 'That the clause, as
amended, stand part of the Bill." There-
fore, after my amendmient had been carried,
it was quite open to the Committee to delete
the whole clause.

Hon. J. W. Kirwan: The hon. member
wanted to withdraw his amendment.

Hion. A. LOVET~ni: That is true. I de-
sired to withdraw it, hut in accordance with
the rules of the Committee, one hon. mem-
ber exercised his right to object to the grant-
ing of leave to withdraw the amendment, and
so it could not he withdrawn. The conse-
quence was that the amendment w;as carried.
But before the Committee had an oppor-
tunity to consider the clause as amended,
and before the Chairman had put the ques-
tion, "That the clause, as amended, stand
part of the Bill," the Minister rose in his
place, as if to take advantage of this small
cobweb for some reason that I cannot ex-
plain, and moved "That progress be re-
ported." Following upon that, the Min-
ister has tabled his motion to-day. One
of the purposes of this House is to keep a
cheek on hasty legislation. The House on
this occasion shold exercise its function
and not only check hasty legislation, but
it should also function in checking hasty
action on the part of a Cabinet who are
attempting to jettison a Bill which has
much good in it, and which can he mnade
a very useful -measure in the public interests.
I wish to traverse two or three of the points
mentioned by the Minister in submitting his
mot ion. He said that after my amendment
was carried, he could adopt no other course
consistent with his self-respect than that
which he had adopted. What loss of self-
respect is involved in the carrying of an
amendment such as was passed the other
night? The Minister did not wait to see
the perfected Bill, which might have put
quite a different complexion upon it? As
a matter of fact, my amenidment, if carried,
needed something to supplement it. it
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needed a new clause, end in course of time
I would have been prepared to put up a
new clause to protect what ha already been
provided for by my amendment, but I could
not put the new clause on the notice paper,
nor could I propose it, until nay amendment
bad first been carried. I can see no loss
of self-respect entailed in the passing of
the amendment. The Minister said the
amendment contained principles that were.
vicious and revolutionary.

Hoii. J. J. Holmes: Send for the police!

Hon. A. LOVEIN: I do not intend to
send for the police, but I have sent for a
report, which appeared in the "Westralian
WIorker" of the 24th July, 1025, covering-
the deliberations of the State Labour Con-
gress. Perhaps the Minisiter has not rend
the report; perhaps lie is unaware of w"hat
his own conference desire in regard to the
basic wage. The Minister spoke a good
deal about the court having to consider the
matter for at month and then put up its de-
cision, and wvent on to say that no Judge
would tolerate its being tampered with by
Parliament. What does the Minister's own
congress want ? The congress representa-
tives want Parliament to take a hand in
the fixing of the basic -wagre. Resolution
No. 10 of the State Labour Congress reads:

That the Parlimentary Labour Party he in-
structed to prepare a Bill for early subnmis-
sian to Parliament, making provision for a
basic wage finding at thle Piddingtoli Commis-
sion for all adult mutle workers and for £3 10s.
per week for adult women workers, the baisic
wage for men to be brought into operation as
follows--£4 10s. to be tile immoediate basic
wage, rising by 5s. half-yearly until the basic
wage of the Piddington Commission is reached.
I believe the Piddington basic -wage
was £6 per week. That is what the
Labour Congress wanted-not a tribu-
nal appointed under the Bill to hear
evidence and decide what the basic
wage should be, but Parliament to step in
and fix the basic wage, not only for to-day
but for the future, regardless of whether
it was warranted or not, rising by stages
of 5s. every half year. Yet the Miinister
complains and suggests he Would lose h]is
self-respect if lbe adopted such an amend-
ment as I submitted to give Parliament
authority to intervene in case the court
made some stupid provision for a basic
-,vage, just as in times past the court has
made the minimum wage for a nightinan
4s. per day more than the minimum wage
for an engine-man.

Hon. H. Stewart: What sort of an engine-
man.

Hon. A. LOVIEIN: I think the awvard
prescribed 19s. 4d1. for a nightman and 1s.
3d. for an engine greaser on the mines.
That was the effect of a Federal and at
State award. If such a condition of alftirs
as that obtained and there were no appeal
and no means of securing redress, we would
probably have industrial trouble, whereas
if there were means to appeal to Parhia-
int on the lines I had in mind when
framing my amendment, trouble would
probably be avoided.

The H-onorary 'Minister: Are not you a
member of the Children's Court?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: Yes, and there is
ani appeal fromu the Children's Court. A
stupid basin wagoe of 5s. a wveek inl one ease
aid 40s. in the other might be put uip and,
under the Bill as it s;tood, there would be
no redress. My object wais to provide a
safety -valve by stipulating that when the
report of the court onl the basic, wage was
laid onl the Table of the Hlouse, it should
he equivalent to a regulation under the
Act that the House mnight disallow. 1 pro-
posed to go further than that by providing
that when either House had disallowed a
regalation, it should be referred back to
the court, who should reconsider it and
declare a new basic wage within 14 days.
That would not stultify the court; neither
would it give rise to any crisis, and an ad-
vantage is thnt it would give redress in
much-needed cases. Neither Hlouse of
Parliament would ever think, of interfering
with a decision of the court unless there
was something so radically wrong with it
that it could not possibly be tolerated. I
justify the amendment on those grounds,
but there is a good deal to be said on the
other side. If we weigh in the balance
what may be said for and against the
amendment, I admit there is more argu-
muent ag-ainst than in favouir of my pro-
posal. Therefore, I proposed to withdraw
it and, if consideration of the Bill be con-
tinued, as I hope it will be, I shall en-
deavour to delete the amendment. Still,
liy amendment would prove rather helpful
to the desires expressed by thle Labour
representatives at their conference. Resolu-
tion No. 11 reads-

That the Arbitration Act be amended to a)low
of the foregoing basic wage to be incorporated
in all awards.
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Resolution No. 12 reads-
That in thre event of the Legislative Council

refusing to pass the Bills, stop-work meetings
of all organised workers in every centre be
catted to consider the attitude of Lie Legis-
lative Council thwarting the wishes of at Coy-
erninent elected by a majority of the people.

Hon. L. H1. Harris : The 6overnment
were not elected by a majority of the
people.

Hon. A. LOVEKCIN : Quite so; the
premises are not sound because tire Gov-
ermnent majority includes eight members
relpresenting pocket boroughs, elected by
fewer than 500 people apiece. That is
where the majority of the present Govern-
mnent come from, and the representatives
of the Labour conference were qunite wrong
iii talking about a Government elected by a
majority of the people. If we turn to the
returns of the latest election, we find that
in the mietropolitan area 01,000 people
elected 12 members, while the other 98,000
people in the State elected 38 members.
The premises on which this resolution was
based were entirely false because the Gov-
emnient are not representative of a
majority of the people. Resolution 'No. 13
of the congress reads-

That a State-wide campaign be then carried
out, further stop-work meetings to be called
when and where conisidered necessary.

That goes to show that the congress was
keen upon Parliament stepping- in with re-
gard to the basic, wage.

lion. J. ALL 2facfarlane: Bring uip their
big, guns.

The Honorary Minister: From what are
you quoting?9

Hon. A. LOVEliN: From the report in
the "Work-er" of the deliberations of the
last Labour Conference in July, 1925.

The Honorary MAinister: You have not
explained that.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: I stated that whena
I hegan to read it.

Hion. WV. Hf. Kitson: That is a different
proposition from what you suggest.

Hon. A, LOVEKTIN: Mly proposition was
in the interests of industrial peace. The
proposition put np by the Labour Confer-
ence is in the interests of class warfare.
They say, "Let us have Parliament declare
the basic wage, and if the Council will not
ae'ree let us have stop-work meetings all
over the country and a State campaign
carried out.''

Hon. J. Ouffell: WoLuld you consider that
revolutionary-?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: The Chief Secretary
said I was revolutionary, buit what about
this?

Hon. J. E. Dodd: It is revolution with
a move on.

lion. A. LOVEKIN : That is perhaps
very apt. The Government for some reason
which I cannot discern say this is the
course they propose to follow because of
myv little amendment. I suggest that
althoug-h the Bill was put forward by the
Government it has now become the
property of this House, and is uinder its
control, If there are any good parts in
thre Bill, it is the duty of the House to
preserve them for the benefit of the people,
and-it the-re are bad parts in it to reject
theta. Tue Goverment propose to jettison
both the good and the bad. I propose to
ask the Rouse, as the Goveranment no
longer require this Bill and will have
nothing more to do with it, to take what
is good of it and fashion it as we may
think Kit.

The Honorary 'Minister: That is your
job.

N-on. A. LOV7EKIN: We will do this in
the best interests of the people. We will
get some of these boards that will help to
prornote peace between tire wvorkers and
the employers, and will help to do away
with some of those threats of the Labour
Conference, of a State-wide campaign and
stop-work meetings. If we can get some of
these boards, this part of the Bill will be
of great benefit to the community. I
suggest to the House that as the Govern-
meeit intend to scrap the Bill, we as a
House should take tip what is good in it,
pass it on to the other Chamber, and allow
that Chamber to take the responsibility of
s9crapping that which is good as well as
that which they consider is bad.

The Honorary Minister . This is the
Chamber of -reniew.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN\: We are reviewiug
this. That is our particular function. I
amn aware that this almost amounts to
taking the business of the House out of the
hiands of the Leader.

Hon. J. J. Holmes : It means keeping
control of the Bill.

Hon. A. LOVEK1IN: We ourselves may
take control of the Bill.
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The Honorary Minister :Take the
responsibility for that, but do not apolo-
gise.

H~on. A. LOVI&KIN: I do not want to
apologise. I ami trying to do my duty to
the people. No apology is needed. WMen
the Government scrap a Bill like this, it is,
our bounden duty to take it uip and submit
to the lower House that which is good in it.

The Honorary Minister: Do not apologise
for doing that.

Bon, H. Stewart: Do not forget that dile
Minister said it was Cabinet that decided
this, and not bec.

Hon. A. LOVEKJN: 1 do not want lo
stltify the Minister. That is what con-
cerns me at present, but we are forced by
the attitude of Cabinet to take this course.
If we liked to impute Motives-

The Honorary Minister: You can do so.

Hon. A. LOVEKI -N: And to look for the
nigger in the woodpile in this Chamber,
possibly we might find one. It is an un-
usual step to take in this House, but it is
not without precedent.

lion. . Stewart I t is unusual for
Cabinet to take a step of this kind.

Ion. A. LOV1M{AI: Reference to Todd's
"Pa rliamentary (hiovern meat in the British
Colonies," reveals aprecedent from South
Australia in 1877. The work to which I
refer deals with disputes between the two
Houses, and then says--

lit 1877, however, a more serious disagree-
ment occurred in this colony. On 12th June
inquiry was made of Ministers in the ILegis-
lative Council in regard to certain rumonred
preparations for the erection of new Parlia-
ment buildings. lta reply, the Council was in-
formed that the Government contemplated the
building of a new Assembly Chamber, as part
of a proposed design for the better accom-
modation of both Houses, but that no money
had yet been voted for the purpose. Upon
which, on 5th .iy, thle 'Legislative Council
resolved, that the oction of thle Government,
in deciding upon a site, and commencing to
build new HouIses of Parliament, without the
(previous) sanction of both branches of the
legislature is unconstitutional, and does not
meet with the approval of this Council. A
private member then gave notice of a motion
tor an address to the Administrator of thle
Government to represent the rights of thle
Legislative Council to be consulted on this sub-
ject. Sir Henry Ayers (Chief Secretary and
Lender of tile Government in this House)
then gave notice of a motion to resolve, that
it is desirable to proceed immediately with the
erection of the new Assembly Chamber. On
25th July, before the afore-mentioned notices

were discussed, it was resolved that the Chief
Secretary, by ignoring the constitutional
rights of this Council, and by his conduct gen-
erally with reference to the proposed new
Parliament buildings, has lost the confidence
of this Council. On 31st July, in amendment
to a nmotion by the Chief Secretary that the
Council at its rising should adjourn to the
following day, it was resolved, that this House
would not proceed to business so long as thle
Government is represented in the Chamber by
a member in whom it bad no confidoee; arid
therefore that business be postponed for a
week, to afford the Ministry n opportunity of
changing their representative. No such change
having taken place, further adjouruments
were made, for a week at a time, until 28th
August. On that day a motion to resolve, that
the Council insists upon its rights to be forth-
with consulted upon the necessity and ox-
pediency of building new Houses of Parliat-
mnent at the present time, was negatived upon
the previous question. The Council then ad-
journed. On 29th August it was resolved thint
this Council, while objecting to the leadership
of tile present Chief Secretary, will proceed
with business, and directs that all public Bills
received from the Assembly be placed in charge
of the Hon, William Morgan, a private men:i-
her of the House. The Council1 thea adjourned
until 40 September, and afterwards uintil
11th September and 18th Septamber, doing
sonic business at each sitting. The Chbief Sec-
rotary denied the right Of tile liegishtive
Council to take the conduct of public business
out of his liinds without the consent of the
Governor; but the President on 18t~i Septem-
bet, presented aL Written Statement, conhTir in-
tory of a previous ruling, justifying this pro-
ceding, after which Mr. Morganl assenmed the
leadership. The Council then adjourned until
25th 8eptember.

Bills came up to the Council and Sir Henry
Ayers attenmpted to put them forwvard to
the House, but the House would not listen
to them. Mr. Morgan then put up the Bills,
and they were dealt with. The publication
continues-

Apprehending that the Aliaster.aL policy
tended to the complete subordination of th~e
Council to the Assembly, and to bring about
a collision between thre two Houses, thereby co-
ercing the Council with the weight of the As-
sembly 's authority, they concluded by request-
ing thle Governor to take sech steps as he
might deem expedient in the present crisis.

Later on the Governor assured the Council
of his earnest desire to preserve inviolate
their constitutional rights and privileges, but
expressed his disapproval of their actions
in taking the conduct of public business
from a Minister of the Crown, and placing
it in the hands of a private member-I dis-
approve of that myself-this step, he held,
to be " opposed to Parliamentary practice
and detrimental to the privileges of the
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Crown, as well as to the integrity of Parlia-
mentary procedure." The work continues--

Ministers have assured him of their sincere
desire to avoid a collision between the two
Houses, that their policy had no tendency to
subordinate the Legislative Council 'to the
Assembly, and that they felt it to be not only
thcir interest but their paramount duty to
use all legitimate means to promote harniony
between both Rouses. They had, accordingly,
stopped the progress of the works objected
to-

This is what I am suggesting to the M~in-
ister in regard to this Bill.

-and would incur uo further expenditure
thereon until due provision had been made by
Parliament.

When the House next met, Sir Henry Ayers
wans no longer Leader, hut Mr. Mlorgan was.
This is a very drastic precedent for taking
the business out of the hands of the tender
of the House. I am not proposing to go
as far as that, or to say we shall not consider
anything the Chief Secretary puts up. I
do say that we shall ever be ready to extend
to him the same courtesy that he accords
to us. This particular Bill is not a personal
matter either with the Chief Secretary or
with me, or with any member of the House.
It is a Bill that vitally concerns the people
and the industrial peace of the State.

Hon. W. H. Kitson: The House does not
recognise that.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: It is our bounden
duty to stand to the Hill at all hazards, and
to get out of it that which is good and that
which will he helpful to the people. We
should not allow it to be scrapped and
jettisoned at the caprice or whim of some
Minister who wishes to dominate the whole
position, and who, if he cannot get all he
wants, will have nothing. I cannot say what
has taken place before. I can only perhaps
hint at it. Members will recollect that the
same Bill was brought before us on a pre-
vious occasion, and was lost after a confer-
ence between the two Houses. Some mem-
bers know what occurred at that conference.
It is a matter of surprise to me that the
Bill has again come forward almost in the
very words of the last Bill, notwithstanding
that some amendments that were put up last
year were agreed to by the Assembly. And
still we have the same old Bill here. It
has apparently come to this, that the Min-
ister who introduced the measure in an-
other place will have the whole Bill and
nothing but the Bill. None of us can afford

or expect to reach that stage of tyranny
or autocracy in these days.

The Honorary Minister: Whose remarks
are those? Who said that?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: 1 say it. They are
my remarks. We can only get along if 'we
yield a little one to the other, give and take
a little. We cannot have everything. The
course I have suggested is the one I desire
that the Minister should take, and the
amendment I shall propose will afford an
opportunity for doing so. I move an
amendment-

That the words ''discharged from the Notice
Paper" be struck out, and the words ''made
the first Order of the flay for Tuesday next''
inserted in, lieu.
If that amendment is cardied, it will not do
the Chief Secretary any bairn, but will give
him a little breathing time. It will allow
time to consider the matter calmly.

The Honorary Minister: We have already
considered and decided the matter.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: We want more time
to consider the matter calmly and dispas-
sionately.

The Honorary Minister: We have done
that.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: We want to afford
the Government more time.

The Honorary Minister: Who is "we'l?
Hon. A. LOVEKIN: I say "we" hoping

that I shall have a majority of the Cham-
ber with me. If I say "we" and have a
minority, I am speaking for the minority.
However, I hope I may he speaking for the
majority.

The Honorary Minister: So long as we
understand, it is all right.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: The Honorary Min-
ister must realise that matters are only de-
cided by the vote of this Chamber. I can-
not tell how members are going to vote. I
have an idea as to one or two of them, but
I do not know how quite a number of mem-
bers will vote. I hope I am speaking for
a majority, because the carrying of the
amendment seems to me the saner course, a
course to which I do not think the Govern-
ment can have any objection. The amend-
ment says to the Cabinet, "Will you please
give a little further consideration to this
important matter, and take till Tuesday
to do it?" I can see no harm in that. The
amendment says on behalf of members of
the House, "Give us a little more time; let
us take till Tuesday next." I have so
framed my amendment that in view of the
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attitude of the Minister, who intends to put
the Bill in the waste paper basket, this
House may keep control of the Bill and see
that it does not go into the waste paper
basket till we have an opportunity of fur-
ther discussing it.

HON. J. E. DODD (Sou th) [5.20]: 1 for
one am very sorry that the position we have
before us has arisen, and am also sorry
if the Government have decided to hoist the
white flag and sky the towel in connection
xvit1) this Bill. It is astonishing to find the
Government at this early stage of the Bill
throwing it up. To my mind that position
cannot he maintained. It strikes me that the
Minister for Labour is like a spoiled child
in, connection with this piece of legislation
andt in connection with many other Bills. He
wants his own way or nothing. If he does
not get his own way, lie is going to play
"id B-arry" with everything and everybody.
The M13inister for Labour is prepared to sac-
rifle not only this Chamber but also the
wrorkers to his petulance. That, I1 think, is a
fair way of putting the position that has

-re~n. As regards tie Council's amendment,
I consider that it is utterly indefensible; and
I can assure both the Chief Secretary and
Mr. Lovekin that had I been here on the
night when the amendment was carried, I
should have sp~okeII and voted against it. I
-ail to see that either the Chamber or any-
ujod v else can defend an amendment of that
nature. How can we say to a court of jus-
tice, which has to give decisions in accord-
ance wvith equity and good conscience, that its
de(-ision shall be subject to regulation by
Parliainent? It is more than I can under-
stand. To my mind the amendment is to
somne extent revoluitionary. On the other
hand, there are some lparts of the Bill that
are equally indefensible, equally against the
claimns of equity and good conscience. There
is that particular clause which proposcs the
total abolition of lawyers from the Arbitra-
tion Court when charges arc being dried.
Surely that is as indefensible as the amend-
ment. Arc we going to say to poor unfor-
tuiate workers, not only to employers, but
also to workers, men and women, that they
shall be compelled to face at court of law and
there be tried for acts in respect of which
they may be fined heavily or even imprisoned
aind that they shall not have the benefit of
a lawyer to help them? Mr. MeCallum has
taken up the attitude that we must not cross
a "t" or dot an "P' in the Bill, and yet

Mr. McCallum himself has wade the
most scathing indictment of one part of
the Bill that I have ever heard. I quoted
it in my second reading speech. If
members will refer to "Hansard" of two
sessions ago, when an Arbitration Bill
was before the Legislative Assembly, they
will see that scathing indictment made by
Mr. McCallum. And yet the Minister for
La-bour has the audacity to say that this
Chamber should not take any hand in form-
ing the present Bill. To me the whole thing
seems absurd. I cannot remember all Mr.
M~cCallum said on that occasion, and there-
Ifore 1 would like members to look up the
speech. I should be sorry indeed to say any-
thing that might hurt the feelings of the
Minister in charge of the Bill here. I have
the utmost respect for Mr. Drew. Mr. Drew
,Xins my colleague for five years, and I want
in take him back to 1912, when the present
Akrbitration Act was before the Legislative
Council. I wats in charge of the Bill then,
and 1 think the only members in the House
now who were here at that time are your-
soif, Mr. President, the Chairman of Corn-
initteas, Mr. Drew, Mr. Ilamersicy, Mr. Cor-
nell and myself. That Bill was before the
Ihouse on 58 sitting days, and 62S pages of
'"[Lansard" were devoted to the Bill. Over
60 aumendments were tabled, in addition to
the amendments tabled by myself. I do not
think we hav-e had as many amendments on
ibsis Bill, and I am certain that nothing like
628 pages of "Hansard"~ have yet been de-
voted to the lpresent measure. In addition,
the Bill of 1912 was recommitted three times.
In the present ecase we have not even reached
thie recommittal stage. The Bill of 1912,
alter three recomnmittals, went back to the
otlher Chamber, and was finally submitted to
a conference. In this Chamber the Commit-
tee refused to alter many of its amendments.
I do not know how many amendments went
to the conference, but the number was large.
The managers appointed for the Council
were yourself, Mr. President, Mr. M%. L.
Moss, probably the keenest Parliamentarian
;"he has ever sat in Western Australia, and
;nyelf, who was in charge of the Bill. The
number of amendments was reduced down to
fonr in the conference, and the managers
came back to this Chamber, and the Chain-
her agreed to the Bill with the four amend-
ments considered vital. Those amendments
had reference to the court, to the inclusion
of domestic servants, the inclusion of rural
workers, and preference to unionists. In the



(11 NOVEMMa, 192o.] 88

face of what took place then, every avenue
should be explored before the present Bill is
dropped. Certainly the Government should
not be content to throw up the Bill before
we have even got through the whole of the
clauses. I am prepared to let the Govern-
ment take the responsibility of their action.
If they are prepared to sacrifice the Bill on
thi occasion,' let them do so. May I refer
to the treatment-I can find no apter word
at the moment-meted out to Mr. Colehatch
when he was leader of the House, in connec-
lion with the Factories and Shops Bill. What
happ)ened in regard to that measurei The
Chairman was moved out of the Chair, and
the Bill was lost for a day. Then it was
reinstated. I believe there were over 120
amendments on the Notice Paper at one time
in Connection with the measure. The Gov-
erment did not throw the Bill over on that
oLccasion. they saw it through to the end,
andJ the result is that to-day we have a vecry
good Factories Act indeed, one of the best
that there is, thougoh no doubt improvements
can be made in it, just as with the progress
of time improvements can be made to all
Acts. I have stated the position as I view
it. 1 could not possibly endorse the action of
the Chamber with regard to Mir. Lovekin's
amendment, which I consider to be absolu-
tely -wrong. I regard that amendment as un-
justified and unfair. However, I consider
that the Government would he badly advised
a,,d wholly wrong if they took the action pro-
posed in the motion now before us.

HON. J. J. H1OLflS (North) [6.29]: 1,
intend to support Mr-. Lox-ekin 'a amend-
nment, which does not take the business of
the House out of the hands of the Leader.
It does, however, put the Council in a posi-
tion to bold the Bill xvhieli has been de-
livered into our possession, and which we
have a right to deal with. The Chief
Secretary says lie has no option but to take
the course proposed in the motion. I much
regret that. Presumably the Chief Secre-
tary has been forced into this procedure by
some outside influence that lie has not
strength enough to resist. I hope the
House will resent that influence and go on
with the Bill. I have had over 22 years of
experience in Parliamentary life and I have
never before had such an absurd proposi-
tion put up to me for consideration as that
of the Minister to abandon the Bill. Mr.
Lovekin said that the House had the right
to thank the Minister for his eourtesy to
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hon. mnembers. For my part, I think the
'Minister must also thank members, includ-
ing myself, for the courtesy extended to
him, and for the manner in which they have
assisted him. That is especially so in view
of the position last session when the Min-
ister came back to Parliament after having
been out of polities for a number of years.
He had lost the thread of the business, as
it wvere, and for him to enter the House as
Leader was to expect him to take up an
important and difficult position. Members
of the House helped him considerably and
will continue to assist him so long as he
plays cricket. But if he is forced by some-
one else to take up such an absurd position
as that n~ow confronting us, the House has
the right to say that we will have no more
of it. The Bill has been referred to as the
most important measure before Parliament
this session. That reference was made,' not
by members of the House, but by the Chief
Secretary and by the Minister for Labour
himself. However, when the Minister for
Labour found that an attempt was being
made to make his Bill an equitable measure,
and when hie scanned the Notice Paper and
realised that members here were out for
equity and justide, he said, in effect, "This
is no good to me; I wvill drop the Bill." If
nienibers of this Chamber are of the same
opinion as I am, they will not allow him to
do so. There are some people who favour
arbitration or, at least, profess to do so.
There are members of this Chamber who
profess to favour it.

flon. J. buiffell: And there are some who
have no time for it.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: The House is clear
as to my atfitude on that question. Any-
one who chooses to study the amendments
on the Notice Paper must observe equity
and justice written all over them. Prob-
ably there is one matter that has influenced
the 'Minister in his desire to get rid of the
Bill. I refer to the amendment wvhich, if
included in the Bill, will give the Arbitra-
tion Court power to make its awards effec-
tive and to enforce its judgments, inflicting
penalties upon those who refuse to obey
the decisions of the court. What has hap-
pened in connection with the Bill that has
caused] the Mlinister to run away f rom it,
or, to use the words of Mr. Dodd, to "show
the white feather and sky the towel"I
Clause 57 was the one we were dealing
with. It was provided that the court should
fix the basic wage and the date was fixed
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by this Chamber upon which the court was
to determine the basic wage. Clause 57 of
the Bil-it is not our Bill-was introduced
by the Government themselves to provide
that the decision regarding the basic w'age
should he laid upon the Table of the House
14 days after the next meeting of Parlia-
ment.

Hon. J. R. Brown: Tt will be your Bill
before you have finished with it.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: This Chamber did
not put that provision in the Bill; the Gov-
ernment did.

The Honorary Minister: Do you object
to it?

Hon. J. J. HOLMES : I object to the
Honorary Minister's silly interjections, and
I hope you, Mr. President, will protect me.
If his interjections were pertinent and to
the point I would not mind; tfley are
merely silly.

The Honorary Minister interjected.
lion. J. J, H-OLMES: I w'as showin-

and the Honorary Minister did not like it
-that this particular clause was included
in the Bill by the Minister for Labour and
not by this Chamber. Why was it put
there? That was the question that was
being asked.

Hon, E. 1-I. Harris: Did not Mr. Cornell
ask that particular question?

H-on. J. J. HOLMES: I was proceeding
to find out the connection between the
amendment and the clause itself when,
unfortunately or fortunately, I was ruled
out of order, and had to sit down. It was
all done in a few minutes. I was trying to
contend that either the amendment should
be made to the clause, or the clause should
be wiped out altogether. Mr. Cornell
followed me and was allowed to proceed,
although I was not. Air. Lovekin was pre-
pared to withdraw his amendment, but Mr.
Cornell said-

I askc that the amendment shall stand. The
mischief has been done by placing this pro-
posed new section in the Bill. Is it put there
as an act of courtesy, or for the intention in-
dicated by Mr. Lorekin? The Bill will cer-
tainly be returned to us, when we can refrain
from insisting on the amendment, or strike
out the subsection.

When Mr. Cornell referred to the Bill being
returned to us, he did not mean that it would
he returned from another place. The Bill
was then in Committee. Some clauses had
been postponed for further consideration.
The Bill had to go to the House for the

purpose of being recommitted, so that it
could he dealt with further at the Comn-
mit tee stage. That was what Mr. Cornell
referred to. He said, in effect, that we
could include the amendment at that stage
as it would at least make sense of the whole
clause. He suggested that it was no good
as it stood, wvhereas with the amendment,
it would mean something. He suggested that
at a later stage we could agree to the clause
as amended or could reject the whole clause.
However, someone, like a panther, was wait-
ing to spring! The Minister did not wait
for the Chairman of Committees to put the
clause as amended to the Committee. The
Minister made his jump too soon, and that
amended clause has never been put to bon.
members as part of the proposed new sec-
tion. The Minister was so anxious, or was
so pushed f rom behind, that he put in his
shot before the amended section had been
put to hon. members.

Hon. J. R. Brown: But he knew the
effect of the decision.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: Now the Chief
Secretary says he will drop the Bill before
even this particular clause, as amended, is
.ag.reed to!I Could anything be more absurd?7
I said at the outset that this was the most
absurd and insincere p~roposition that had
over been put before the House and, in view
of what I have pointed out, I think I have
accurately indicated the position. We ean
only draw upon our imaginations, and it
would appear as though there has been a
bit more pushing done since that stage. It
seems as if the Mfinister for Labour has
forced-the Minister here said that no other
course wats open to him-the Leader of the
House into this unfortunate position. This
House is in no way responsible for it. What
is the object? It can be either of two things.
One is that we are making the Bill an equit-
able measure which will provide that those
who defy the awards of the court shall be
made to pay for doing so. The other point
may' be political. The Minister for Labour
thinks he can discredit this Chamber in the
eyes of the public by saying that he tried to
pot an amending Arbitration Bill through,
and that he was prevented from doing so
hy hon. members here.

Hon. W. H. Kitson. He has no need to
do that, the House is already discredited
ini the eyes of the public.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: If the Minister
desires to argue from that standpoint and
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thinks he con make political capital out of
it, he has a very poor case. The electors
of the State who give us our lives in this
Chamber, the thinking portion of the com-
munity, the people who have to pay taxa-
tion and consider everything from a sane,
sound point of view, are absolutely fed up
with arbitration. The electors who sent
us here would not be the least concerned
if we were to throw aside the whole fabric.
They arc coming to my way of think-
ing, that we have no right to have an arbi-
tration court or any other court that cannot
enforce its judgments or awards. Because
we, by way of amendments on the Notice
Paper, have indicated that the position has
to come to an end, the Government propose
to drop into the wastepaper basket what
they regard as the most important Bill
before Parliament. They wvill not do it
with my consent. The position is magnified
when wve refer to other Bills before us, in-
cluding some that were introduced by the
Minister for Labour. For my part, I could
argue in favour of the amendment that is
before us now, and conscientiously vote in
favour of it. All this House did-but mem-
bers were not allowed to complete the job,
owing to the Minister's anxiety to get it into
the bag-was to endeavour to give to Par-
liament, as the highest tribunal in the land,
the power to veto an absurd basic wage,
should ono lie decreed. Parliament has the
powver to displace judges and the Auditor
General, and yet, forsooth, it is a revolu-
tionary suggestion that Parliament shall
consider the basic wage!

Hion. J. W. Kirwan: Not Parliament, but
either House of Parliament. That is a very
important difference.

Eon. J. J. HOLMES: Let me suggest
that it cuts both ways. If the basic wage
is too high, there is the right of appeal;i
if it is too low, there is still the right of
appeal. The 'Minister said that there were
six men in this House, presumably, who
would he inclined to increase the basic
wage, whereas the rest would be inclined
to reduce it. He made no reference to an-
other place where the majority oif the mem-
bers would be in favour of an increase, and
no reduction at all. Then again, if we give
Parliament, as the highest tribunal in th44
land, the right to veto the basic wage-I
do nut know that Parliament would ever
exercise the rirht-there is nothing revolu-
tionary about that proposal. The only thing

revolutionary about the aumendmnent that I
can (liscover is that I find myself in accord
withI the resolution of Congress, which body
is supposed to represent some of the revolu-
tio nary elements in the Labour Party. That
body is in favour of Parliament doing a lot
more than is proposed here. The Minister,
presumably, has concluded that the resolu-
tion of Congress was revolutionary, and
that the mild amendment that we proposed
was revolutionary too, The Mlinister has
arrived at the decision that there is
an element of revolution within the
Party with which he is associated.
That is a position for which the Minister
will have to answer to his supporters, and
over which this Couincil need not pass any
sleepless nights. The absurdity of the posi-
tion is magnMified when we refer to some of
the Government Bills before us now. Take,
for instance, the flay Baking Bill. That
was introduced by Mr. McCallum. In that
Bill Parliament, and not the court, has to
decide when, how, and where bread shall he
baked. No interference with the Court of
Arbitration there! Parliament and not the
court, in equity' and good conscience, as in-
dicated by the Minister, comes to a decision.
We take it out of the hands of the court al-
together and we provide when, how, and
where our daily bread shall be baked. No
question of revolution about that; no ques-
tion of taking the 6Iisiness out of the hands
of the Arbitration Court. That Bill puts
[lie Minister and the inspector of Factories
above the Deity. What is the use of ask-
ingm the Deity to "Give us this day our daily
bread," when the Mlinister and the Inspector
of Factories, outside the Arbitration Court
altogether, can impose conditions that will
])revent uts from getting our daily bread,
'Falk about setting up an impossible posi-
tion! I never heard anythingo more mon-
strous. Yet when a simple amendment is
submitted like that put up by this House to
qualify a section, the Government run away
from the Bill. in the flay Baking Hill,
Parliament is going to decide when and how
bread shall be baked. Bread is bakted
throuighout the length and breadth of this
great State. We have heard from 'Mr. Gray
about the climatic conditions. Let me ask
the hon. member how the people in Broome
are to bake their bread in the daytime. In
that part of the State, in the summer
months, the manual labourer has to work
between 2 anid 6 o'clock in the morning and
4 and 8 o'clock in the afternoon. Yet the
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Government, without any knowledge of the
subject, usurp the functions of the Arbitra-
tion Court and put uip a. Bill like the one
[ have quoted. Next take the Eight Hours
Day Bill. Whilst the Government wish to
drop the Arbitration Bill because of the
amendment carried by this House, and
carried only as a sort of preliminary canter,
the Eight flours Day Bill proposes to go so
much further than the Legislative Council
would have it go. It stipulates, without
evidence, equity or good conscience, or any-
thing else, the number of hours a day a
man shall work. It also provides, and it
gets worse as it goes along, that when an
award is in existence, having been arrived
at by the court after hearing evidence, no
matter what the number of hours the court
may have fixed in that award, 44 shall not
be exceeded in any future award. It also
sets out that when an application is made
by a union to the court, during the currency
of an award, the court shall amend such
award so that it may be in accordance with
the directions and provisions of the Bill.
The Legislative Council has not asked, in
the Arbitration Bill, that directions shall be
given to the court. The Eight Hours flay
Bill proposes that the House shall give
directions to the court, and the court, after
having arrived at a decision and fied an
award according to the evidence, an em-
ployees' representative may come along hav-
ing the Bill behind him, and direct the court
to alter the hours set out in the award to
44. Surely, as one goes on, the absurdity of
the position becomes more magnified. To
quote an old isaying, the Minister is strain-
ing at a gnat and swallowing a camel. Per-
sonally I would abolish arbitration. Fail-
ing that, I am prepared to proceed with the
amendments that appear on the Notice
Paper. There is no question of taking the
business out of the hands of the Minister.
The Chairman of Committees should auto-
matically go back into the Chair and resume
where the Committee left off. The Hill could
then ho reported to the House and later re-
turned to another place, which place coutl
then take the responsibility of abandoning
the Bill which, the Government told the
public, was to be the Bill of the session. If
the Government abandon the Bill they will
do so for one purpose only, and it is that
they believe it will be possible for them to
make political capital out of their action.
if ever they hacked the wrong horse, I am
satisfied that they have backed it on this

occasion. I intend to vote for the amend-
ment and hope it will be carried. Then,
when we get back into Committee, I am in-
clined to think that, on the Chairman put-
ting the amended Clause 57, the first thing
the Coinmittece will do will be to excise the
whole clause and declare "We will keep this
matter away from Parliament altogether;
let the court decide the qulcsioaY" Another
point: The Government last session aban-
doned a similar Bill, and one of their rea-
sons for doing so -was that they wanted the
Legislative Council to fix the hours. This
Rouse said, "'No, that is the duty of the
court." Now the Government take up an
exactly opposite attitude and declare that
the court is to fix the basic wage and that
Parliament shall have no say in the matter.
Last year the Government wrecked their
own Bill, because they wanted to bring Par-
liament to interfere with the jurisdiction of
the court in fixing the hours to be worked
under awards. We said, "No, that is the
duty of the court." 1 am certain that, when
the amendmnent was made to Clause 57 last
week,' the impression wvas that when it came
before the Committee again this week, as

Ihope it will, the first thing, to be done
would be to not only exclude the amendment
that was carried, but to exclude the court.
I do not desire to say anything further at
this stage except that I hope the amendment
will be carried.

HON. J. W. KIRWAN (South) [5.55]:-
We have heard three excellent speeches
which, in some respects, were very convinc-
ing. Notwithstanding those speeches, I do
not intend to vote for the amendment. If
the amendment and the motion be putt, I
shall he compelled to vote in favour of the
motion, but I shall do so wvith considerable
reluctance. The only thing that will influ-
enie me in favour of the motion is that I
object to the business of the House bein~g
taken out of the hands of the Chief Seere-
tan'. But if the motion be carried and the
Bill bie lost, then I say unhesitating]' that
toe full responsibility for the loss3 of the
Bill mnust rest with Cabinet, and not with
this Chamber. That point can be miade very
clear. The duffereaca that has arisen be-
iween Cabinet and a majority o0 r memnbers
ocr this House is due to a misunde~standimig
that, I think, can easily be explained. There-
foie I hope both sides will reconsider the
pvosition in a spirit. of sween reasonableness.
It would he most unfortunate if, as the re-
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suit of this misunderstanding, the Bill were
lost. Both the parties to the misunderstand-
ing made a very grave mistake. The first
was made by Mr. Lovekin, who, the other
evening, admitted having made the mistake
and then attempted to rectify it. I shall en-
dleavour to make it plain1 to the House ex-
actly what happened. There was a para-
grap~h in Clause 57 which stated-"The "Min-
ister shall within 14 days after the receipt
of such deternination"'-that is, the deter-
muination of the court, in the matter of the
basic wage--"if Parliament is then sitting,
or it not, then within 14 days after the next
meeting of Parliament, cause such determin-
ration to be laid before both Houses Of Par-
lianLd" The Committee wanted to know
whvly the decision should be laid before Par-
liament, and if it were to he laid before
Parliament, why Parliament should not have
ie right to offer some opinion on the sub-

ject. Th Ile hour was rather late, the Commit-
tee bad been sitting a very long time, and I
could see that both sides were tired. How-
ever, 1Mr. Lovekiti, not getting an explana-
tion satisfactory to him, then moved that the
following words be added-

And such determination shall be deemned to
be a regulation under this Act.

The Chief Secretary and Mr. Kitson pointed
out the full import of that amendment. It
wis an amendment that I would not support
if I had opportunity to vote on it; for it
would simply mean that either House of
Parliament would have the right to review
and set aside a decision of the Arbitration
Court on so important a matter as the basic
wage. Mr. Lovekin at once saw the full
import of his amendment and, characteristi-
cally, as soon as he discovered his mistake,
he had the courage to admit it. He asked
leave to withdraw his amendment. As mem-
hers know, an amendment cannot be with-
drawn if any member of the Committee ob-
jects. One member, who is not here to-day,
objected to the withdrawal. As chairman I
formally as~ed him did he object to the
withdrawal of the amendment, and he said
lip did. In those circumstances I had no al-
ternative to putting the amendment. 'Mr.
ILovekin, palpably, was troubled and uncom-
fortable about having to vote for an amend-
merit that he wished to withdr-aw. A nam-
her of members who had not heard the brief
discussion came in and voted with 'Mr. Love-
kill. However, after the statements made
here to-day by members of influence in the

House, I have not the slightest doubt, and I
aria sure the Chief Secretary and the sup-
porters of the Government cannot have the
lighest doubt, as to what would happen if

on recommittaL that amendment was re-sub-
nutted to the Committee. As was pointed
out by Mr. Holmes and other members, we
ive not yet passed away from Clause 57.

L"'here are many provisions in that clause
yet to be dealt with, and I am, confident of
ivbat the result would be if the Committee
had an opportunity to review its decision of
Thursday night last. There can be no doubt
the Government have seized on the Comn-
nmittee's mistake. I do not think the Leader
of the House has been in any way respon-
sible, for hie is not a nan who would do that
sort of thing. Mr. Dodd put the position
vary well when he pleaded that the interests
of the workers should not he sacrificed to
th e petulance of the Minister. However, ex-
'jurint the Minister in another place may be,
and however excellent the Bill he has pro-
dlued, surely it is going too far to set up the
clnim f or himself and his Bill that they are
perfect and cannot be altered, and that if
we attempt to alter the Bill -we shall not have
it A all. If that is to he the Ministerial at-
titude in respect of legislation, we shall
n ever have any advance, never any reform.
C hope Cabinet will exercise the spirit of
reasonableness in this matter and that we
shal not be asked to vote either for the mo-
tion or for the amendment. I suggest that
we should adjourn the debate and so give
the Chief Secretary opportunity to consult
with Cabinet and convey to them the as-
surance that the Committee does not intend
to insist upon the proposal contained in Mr.
bovekia's amendment, a proposal that would
necver have been carried had it not been that
one member of the Council insisted upon
his! objection to its withdrawal.

RON H. STEWART (South-East)
(6.81: Apart altogether from whether the
Committee were right or wrong in their
decision on Thursday night last, I propose
to show that there is no justification what-
ever for the action of Cabinet in attempt-
ing to have the Bill discharged. The Chief
Secretary's speech gave no adequate rea*:on
for that action. Fundamentally the Coy-
A!rnment 's action is wrong, because it is
based on what, after all, was n a con-
sidered decision of the House.

Hon. E. H. Harris: Do you think it is
propaganda?
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Hon. H. STEWART: That is wvhat I be- Hon. H. STEWART: I was remarking
hiere. The eloquent verbiage pilt up by the
Chief Secretary was foreign to the graceful
sentences in which, usually, he expresses
himself to the House; it did not ring true.
A decision carried in Committee is not
necessarily a considered decision of the
House, not until the Bill has comnpletely
emerged from the Committee stage, and
opportunities for recommitting the Bill
once, twice or several times, have been pre.
sented.

Hon. E. H. Harris :Generally that is
done by the Minister in chatrge.

Hon. HS. STEWART: Yes, it has been
done every session since I have been in the
House. On this occasion not even ''the
clause as amended" was put to the Com-
mittee. But I want to refer to the instance
cited by Mlr. Dodd. A Government, not a
Labour Government, brought down here
the Factories and Shops Bill, now on the
statute-book as an Act amended by both
Houses. When the Bill was in this Cham-
ber the Chairman was moved out of the
Chair and, seemingly, the Bill was lost.
Did that Government say ''We will not go
on with the Bill''? No. After consults-
tion with the Solicitor General they found
constitutional means of having that deci-
sion reviewved. The decision was reversed
onl the following day, not by any members
reversing their votes, but by a number of
members wvho had not been present when
the original decision was arrived at.

Hon. AV. IH. Kitson: But that could not
have been done on this occasion.

Hon. H. STEWART: No, but on this oc-
casion we had not a considered decision of
the House. As the result of close attention
to select committee work recently, I was
pretty tired last week and so was out of the
Chamber when Mr. Lovekin's amendment
was being discussed. In response to the
division bells I came in and voted. In
Committee, onl occasion, one is constrained
to east his vote without first going- very
deeply into the question before the Chair;
for hie knows that if a mistake is made he
will have opportunity to recommit the Bill.
I was absent from the Chamber on the first
day, hut it was on my' vote cast on the fol-
lowing day that members had opportunity
to review their decision to move the Chair-
man out of the Chair when the Factories
and Shops Bill was under discussion.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

that when the Factories Act Amendment
Bill, introduced by a coalition Government,
was before us in 1919, the Chairman of
Committees was moved out of the Chair,
Even theu the Leader of the House did not
throw in the towel, but be sought every
means to fight for the Bill that his Govern-
ment had introduced. Many amendments
were proposed to the Bill, and after it had
passed the Committee stage, it was recom-.
mitted a second lime before being reported
to the House. Members even considered
whether it should not be recommitted again
on the third reading. I direct attention tc
these instances to show that, until the
Council have fully considered the report of
the Committee, there is no justification fox
regarding a measure as reflecting the con-
sidered opinion of the House. Members
with experience of the Chamber know there
is ample opportunity to review any pant
of a Bill rig-ht uip to the time that it leaves
this House. I could give nmany instances
even during my comparatively short tern
of eighlt years in this House, of members
onl receiving further information, having
modified their considered opinion thoughl
not thieir finnal opinion. Even w-len thc
Committee had reached certain decisions 01]

the Factories Act Amendment Bill, thc
Leader of the House returned with modifi-
cations in order to bring the measure more
into accord with the desires of his Govern-
meat. He did not ask nor did be expect
members lo alter their considered opinion:
because he knewv tlmdt would not be per-
missible uinder the Standing Orders. But
lie did endeavour to get the amendments
modified in order that the Bill might bE
made to conform as nearly as possible tc
the measure as presented by his Govern-
ment. Another instance that occurs to my
mind was when the Divorce Amendment
Bill of 1919, introduced by Mr. Nicholson,
was before uts. I proposed an amendment,
which I believed would prevent people
from putting their marital partners in an
asylum for a period of years in order to
secure divorce. The lhon. member scoffed
at my interpr-etation, and after one or
two member-s had been won to my way
of thinking, progress reported. When
the Bill again came before the Committee,
a majority of members saw eye to eye with
me. I give that as an illustration
not of a decision altered, but of an
opinion modified after the fullest consider-
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ation had been given to a question in Com-
mittee. Even had progress not been re-
jported that night, I have no doubt that the
IDivorce Bill would have been recommitted
and that the Committee would have accepted
the amendment.

Hon. J. W. Kirwan: It is a pity that the
House on that occasion did not reject the
whole Bill.

Hon. H. STEWART: I appreciate the
bon. members point of view.

Hon. J. AV. Kirwan: The House rejected
it in the following session, though.

Hon. H. STEWART: I have a lively re-
collection of the Licensing Act Amendment
Bill having been recommitted in 1922, and
of the then Leader of the House having
fought the amendments at every stage.
After the Bill hod passed through Commit-
tee, it wans recommitted, and it was then re-
printed in order to give members an oppor-
tunity to understand the position fully.
Because of an amendment carried in Com-
mittee, I moved the insertion of a new clause
which, according to "Hansard," page 1750.
read :-

That the following be inserted to stand as
Clause Sia:-"Section 3 of the Sale of Liquor
and Tobacco Act, 1916, Subsection (1), lineone, is amiended by striking out the words
'two-gallon license' and inserting in lieu
thereof the words 'brewer's license or spirit
nirchant 's license.' ''

I moved that new clause, not because of
any particular views I held, but in the in-
terests of good legislation. The very able
and persistent Minister then in charge of
the House spoke against my amendment,
and when I saw that he was carrying, the
Committee with him, I asked leave to with-
draw my amendment. It was not the first
time that I had asked leave to withdraw an
amendment when I saw there -was no hope
of securing the support of a majority of
the Committee. On that occasion the Com-
mittee did not refuse the request, as was
done on Thursday last. The Bill, having
passed through Committee, was recommitted,
and I had something more to say on the
question, as is recorded in 'Hansard," page
1834. The Mfinister had moved to delete
two-gallon licenses and substitute one-gallon
licenses, and I made the following remarks:

Our [Leader's attitude is most interesting,
especially in view of the stand he took when
voting against a similar proposal in connec-
tion with the Sale of Tobacco Act. I wish he

had shown his bona fides by stating that these
were wholesale licenses.
Then when the Bill was further recoin-
initted, the Minister moved another amend-
ment, I had moved to secure the insertion
of a new clause, and the Mitnister rang me
on the telephone and spoke to this effect,
"Regarding your amendment, you are quite
right, and I am going to propose a new
clause to achieve just what you desire."
t asked, 'Why did you accept db when
I proposed itV He replied, " 1 did not
quite see the force of what you were trying
to achieve." The Minister's amendment
read-

That a nubclause be added as follows -
"Seeton 3 of the Sale of Liquor andi Tobacco
Act, Ji9lO, is amended by inserting after the
wordsk 'Licensing Act of 3911,' in line 2, 'or
a. brewer's license or a spirit merchant's
licenise.'I

The Minister remarked-

I. hare to thank Mr. Stewart for drawing
MY attention to this matter. '"hen he raised
the point I did not follow his argument, but
afterwards I discovered that he 'was perfectly
right.

Whether the vote taken on Thursday last
%%a right or wrong does not signify. Any
body of men or any individual can be right
and can he wrong. I have given an instance
to show that had I not been permitted to
withdraw iny amendment, the Committee
would have voted against it. The Minister,
as I have shown, himself introduced an
amendment at a later stage, and the Corn-
mnittee adopted it, showing that the Com-
mittee would have been wron g on that occa-
sion had they voted against me. That
amendment to the Licensing Act has stood
ever since. Until a Bill has been fully con-
sidered and has left the Committee stage,
been reported to the House and accepted by
the House, no one can pass judgment upon
the action of members. The ease put up by
the Leader of the House is not worthy of
consideration, seeing that it is founded on
such a flimsy pretext, the question that tbe
whole of the clause should stand not having
been put, and there having been no oppor-
tunity to recommit. I hope that both the
motion and the amendment will be with-
drawn. I do not like to see the House take
a step that might lessen the feelings of ad-
ruiralion, respect and good fellowship that
we feel towards the iNnister. Last session
,when the prestige of the Chamber was ques-
tioned, the Minister very properly stood by
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and wi4th us. We want to stand by and with them. I have said I will never be a
with him. There is no justification for Cab-
inet even considering this matter, or for in-
structing him to take the action thathjas led
to this motion being moved and to the Leader
of the House making the excuse he did.
We know that supporters of the Government
have said it is of no use proceeding any
further with the Bill, but other members
feel quite differently on the subject. In the
face of all the circumstances, it looks as
though the Chief Secretary's motion is due
to some preconcerted action. This is a case
where we are justified in speaking our minds.
It must he clearly understood that this
Chamber in taking any action it does will
not he taking it in consequence of the motion
on the Notice Paper, which is put there on
unsound grounds. If the calamity should
occur that this motion is not withdrawn, I
feel, from the case that I have stated, that
I must support the amendment. There is
no precedent so far as this Chamber is con-
erned, and I hope there never will be, for
interfering uith the conduct of the business
of this IHouse by any but the Leader. The
Chief Secretary is highly respected, and
sincerely esteemed by every member. There
are, however, cases where unwarrantable
actions bring about certain undesirable re-
sults. If the motion is pressed, objection-
able as it would be to me to do anything
that would weaken the prestige of the
Leader of the House in the conduct of its
bunsiness, I will support the amendment.

HON. A. 3. H. SAW (Mfetropolitan-
Suburban) [7.47]: 1 am sure that the posi-
tion which has arisen with reference to this
very important Bill is greatly regretted by
every member of the House. Should Air.
Lovelda's amendment be pressed, I shall
certainly vote against it, because I hope the
occasion will never arise in this House when
I shall feel it incumbent upon me to give
any vote that will take away the control of
the business of the House from its recog-
nised Lender. Like previous speakers, I
hope that neither the amendment nor the
motion will be taken to a division. If the
motion of the Chief Secretary goes to a
division, it will be my duty, unwilling as I
am, to vote in favour of it. I reallise that
the responsibility in this matter rests with
the Government. If in a moment of petu-
lance, the Government see fit to withdraw
the Bill from the House at this stage the
responsibility is theirs, and I shall vote

willing party, except in cases of very urgent
necessity, to taking the control of the House
out of the hands of its Leader. I do not
think any members of this Chamber will
recognise our Lender in the epithet which
Mr. Holmes applied to him. He was speak-
ing of the occasion when, at the conclusion
of Thursday's business, the Chief Secretary
moved that progress be reported, and in this
connection Mr. Holmes referred to him as a
panther. I do not think any of us recog-
nised the Minister under that name.

The Honorary Minister: He is likely to
say anything.

Hon. A. 3. H. SAW: A more patient, a
more cautious and a more forbearing Leader,
I do not think I have ever served under in
this House.

The Honorary Minister: We do not take
Mr. Holmes seriously.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: I am sure none of
use would subscribe to that epithet. The
Leader of the House enjoys the esteem of
every one of us, and none of us would do
anything- in any way to weaken his influence
or power iii the House. The position that
has arisen is not the fault of any particular
section of the House. Probably all sections
have their responsibilities. Throughout the
passage of the Bill I have done what I could
to help it along, with the exception of those
clauses which I thought were fundamentally
wrong in principle. I very much regret
when the division was taken, and this very
important amendment was adopted, that I
had for a few minutes to leave the Chamber.
As has been stated by many speakers, the
result arrived at on that occasion was not
the considered opinion of the Chamber. Mr.
Lovekin, who had moved the amendment to
the clause, had wished to withdrawv it, but
tinder the forms of the Committee was not
allowed to do so. I think the vote that was
cast in favour of the amendment was largely
one of sympathy with the hon. member on
the part of those who were present, because
he had not been allowed to withdraw the
amendment. I do not think it was the con-
sidered opinion of the House, or that, if
the matter had been recommitted, the Coin-
mittee would have upheld that decision.

Hon. J. E. Dodd: Who prevented the
withdrawal of the amendment?

Hon. A. 3. H. SAW: One member who
had a perfect right to do so if he wished,
but we are not responsible for the action of
any one member. Had I been here I would
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not have voted with Mr. Lovekin. I regard
his amendment as an extremely injudicious
One-s The determination as to the basic wage
should be entirely the function of the Arbi-
tration Court. It is purely an economic
question, and one that should not be ap-
proaehed from the political side. Mr. Love-
kin's amendment would have made the de-
cisiobi of the court on the basic wage the
plaything of polities, and I certainly do not
think that could be defended. The Corn-
muittee was wrong, even out of sympathy,
and no doubt with the full determination to
revise the matter when it came up for re-
committal, in voting as it dlid. 'Many in-
stances could be alleged, and have been
alleged this evening, on points that have
been raised where decisions have been ar-
rived at, and have been reviewed on recoin-
mnittal. I might instance what occurred dur-
ing the passage of this Bill last session, with
reference to the question of assessors sitting
by the side of the judge. If my memory
serves me rightly, the Committee first de-
termined that assessors should sit there. On
recommittal the assessors were thrown out,
and when the Bill was again recommitted ,
the assessors were restored.

Hon. 3. J. Holmes: I think you are right.
Ron. A. J. H. SAW: That was a point

on a vital clause of the former Bill in which
the Committee reviewed its decision twice.

Hon. H. Stewart: In the light of fuller
information.

Hon. A. 3. HL. SAW: I think it was in
the light of greater wisdom. There is no
doubt that had this clause been recommitted,
the decision of the Committee would have
left entirely unfettered the decision of the
court with reference to the basic wage.
There are, as M1r. Dodd has pointed out,
many injudicious things in the Bill that
was brought down to us by the Government.
I would instance only three of them. First,
there is the question of preference to union-
ists. This involves the equal rights of our
citizens to employment. If preference to
unionists were carried, a certain section of
our community would not have an equal
right to employment as compared with
others. That is fundamentally wrong, al-
though no doubt other people take a dif-
ferent view. Then there is the other ques-
tion to which Mir. Dodd alluded, that of re-
fusing counsel to a man who wvas put on
his defence in the Arbitration Court. That
must be fundamentally unsound. The other
point was with reference to retrospective

awards, which I characterised in a two-line
speech as unfair and unjust. I am still of
the same opinion. Not only was the amend-
ment that M1r. bovekin had inserted in the
Bill injudicious and wrong, hut there are
quite a number of other instances of a simi-
lar nature in the Bill as brought down to
us.

Hon. E. H. Gray: That was the last straw
that broke the camel's back.

Hon. A. J. Hd. SAW: I think it is the
last straw that the donkey refused to look
at.

Hon. H. Stewart: The camel had a big
hump.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: Mr. Holmes has
defended "Mr. Iovekin's amendment. He
said that the decision on toe basic wage
would thereby be reviewed by Parliament.
That is not strictly true. What it meant
was that either House of Parliament would
hove the right to disallowv it. That is not
a wise provision to make in the Bill. I hope
the Government will reconsider their deci-
sion. In view of the great importance of
the Bill, its importance to the community
at large, especially in these days of unrest
and especially as the House is ready and
always has been ready, and was ready on
the last occasion, to concede a considerable
number of amendments to the Government,
I appeal to the Government, as one who has
tried to deal fairly with measures they have
brought before us, to reconsider their de-
cision and, not in a spirit of petulance and
haste, throw out this measure.

Hon. A. BUTRVILL: I more--

That the debate be adjourned until Tues-
day next.

Motion put and negatived.

HON. E. H. HARRIS (North-East)
[7.58]: I am not prepared to cast a silent
vote on this important motion. The
responsibility devolves upon members to
decide whether a Bill of this importance
shall be east aside or not. When intro-
ducing the measure, the Leader of the
Hiouse pointed out that it "'as one of the
most important pieces of legislation which
the Legislature of the State had ever been
asked to deal with. I endorse the view
that it is one of the most important Bills
we have had, and I can assure the Leader
of the House it is my desire not to em-
barrass the Government in respect of any
legislation they may bring forward, or to
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push to unreasonable limits any objections
that we may submit. If the Government
were not conversant with the circumstances
under which thle unfortunate happening of!
Thursday occurred, we could understand
the attitude they are adopting, especially
if they really thought that members were
hostile to the Bill. As he htud a perteet
right to do, Mr. Cornell insisted. on the
spur of the moment I think, Lipon Mr.
Lovek in not withdra wing his amendment..
Later onl, however, hie saw the error of hisi
action, and immediatelY the House rosc
handed to the Clerk a notice indicating that
he would move to strike out not only the
amendment, but the subelause. That
appears onl the Notice Paper to-day. I
believe that if ir. Cornell had received
an answer to his query as to whether
the suibelause had heeti inserted as a
matter of courtesy, or the reason for
its insertion, no dificuliy would have
arisen. I-I did not g-et an answer and
therefore insisted upon thle amendment
being moved. 'If it is the matured judg-
ment of the Government, iii view of all the
circumstances with which they are ac-
quainted, that the Bill should he with-
drawn, it looks to ine like a vcar
demonstration that the Government are
looking for somec point as a basis upon
which to create a qnarrel with the Legisla-
tive Council. Much has been said during
the discussion upon the Bill as to thle
actions of the Council in dealing with the
Arbitration Bill last session. In the course
9f my second reading speech this session I
expressed regret that thie Government had
not taken advantage of the amendments
agreed upon last session and embodied them
in the Bill now before us as a first instal-
ment towards reform in connection with
our indnstrial legislation. The Government
have not seen fit to accept them, and the
only reason I can assign for their action,
if they, persist in their present attitude, is
that theiy desire to create trouble with the
Legislative Council for party or political
purposes. I trust they will not persist in
that attitude. If they do, I am afraid it
will be in order that they may go to the
industrialists of Western Australia and tell
them that last session tbny had to with-
draw the Bill because of the action of the
Legislative Council and that again this
session they have had to withdraw it be-
cause of an amendment that had been
moved. The laying aside of the Bill will

necessitate the withdrawal of the Eight
Hours Day Bill now before the Assembly?
I sincerely hope that the Leader of the
House will give serious consideration to the
question of withidrawing the motion jiow
under discussion.

HLON. W. H. KITSON (West) [SAJ:
The debate on the motion and on the
amendment has brought forth some most
interesting explanations regarding what
took l~lace on Thursday night last. 1 was
very pleased to hear soule of the explana-
(ious advanced becauise they threw quite a
flood of light upon the attitude of this
Chmber, nut only in connection with
Clause 57 but with other most. important
clauses, of the Bill. I wvish to deal with
one or two of the explanations that have
beeni made. First of all I wouild refer to
one which wats made, 1 think, by M1r.
Kirwan. le said that Mr. Lovekin had
made a mistake.

Lion, E. H. G4ray: And riot the first time,
either.

lion. IV. H-. K[TSON: Hle suggested that
after Mr. Lovekin. realised that hie had
mande a mistake, that hon. member desired
to withdraw- the amendment. I think Mr.
K~irw;an also said that, such being the case,
the Government mast take the responsi-
bility for thme mistake made by Mr. Lovekin.

Ron. J. W. KMrwan: I said nothing of
the kind.

Rhon. W. 11. KITSO'N: That was the onily
inference that could be drawn from the
lion. member's remarks.

Homi. J. Nicholson: Nothing of the sort.
lion. AV. H. ITSON : That was the

statement that was made. Mr. Lovekin
admitted having made a mistake and de-
sired to withdraw thme amendment, but one
member, as he hadi the right to do, Objected
to thme amendment being, withdrawn. It
wvent to a division and was carried. It has
been suggested that, iii view of the action
now taken by the flovernment, the Govern-
ment must accept full responsibility for
the loss of the Bill.

Hon. J. ]3uffelI: Mfr. Lovekin said hie
made a slip.

lion. J1. W, Kirwan: That is the inter-
pretation you put upon the remarks that
were made.

Hon. W. H. KITSON: That is so, but
Mr. Lovekin admitted that he made a
mistake.

Hon. J. Duffell: No, a slip.
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Hon. E. H5. Gray:. A slide.
Hon. WV. H. KITSON: Hon. members can

call it what they like. The matter was de-
bated and the seriousness of the position
was pointed out. Owing to Mr. Cornell in-
sisting uapon the amendment being proceeded
with, it went to a division and when it was
taken we found that the whole of the mem-
bers who voted had made a slip, wvith the
exception of the four sulpporters of the Gov-
ernment who were present. Thus, the ma-
jority of the members voted with Mr. Love-
kin, despite the fact that lie had already ad-
mnitted that he had miade a mistake.

Hon. E. H. Gray: Some of them did not
k-now what they were voting for.

Hon. J. E. ])odd: You must not forget
that somne miembers. were not present.

Hon. W. H. KITSON: I have not for-
gotten that; I limited my remarks to those
who voted. What I state cannot be denied.
It has been remarked by one or two members
that they were outside the Chamber while
the discussion was proceeding and when the
division bells rang they entered the Cham-
ber not knowing the exact position regard-
ing the debate. That being so, what does
that say for those particulair members?

Hon. J. Duffell: Did anyone say that?
Hon. W. H. KITS ON: Two members

have pointed out that~ they were absent while
the discussion was proceeding, and yet they
came in and voted.

Hon. E. H. Cray: That is what you call
opposition on the blind!

Hon. J. Rt. Brown: That is what you call
reviewing legislation!

Hon. W. H. KITSON: Every bon. mem-
ber has a right to vote as he thinks fit, hut
I do not see that they have the right to
blame the Government if Ministers say they
will not allow the, Legislative Council to
frame the industrial legislation for this
country, seeing that the Government were
returned to power on -4 policy that included
industrial arbitration. I take exception to
tile remarks of at least one hon. member
who suggested that the Loader of the House
had been subjected to outside influence. The
Leader of the House has stated clearly that
the reason for the notice of motion stand-
ing in his name was that Cabinet had con-
sidered the position and had arrived at a
decision the effect of which was indicated
in his motion.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Is not Cabinet outside
this House?

Hon. IV. H. K1TSQN: Of course Cab-
inet is apart from this Chamber.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Then that statement
was quite eorruzt.

Hon. W. H. KITSON: The hon. member
who made that reference intended the in-
ference to be drawn that the Minister was
affected by influences outside Parliament.
That reference had no connection with Cabi-
net.

Hion. V. Hamerstey: You mean the Trades
Hall.

Hon. W. H. KITSON: If you like.
Hon. E. H. Gray:. The big menace!
Hon. WV. H. KITS ON: I take exception

to that hon. member's statement. When
the pre--ent Goicrumnent bring forward legis-
lation in accordance with their policy, they
have a perfect right, as has any other Gov-
erment, if they consider the Council is not
acting fairly and equitably, to withdraw a
ineasure.

Uon. V. Hainerstey: Even at the Corn-
nmittee stage9

Hon. W. H. KItTSON: Yes. A ]ot has
been said about the fact that the Bill is still
at the Committee stage, and that it will be
possible to recommit the maeasure. That
position is admitted.

Hon. A. Burvill: Notice in that direction
had actually been given.

Tion. W. H3. KITSON:- Yes, but since
Thursday last; it could not be given at the
timep. What attitude has been adopted by
the Council in connection with the Billl It
was said by an hon. member that perhaps
one reason why the Government desired to
withdraw the Bill was that, equity and jus-
tice were to be provided for.

Hon. R. H. Harris: That is, in the Bill's
amended form.

Hon. W. H. KITSON: That is so. Let
us examine that aspect. Does it provide
equity and justice for domestic servants

lIon. A. Lovekin: Yes-
Hon. E. H. Gray: Of course it does not.
Hon. W. H. KITSON: Does it provide

equiity and justice for the members of the
A.W.U.?I

Hon. A. Lovek in: Yes.
Hon. W. H. KITSON: Does it provide

equity and justice for men who have to
wait for 12 months before an award can be
ised?

Hon. J. Rt. Brown:- No.
H1on. W. Hf. KITS ON: Does it provide

equity and justice for men engaged to do
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certain work for men who are not engaged
in an industry?

Hon, J'. Duffell: It does not provide for
the court enforcing its own judgments.

Hon. A. Burvill: Those questions are mere
camouflage.

Hon. W. H. KITSON: It is not camou-
flage.

Hon, A. Lovek-in: Then let uts pass the
Bill.

Hon. WV. H. KITSON: Is it equity and
justice that obstacles shall lie placed in
the way of those who desire to go to the
court?

Hon. A. Lovek in: Why not let the House
pass the Bill?

Hon. 3. Nicholson: What about the boards
that are to be appointed?

Hon. IV. H1. KITSON: Industrial boards
cannot operate uintil a case has gone to the
Arbitration Court. This House hits placed
further obstacles in the way of unions who
desire to approach the court. Throughout
the whole debate it has been shown that
members of the Council are prepared to
agree to certain modifications to the parent
Act, hut not to the vital principles of the
Bill as introduced by the Government. The
Council restricted the choice of president.

The PRESIDENT: I do not think the
hon. member can review the Bill too exten-
sively.

Hon. W. H3. KITSON: Very weD, Mr.
President, I will not proceed with that par-
ticular phase any further. I think I have
said sufficient to show that, from the point
of view of the industrialists of our com-
munity, the Council has not treated the Bill
in the way it should have done.

The PRESIDENT: I think we were deal-
ing- with Clause 57 and the amendment.

Bon. W. H. KITS ON:- One or two mem-
bers suggested that, if they cared, they could
imiputes motives. One hon. member was
honest enough to suggest political motives.
So far as 'Mr. Lovekin is concerned, there is
Rsolutcly no need to impute motives be-
cause he made his position particularly clear.
WIJ ried only refer to his own words be-
cause, when he moved the amendment, lie
said x'ery plainly-his remarks are set out
dlearly in "llansard"-that he was moving
the amendment in order that either House
might have the right to disallow. Since then,
of eourse, he has said he would like an op-
piortunity to withdraw.

Ron. A. Lovekin: For the purposes of
thisi argument only. Otherwise I adhere to
the position I took up the other night.

lion. W. H. KITSON: He said he had
mnade a slip, and several others have put for-
ward that explanation. I am prepared to
accept Mr. Lovekin's statement that it was a
slip on his part, but I am not prepared to
acceept the suggestion that because he made
a slip, every other member who voted with
himi also made a slip. It showed conclu-
sively to mec that their decision bad been
previously arrived at.

H-on. A. Lovekin: That is not a fact.
Ion. WV. H. KITSQN: This afternoon

-Mr. Lovekin said that if his amendment had
been allowed to stand,' it was his intention
to move a further amiendment.

!-Fon. A. Lovekin: That is right.
lion. WV. YL KITSON: But it is rather

strange that whereas the original amend-
inent was on the Notice Paper, the further
proposed amendment has not there appeared.

H-on. A. Lovekin: The second one was to
iiave been a new clause.

Rion. W. H-. KITSON: Still there is no
reason why it should not have appeared' on
the Notice Paper, except that at the time the
original amendment was placed on the Notice
Paper it was not thought it would be neces-
sarv to add a new clause.

lion. I-I. Stewart: It is quite a common
thing to have in one's mind a second amend-
niont that canniot go on the Notice Paper
ntil the fate of the first is revealed.

Hop. W. IH. KITSONR: This proposed
second amendment, just as well as the first
one could have been on the Notice Paper.
Now 1 wvant to deal with only one other
point raised, namely, the statement made by
Mr. Lovekin that the Labour Congress was
desirous of doing just what he desired to do.
He quoted a decision of the Labour Con-
gress asking the Labour Government to
hr~n~r in a Bill dealing with the basic wage.
But Congress did not ask for a Bill that
wvould provide for this Chamber or the other
(.:inner deciding the basic wage.

hop. A. Lovekin: Oh, yes, it was to have
been £C4 odd per week, and to ha raised
5,s. at the end of six months.

Hon. W. H. KITSON: They had already
decided whbAt should be the basic wage,
namely that laid down by the Piddington
Roval Commission. They also suggested that
if the introduction of that basic wage would
be too heavy for the industries of the State
to carry all at once, the difficulty was to
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be overcome by introducing a Bill provid-
ing for a basic wage of, I think, £4 10s. and
to rise periodically until it reached the wage
la1id duIVIU by the PiddiulgtOni Royal Corn-
:nlsson.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Who wai to decide
that? Parliament.

Lion. NN. H. KITSON: That was very
different from the amendment proposed by
Mr. Lovekin. The Labour Congress is there
10 decide what it thinks will be in the best
interests of its members; and it has the right
to request the Government, any Government,
to bring in legislation thnt will benefit its
members.

lion. A. Lovekin: And Parliament had
to decide.

Hon. W. H. KITSON: Parliament had
not to decide what the basic wage should be.
In this instance we were asking that the
Arbitra tion Court should decide the basic
wvage. Mfr. Lovekin said in effect, "Yes, that
is all right, but when the Arbitration Court
has decided, this Chambet shall have the
right to review the stupid decision which
may emanate from this branch of the Su-
premne Court."

Hion. A. Tovekin: "Any stir pid decision";
not "the stupid decision."

Bon. 1W. H. KJTSON-. Just so. Did the
hon. member expect a stupid decision from
the Arbitration .Court7 ft sounded likec it.
All the explanations in the world cannot get
away from the fact that members of this
Chamber have indicated in no uncertain way
juAL where they stand in respect of arbitra-
tion and the Bill.

Hon. B. H. Harris: Do you want to scrap
tlhe Bill?

Hon. W. H. KITSON: All the excuses
in the world cannot hide that from the pub-
lie. From the very inception of the Bill in
this Chamber members here have tried to
so shape it that the Government cannot 1pos-
sibly accept it. They have carried amend-
ments to the Bill that they know quite well
the Government cannot possibly accept.
Therefore, I do not blame the Government
for the attitude they have adopted.

Hon. J. Butfell: Has any amendment
been made that was not made to the Bill
of last year?

Hon. W. H. KITSON: When the Com-
mittee carried that amendment giving this
Chamber the right to disallow the basic wage
arrived at by the court, I said to more than
one member, "The Arbitration Bill is dead,

and I will not waste another five minutes
on it."

Hon. A. Lovek in: You were trying to catch
hold of something very flimsy.

Hon. V. Hatnerslsy: The Arbitration Act
itself has been dead for some years, has it
not?

Hon. W. H. KITSON; The hon, member
may think so. The Bill was an effort on
the part of the Government to make the
Arbitration Act a workable measure of some
value to industrialists. But all that has been
done ia this Chamber has been to place
obstacles in the way, to carry amendments
calculated to nullify the benefits the Bill
would bestow upon the workers. I take it
that as a result of that, the Government
have adopted the attitude outlined in the
motion. I am sorry the Committee carried
that amendment on Thursday night, for I
am sure that some members did not under-
stand the seriousness of the decision. On
the other hand the majority of members
understood what the amendment really
meant, and although they were well aware
that the mover of the amendment desired to
withdraw it, and was not allowed to do so
owing to the attitude of one member, they
still voted in favour of it when they could
have negatived. it.

Hon. A. Lovek in: It's a thin stick to beat
a dog with.

HION. J. NICHOLSON (Mtetropolitan)
[8.25]:- I move-

That the debate be adjournied till Tuesday
next.

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

Ayes
Noes

15
5

Majority for..

AYVES.
Hon. C. P~. Baxter
Hon. J. R. Dodd
Hon. J. Duffell

Hon. V. Hamereley
H-on. E. H. Harrin
Hon. J. J. Holmes

H4on. A. W. Kirwan
Hon. A. Lorekin

NOES.

Han. J. R. Brown
Hon. 3. M. Drew
H-on. E. H. Gray I

Mfotion thus passed.

10

Hou. J. M. Tactarlane
lion. J1. Nicholson
Hon. A. J. H. Saw

Hon. H4. A. Stephenson
Hon. If. Stewart
Hon. H. J. Yelland
Hon. A. Burvil]

HOn. J. W. Hickfey
HOn. W. H1. Kitson

(Telfer.)
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BILL&-DAY BAKING.

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the previous ay.

HON. 0, F. BAXTER (East) [8.28]:
Sometimes Parliament is engaged on Bills
of a restrictive nature. This is one of them.
Whilst we look for a measure to confer bene-
fits in a certain direction, we require to see
that no section of the community is being
imposed upon. The Bill teeks to achieve
two objects, one being to relieve the op-
eratives of night work. But -the Bill wvill
relieve only a certain number of opera-
tives.

Hion. E. H. Gray: A big proportion.
Hen. C. F. BAXTER: About 75 per cent.

The Bill aimis at building uip the trade of
a few of the larger bakers and wiping- out
the small man.

Eion. WV. H. Kitson: But the proposals
in the Bill have been agreed to.

Hon. C. F. BAXTER: Of course. What
an unholy combinatioa-empoyees and mas-
ter bakers. They know that day baking
will result in putting up the price of bread,
and this too comes from the party that is
supposed to be looking after the consumer.

Hion. E. H. Gray: That is all bunkium.
Hon. C. F. BAXTER: Naturally; any-

thing that does not emanate from the hon.
member's brain iaust be bunkum. The per;-
sons that should he considered aro the Pon-
sumers. They have received no considera-
tion whatever. I challenge anyone to prove
that bread will not be dearer if day baking
is adopted. Carters will start to deliver
bread on Saturday mornings and a large
majority of the customers must take deliv-
ery of bread that was baked on the day
before, whilst a small minority, those who
are at the end of the baker's round, will
receive fresh bread. How would hon. mem-
bers opposite feel on Monday morning if
they had to sit down to a breakfast at which
there was bread that had been baked on
the previous Friday?

Hon. J. DuffelI: The carters are opposed
to day baking.

Hon. J. M. Macfarlane: They do not know
where they are.

Eon. B. H. Gray: They are not opposed
to it.

Hon. C. F. BAXTER: The carters' union
are strongly against the proposal.

Hon. E. H. Gray: They have not said so.

Hon. C. F. BAXTER: Probably, like a
number of others, they are not game to say
so. I know of one baker who on a Sunday
morning, and in a space of barely 30 min-
utes, gets rid of 400 loaves of bread. There
is no doubt about it that two injustices will
be inflicted if the Bill passes as it is; one
will be to increase the price of bread, and
the other will be the elimination of the small
man. At the present time the overweight
in the 21b. loaf is 4 oss. With day baking
wve cannot get away from the fact that the
overweight will have to be increased to 6
OZa.

Hon. E. if Gray: Rubbish.
Hon. C. F. BAXTER : 1 am repeating

what has been given to ine by leading
bakers who have been in the trade for
m1any years.

Hon. W. H. Kitson: Where did your in-
form ation come from?

The PRESIDENT: Will hon. members
allow the speaker to proceed without so
muich interruption?

Hon. C. F. BAXTER: If the overweight
has to b.- increased, the price must also be
increased. No baker can put on an addi-
tional 2ozs. to the loaf and sell that loaf
at the price he is receiving to-day.

Hon. E. H. Gray : Someone hans been
pulling your leg.

Honi. C. F. BAXTER: I assure the hon1.
member it is not so easily pulled.

The PRESIDENT: I do not know that
that is Parliamentary language.

Hon. C. F. BAXTER: Dr. Saw stressed
the aspect, f rom the hygienic point of view,
of having bread enclosed in sealed en-
velopes. That sounds very well, and if it
could he carried out without any serious
difficulties, might prove beneficial. I ask
Dr. Saw, however, at what stage the bread
could he put in the envelopes? It would be
necessary to see that the bread had cooled
down. The important point is that if
scaled wrappers are to be used, it will mean
that bakers will have to alter or add to
their machinery and the cost will probably
run into £,500 or £600. That the s~mall man
cannot afford~ to do, and as a result he will
be squeezed out. Then again, when the
mnachine was installed for wrapping the
breed it wvould deal only with squaare loaves.
If it is necessary to handle other kinds of
bread, additionsi machinery will have to
be Procured. All this will mean the piling-
on of expense, and it will add to the cost
of living. Another matter touched upon
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by Dr. Saw was the danger that was likely
to follow from eating new bread. "Most of
us like new b-read. The bon. member was
quite right in saying that many who ate
new bread had no right to do so. Of course
it all depends on the state of a man's
digestive organs The presenc system of
baking bread is 'tot good, and that is
brought about by the system in vogue, of
checking the baker's honesty, that is to
say, the weighing- of the bread. We know
that the longer bread is kept the more
moisture goes out of it. The result will be
a fear of prosecution.

Ron. J. Nicholson: Stale bread is tiablo
to become light.

Eon, C. F. BAXTER: Yes, when the
moisture goes out of it. The position could
be met by an alteration of what is asked
for in the Bill. We should give earnest
consideration to three sections of the com-
munity. The flirst is the consumer, who in]
point of numbers, is perhaps the most im-
portant. Then there is the small baker
who is earning his livelihood. and who,
under the Bill, will go out of the trade.
Next come the carters. They too are in an
impossible position. Suhelause 2 of Clause
3 which relates to the hours of bakin,
should be altered to make the hour in the
morning 4 o'clock instead of five. The
difference of that one hour might meet the
situation, and I feel sure that the opera-
tives would be better pleased, especially in
the summer time. Suhelause 3 provides-

No person, whether lie is working on his
own aceo',nt or for any other person, shall
make bread for trade or sale or employ any
person or authorise or permit any person to
be employed in making or baking bread for
tradt- or sale between 8 o'clock in the evening
on Friday and 5 o'clock in th3 morning onl
Sunday.

It is undesirable 10 work on Sunday if it
can be avoided. I think it can be avoided.
Let them commence work at 9 o'clock on
Friday night and go on until they have
finished on the next morning.

The PILESIWENT: Thai matter can best
he dealt with in Committee.

Hon. C. F. BAXTER: It is amy intention
to place amendments on the Notice Paper.
hut I was explaining what f thought would
he the botter system to adopt on the Friday
night. As rards Suinday work a start
should be made at midnight on Sunday.
That would allow the operatives to be free

fronm the early hours on Saturday morning
until midnight on Sunday.

Hon. E. H. Gray: That has been tried
and has failed.

Hon. E. H. Harris: The baker does not
like Sunday work.

Hon. C, F. BAXTER : No man likes
Sunday work. When the Bill reaches the
Committee stage I hope that it will be
amended in a direction that will make it a
workable mneasure.

EON. J. E. DODD (South) [8.45] I
support the Bill for several reasons, but
prinvipally in the interests of the operative
bakers, and because the measure is the out-
eattle of a recomumendation of the Inter-
national Labour Conference. Night work
in ainy industry is unnatural. Apparently
in somle industries it cannot be avoided, but
the more we reduce night work, the better
it will be for the communaity. I happen to
know a little about night work, because for
several years I worked in the mines under
the three-shift system, which meant that
two shifts were worked by iight. I have
often beard mren say that after a week of
night work they felt like aL squeezed-out
rag, and that is the best description I can
give of it. After having completed a week
of nighit work, a mati has no energy left. I
might refer to the report of the Royal Com-
missioner on Mining, 'Mr. Kingsley Thomas,
where he advocated the abolition of the
night shift wherever possible. It is welt
recognised that a man is better able to
work by day than by night. More par-
ticularly does this apply to the summer
season when it is difficult for a Man on
night shift, be he miner, baker, or anyone
else, to get any sleep at all. Night work,
too, is anti-social, because a titan does not
care to go Ouit to any social or educteaional
function when he has to think about night
work. Thme '. aker hag to work all the year
round on night shift;, there is no, day work
for hint. In the Factories Bill that was
introduced in 1913, there was a proposal to
do away~ with night baking, but that
measure was defeated I listened to the
speech of 'Mr. Gray with considerable in-
terest. He gave us a lot of information
and from his experience as a Joutrneyman
as well as a master baker, be is well entitled
to speak. Dr-. Saw also gave some valuable
information which members might take to
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heart. There is no gainsaying the fact that
new bread is not wholesome. On the sub-
ject of day baking there is a recommenda-
tion from the International Labour Office.
I have read the report presented by Mr.
Curtin, who was the workers' delegate to the
conference held last year when the question
of dlay baking was considered. Mr. Curtin
has Jpresented a very instructive report
which it would repay members to peruse.
If the Government intend to bring down
further Bills embodying- the recommnenda-
tions of the International Labour Confer-
ence, I hope they wilt make representations
to the Federal Government to secure the
three reports, those of the workers, the ema-
ployers and the Government delegates, and
have copies either distributed amongst mem-
baas, or laid on the Table of the House.
It is unfair to ask us to pass legislation
based on those recommendations unless we
know the views of the delegyates. I am in-
clined to think that more power should be
given in the Bill to the inspector of fae-
tories to grant exemptions in certain parts
of the State. Western Australia is a very
big State, having quite a number of different
climates, and I doubt whethier we could
make this principle uniform. At Kalgoorlie
the master bakers object to any spread of
hours except from 10 o'clock in the evening
till 7 o'clock in the morning. This is a re-
commendation of the International Labour
Conference. The conference also made
several other recommendations which have
been outlined by Mr. Harris. What I wish
to stress is that hours that would apply to
the metropolis might not be applicable to
some of the smaller country towns. The
Government might well consider the question
of permitting the inspector of factories to
exercise discretion in granting exemptions.
Already it is proposed to permit him to
exercise discretion in regard to breakdowns,
etc. It has been asked how this measure
would operate in the North-Wlest. One of
the representatives of the North in another
place stated that there was nothing hut day
baking in the North-West at present.
Whether that is so, I cannot say. However,
I am afraid that it will be difficult to carry
out the system of day baking in its entirety
in some parts of the country. I hops mem-
bers will agree to the second reading and in
Committee will endeavour to mould the Bill
so that it will meet the different conditions
prevailing, in this large State.

HON. J. DUFFEL!. (Metropolitan-
Suburban) [8.51]: This Bill contains a
great deal that is worthy of favourable con-
sideration. It is accompanied by certain
information purporting to have emanated
from the moaster bakers and from the opera-
tive bakers who, we are informed, have
jointly agreed to this measure. Since the
Bill has been under discussion, however,
certain meiibers of the Master Bakers' As-
sociation have waited upon me and assured
me that they knew nothing of its provisions
until they saw the reports of the discussion
in the Press. During the last two days
there hare been within the precincts of the
Chamber representatives of the 'Master Bak-
ers' Association -inca in a fairly large way
of business-and they have not hesitated to
say that the measure has not been considered
by their association. It is probable that the
executive considered the clauses and agreed
to them. The measure, however, has re-
ceived further consideration from other bak-
ers in the metropolitan and metropolitan-
suburban areas who are not in a position to
employ labour. I have a list of 23 such
bakers, located between Midland Junction
and Fremantle, who are not employing la-
bour and who state that if the Bill is passed
in its present form, they will have to shut
up shop. Under the provisions of the
measure, it will be impossible for them to
continue in the baking business.

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: Can you tell us why?

Hon. J. DUFFELL: Yes; the bread they
bake is sold over the counter. In one or two
instances they are making small goods,
which are sold to the market gardeners in
the early hours of the morning. They claim
that thi s is a very important part of their
business.

Eon. 1-I. Stewart: They sell that bread
before the flies get about.

Hon. J. TJUFFELL: These small bakers
are entitled to consideration. Some master
bakers employing labour, are opposed to
the Bill. One wino is in a large way of
business was in the House this afternoon
and hie said lie knew nothing about
the Bill until he read the reports in the
Press. Western Australia is a large State
having a variety of climates, and we must
bear in mind that what would suit the metro-
politan area might not suit other portions
of the State. Tf bakers in the country dis-
tricts had to comply with these conditions,
they would fare very badly indeed.



[12 NovnmsaR, 1025.] 1879

Hon. E. H. Gray: In the big towns of
the Great Southern they are working the
day baking system at the present time.

Hon. H. Stewart: In only some of them.

Hon. J. DUFFELL: I am presenting the
facts as they have been represented to me.
I am chiefly concerned about the 23 bakers
in the metropolitan-suburban area who state
that the passing, of the Hill in its present
form will mean the end of their business.

The Honorary Minister: Are they small
men or large men?

Hon. J. DUFFELL: They are men who
do the work themselves without employing-
labour.

Hon. E. H. Gray: Or their children'

Hon. J. DUFFELL: The Bill contains
some good features, and if the second read-
ing be passed, we might be able to amend it
in Committee to meet the cases to which I
have referred. The position of the pastry-
cooks must be considered. If the Bill wvere
passed in its present form, the pastrycooks
would be very unfortunately placed. There
is a conflict of opinion between the members
of the Bread Carters' Union and the opera-
tive bakers as to the amendments required.
Perhaps the Honorary Minister would con-
sent to have the Bill referred to a select
committee. The whole matter could be
thrashed out in two or three days, and the
Bill could then be presented iii such a form
that probably every member could agree to
it. It is a measure that will have an im-
portant effect upon the community. it
must result in an increase in the price of
bread, and anything tending, in that direc-
tion must receive careful consideration.
There is no provision in the Bill to stipulate
that the price of bread shall not be affected
by the operation of the measure. I hope
the Honorary Minister will agree to the ap-
pointment of a select committee.

On motion by Hon. W. H. Kitson, debate
adjourned.

House adjourned at 9 pim.

legislative Council,
Thursday, 12th November, 1925.

Motioa: Railway Dining Canrs . ..
Dill: Day Baking, 2H3....................

The PRESIDENT took
pm., and read prayers..

the Chair at 4.30

MOTION-RAILWAY DINING CARS.
Debate resumed from the 29th October on

the following motion by Hon. A. Love-
kin-

That the present system of leasing the
dining ears oa the railways, especially onl thme
goldfields line, is detrimental to the best in-
terests of the State, and should be immedi-
ately altered or revised.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. 3. M.
Drew-Central) [4.35] : The railway dining
car service betwen Perth and Kalgoorlie0
and vice versa has beeni attacked by three
hon. members, namely, Mr. Lovekin, Mr.
Cornell, and Mr. Macfarlane. Mr. Lovekin's
chief complaint is about the fruit. He
quotes the remarks of one of the delegates
of the Imperial Press Conference who said,
"I thought tbis was a good fruit-growing
country. I suppose you export all that is
of any value, and you yourselves eat the
windfalls.' Mr. Lovekin did not give the
name of this Pressman. It was quite un-
necessary for him to do so as the unkind
observant revealed his identity. It is common
talk that the hypercritical individual in
question had not one good word to say pub-
licly about Australia, whatever he may have
had to say privately. I picked the gentle-
mail myself at the first -attempt, and my
guess, if it can be called a guess, was the
guess also of the Commissioner of Railways.
The Commissioner, however, had more mat-
erial to go upon than I had, for he had
read that the same cynical gentleman had
made a precisely similar remark in New
South Wales when he asserted that that
State was exporting the best fruit, and
selling the windfalls locally. The facts are
these: The car on the special train that
brought the Press delegates from Kalgoorlie
to Perth' was served by the Department it-
self. If my infornation is cor-ect the


