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Mr. MALE moved a further &mend-
ment on the amendment—

That the words ‘' with mattress™ be
struck out.

Amendment passed.
Progress reported.

[The Deputy Speaker took the Chair.]

BILL—SUPPLY, £593,846.

Rsaturned from the Legislative Council
without amendment.

House adjourned at 9-24 p.mn.

Aegistative Hssembly,
Thursday, 29th August, 1912.

PacE
Questions: Resumed p ?erty, rents charged
Ludlow elen.rmg,

qlopwdia of Western Aunalralia

gzilwny project. Wongn.n ‘.B.ll.la Mt Maralmll 1383

;l?:r Ednnml Arbitmhon. Cum . T
Pearling, C . .. 1388

The SPE’'KER togk the Chair at 4.30
v.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION-—-RESUMED PROPERTY,
RENTS CHARGED,

Mr. FOLEY asked the Minister for
Works: 1, Is he aware that the agents
for Sir E. A. Stone have given tenants of
property recently resamed by the Gov-
ernment notice to increase rents-therefor?
2. Have the late owners power to so in-
erease rents?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS re-
plied: 1, No. 2, The department bas not
granted late owners any power to in-
crease rents sinee the -date of resumption,
Under the Public Works Aet owners of

- 1382.
erenca of employment; .., 1382
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property ave entitled to receive the bene-
fits of the property from the date of re-
sumption to the date of payment of com-
penzation, and when notices of resump-
tion were sent to them they were all ad-
vised that they could continue collecting
the existing rents until further advised by
the department. The department has
power at any time to eolleet the rents it-
self, and rebate to the owners—less cost
of eollection.

QUESTION —LUDLOW CLEARING,
PREFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT.

Hon. FRANK. WILSON asked the
Minister for Lends: 1, Is he aware that
the foreman in charge of clearing at the
pine plantation, Ludlow, has opened a
store, which is in charge of his wife, and
that it is freely stated that men dealing
at his store receive preference.of amploy-
ment? 2, Will he eanse inguiries to be
made, and the evil remadied, if in exist-
ence?

The MINISTER FCR LANDS re-
plied: 1, (a) The question submitted is
the first intimation I have had of the
matter. (b) Inquiries indieate that there
has been no influence as suggested. 2,
The matter will be thoroughly investi-
eated.

QUESTION -- CYCLOPAEDIA OF
WESTERN AUSTRALIA.

Mr. BROUN (for Mr. Monger) asked
the Premier: 1, Did he give a letter of
reference to the South Australian firm
now exploiting Western Australia with
a ‘publication ecalled the Cyclopasdia of
Western Australia? 2, Is he aware that
this pkoposed publication is merely a
storified advertising scheme wherein only
the people who pay have their biogra-
phies inserted? 3, Has he also under-
taken to subsidite the book, and, if so,
to what extent? 4, Where is the book
to be produced?

The PREMTIER replied: 1, The Hon.
H. Gregory, when acting Premier, gave
to the company a letter of approval, which
letter the present Administration duly
confirmed and endorsed, after sighting in
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Cabinet the prospectus of the present
publication and copies of those pre-
viously issued. 2, No. I understand that
in the course of editing the sections of
the work, apart from biographieal matter,
the editor has introduced a large number
of biographies irrespective of any ques-
tion of payment. Where he has considered
a biography of sufficient importance—as
in the case of members of Parliament,
prominent officials, and others—he has
directed its insertion, in order to make the
work as complete and representative as
possible. 3, No; with the exception of
approving of the purchase of a small
number of copies for official nse, which
were ordered by the previous Government.
4, The worlt is being printed in South
Australia by Messrs, Hussey & Gilling-
ham, Ltd., and is being published in West-
ern Australin. Negotiations were entered
into with certain Western Australian
firms, but it was not found possible to
eonelude safisfactory arrangements with
them. The editer, who is not in any way
responsible for the financial side of the
work, informs we that he has himself
written the history of the State from its
inception to date—a task covering some
225 pages of the first volume of the work
—which is now on the eve of publication.

QUESTION-—RAILWAY PROJECT,
WONGAN HILLS-MT. MARSHALL.

Hon. H. B. LEFROY asked the Min-
ister for Works: 1, Why have the sur-
veyors heen recalled from surveying the
Wongan Hills-Mt. Marshall vailway? 2,
Has it been decided to alter the starting
point from Wongan Hills?

The MINISTER FOR WOREKS re-
plied: 1, The Government has decided
that the lire to open up the Cowcowing
and Mt. Marshall agricultoral areas
should commeuece from Benjaberring or
Wryaleatchem in place of Wongan Hills.
2, Answered by No. 1.

PAPER PRESENTED.
By the Minister for Mines: Return of
exemptions granted on mining leases
from 1st July, 1911, to 30th June, 1912,
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BILL—INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION.
In Committee,

Resumed from the previous day; Mr.
Holman in the Chair, the Attorney Gen-
eral in charge of the BilL

Clause 90—Court to fix what econsti-
tutes breach of award and penalty there-
for:

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The clause
appeared to conflict somewhat with Clanse
105. TUnder the clause the court had
power to fix in the award what should
eonstitute a breach, and to name also
the penalty, the maximum provided being
£500. Clause 105, however, definitely pro-
vided a penalty of £30.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: It was
intended to move amendments with the
purpose of reducing the maximum pen-
alty to £100 and, subsequently, of bring-
ing Clanse 105 into line. In no other
part of the Bill was a penalty fixed at an
amount higher than £100, whereas in the
clause under consideration it was pro-
vided that the sum should not exceed £500.
With a view to seeuring consistency he
proposed to reduee that £500 to £100.

Hon. FRANK WILSON : While
agreeing with the Attorncy General that
the two eclauses should he brought into
conformity, he thought the Minister
was not going the right way about it by
striking out the £300 and substituting
£100. Tt might be better to raise the
amount in Clanse 105 to agree with the
£500 in Clause 90, for it was wise to give
the court ample power to enforce its
awards. The Attorney General would be
well advised to allow the elause to stand
and amend the subsequent clause accord-
ingly. The eouri should have ample power
to enforce its awards and a penalty of
£300 was not too much to impose on any
party committing a wilful breach,

The ATTORNEY GENERAL moved
an amendment—

That in line 4 the word “five” be
strueck out and “one” inserted in lieu.
Although a rich company or employer
could easily pay £100 there were not many
workers who eounld pay £100. It would
be an absurdity to fine them £300 for a

breach and be able to collect only £10.
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Hon. J. Mitchell: There are other pen-
alties in the Bill.

The ATTORNKEY GENERAL: Various
penalties from £5 to £100 were fixed, ac-
cording to the gravamen of the offence,
and to fix a penalty of £500 when the
penalties throughout the measmre were
restricted to £100 would be folly. As
there appenred to be a consensus of
opinion that a fine of £100 would act as
a sirong deterrent, the amount might be
lefl at that, more especially as additional
penalties were providéed.

Hon. Frank Wilson :
additional penalties?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Provi-
sion had been made in the ease of union-
ists, particularly that for a wilful provo-
cation to strike; they should be deprived
of their rights in the =ociety and under
the Act.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: In Clause 122 if
any person summoned by the president
did not attend a eonference he was fined
£100, and surely in those circomstanees
the Committee should make the maximum
penalty for a breach of an award £300.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The hon.
memher for Northam was wrong in his
interpretation of Clause 122. because
Clause 5 made it clear that the penalty
fixed in any particular clause was the
maximnm. The Attorney Geueral should
remember that if was only for wilful
breaches of an award that this pen-
alty was proposed, and on the firat
oceasion of a breach, if the defendants
could show that they had not intended a
wilful breaeh they would doubtless be let
off with a nominal fine, but when they
persisted in the breach the penalty shounld
be sinch as would make them obey the
awards of the court. A fine of £100 was
altogether too little for a large employer
of labour to be liable for. and it might
pav him to meet that fine every time and
continue his breaches of the award.

The Attorney General: But there are
many unnions that have not property to
the extent of even £100.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: Eaeh mern-
ber of a union was liable to a penalty of
€10, and if there were fifty members in

What are the
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a anion they represented a capifal of
£300,
The Premier: That is what was at the

back of your skull all the time; you
wanted to break up the unions,
Hon. FRANK WILSOXN: The Pre-

mier was hreaking himself up as fast as
he eould. ¥Who had put the penalty of
£500 in the Bill? Was it the Premier's
intention to break up the unions when
ke included a penalty of £300?

The Premier: You want to retain it.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: Let it go
forth to the public that the Premier
wanted to break up the unions which he
accused members of the Opposition of
having ulterior designs upon.  Presum-
ably the unions eracked the whip over
Lhe Premier, and perbaps the members on
the Alinisterial eross benches, prompted
by the ofticials of the Trades and Lahour
Hall. had already seen the hon. gentle-
man, and now he wanted to put the blame
on somebody else. A penalty of £500 was
inserted in the Bill by the Government,
but for what object was not apparent.

The Attorney General: It is taken
from the Federal Act and from our own
Act.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: Then why
depart from it? Was there any intention
at the back of the skulls of the Federal
people except to see that the awards of
the eonrt were enforced? A fine of £100
was not going to deter a wealthy corpora-
tion if it suited it to disobey an award of
the court. If it were a eumulative pen-
alty it wounld be all right, but where it
was the only penalty a maximum of £500
should be fixed. The unions were in just
the same position as a powerful corpora-
tion. They had their membership, every
member represented a certain amount of
finaneial stability, and if a union diso-
beyved an award it must come under the
same penalty as a corporation.

The PREMIER: The leader of the
Opposition knew that, notwithstanding
that there was a penalty of £500 in the
present Aect, and that there had been huu-
dreds of hreaches of awards brought be-
fore the court, in no instance had there
been a penalty of £100 imposed. Tn those
circnmstances the higher penalty could
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have no possible bearing against a large
corporation. A fine of £500 would not
break up the Great Boulder Company,
the Ivanhoe Company, or Millars Karri
and Jarrah Company, bat it would prob-
ably break up meost of the unions, and
that was the desire of the leader of the
Opposition. That gentleman’s desire was
not to inflict punishment, because a fine
of £100 would do that, but to endeavour
to break up the unions by a high penalty.
The penalty must be made to conform to
the offence. Parliament was frequently
ridiculons in the penalties it fixed for
certain offences. JIn one case a man could
be fined £100 for negligently causing the
death of a person, and in another case
exactly the same amount for allowing a
rabhit through a fenee. In this instance,
the Government, after econsidering the
matter, were of opinion that a penalty of
£100 would meet any case of wilful
brench of an award. There had only
been one ease in which a penalty ap-
proaching £500 had heen imposed, and
that was in conneetion with the Potosi
lock-out, but most of the cases had been
met with a £5 penalty and perhaps a
guinea for costs. Therefore, what was
the object of having a high penalty if it
was not to be put into operation, except.
of course, that there was a possibility of a
union committing a breach of an award
when it could be smashed up with a fine
of £500.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The Pre-
mier’s attitude was unfair and ehildish
and he resented it. He had been accused
by the Premier of wishing to smash up
unions., That was the only argument the
Premier had advanced. What on earth
was the country and Parliament coming
to?  Surelv the Premier ought to
know—

The Premier: I do not want a lecture
from you.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The Pre-
mier must be content to be leetured.

The Premier: Then I do not propose to
listen to you.

Hon., FRANK WILSOXN: Was not the
Premier proving a partisan for the unions
in suggesting a penalty which would not
affect the unions? Was he not as fair
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in charging the Premier with introducing
legislation without a desire to make it
effective against the unions as the Pre-
mier was in charging him with wishing
to smash up unions? He had not sog-
gested that the employer should be treated
differently from the workers. The ques-
tion should be thrashed out on the broad
lines of what would be effective. The
Premier had shown the cloven hoof. In-
stead of representing the people as a
whole, he was representing the Trades
Hall, and MeCallam was his chief,

The Premier: And Packer is yours.

Hon. FRANK WILSON : Why was the
Premier climbing down? Because pres-
sure had been brought by the Trades Hall
to see that the penalties were made light,
so that if a breach were committed the
fine would not smash the unions.

My, Green: A fine of £100 will smash
a union.

Hon, PFRANK WILSON: Not at all,
but if they wilfully disobeyed an award,
perhaps they deserved to be smashed.
Would the Premier proceed azainst
sirikers and agitators? No, he would take
care that the law would be to a certain
extent ineffectual, and if penalties were
enforced against any body of workers they
would not be severely hurt.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
leader of the Opposition had drawn at-
tention to the anomaly.

Hon. Frauk Wilson: Certainly I did.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: And
now that he was endeavouring to correct
ab anomaly he was abused for it.

Hon. Frank Wilson: Yon are cerrecting
it the wrong way.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: How
could that be the case if i were made
to harnonise right through. Let us make
it consistent.

Hon., Frank Wilson: Yes, and let us
discuss your consisteney.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: This
clause was taken from the old .\et, and
escaped rorrection, A penalty of £100
was an ample deterrent to every union.
We had to safeguard their conduci and
ensure respect for the law. If the sam
were sallicient to accomplish that, the pur-
pose of the Act wounld be effected. For
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the rich employer a fine of £300 would not
be ample, but shonld be inereased three-
fold. It would scarcely be equivalent to
5d. in the case of the individual miner.

Hon, Frank Wilson: You should con-
trast it, not with the individual, but with
the union.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: There
were unions which could not possibly
raise £100 on an emergency.

Mr. Green: And some companies are
capitalizsed np to millions.

Hon, Frank Wilson: But they conld not
raige the millions.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: With
regard to the union, a penalty of £100
would ensure respect for the law. In
the case of the employers £500 would not,
but both had to be treated alike.

Hon. J. Mitchell: There are 3,000 men
in the timber workers’ union.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Yes.

Hon. Frank Wilson: And they have as
much money as any employer.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: There
were perhaps three unions which were
Jarge numerically, but in the bulk of
them the mewmbership was small. The
workers were given power to combine if
they numbered 15,

Hon. J. Mitchell: It world be a swall
fine in their ease.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Just as
we could not provide an adequate penalty
to be affixed to the richest company, so
perhaps we could not with regird to one
or fwo of the comparatively affluent
unions. We had to strike the average, and
fix a penalty which would command res-
pect from those who might break the law.
As £100 represented the highest penalty
fixed under the heading of “offences,” to
be consistent we should alter this fine to
£100.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Sarely in the
case of a railway strike £500 wonld not
be too high a penalty. Of conrse, in the
case of a union numbering only 15 mem-
bers, it would be ridiculous.

Hon. Frank Wilson: The individual res-
ponsibility is limited to £10.

Hon, J. MITCHELL: Yes, and one
could hardly imagine a strike of any iro-
portance in an industry operated by 15
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unionists. The punishment, ss the Pre-
mier had said, should fit the crime. Neither
would £5600 be oo high a penalty for the
timber workers’ union. When the Pre-
mier got his five mills going in the karri
country, the men who would be employed
wonld he lightly penalised by a fine of
£500 imposed against them collectively.
The amount of £500 was not a penny too
mueh, and he hoped it would be re-
tained.

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

Aves .. .- ..o24
Noes - .. .. 9
Majority for .. 15
AYES.
Mr., Angwtn Mr. Lewls
Mr. Bath Mr. McDonald
Mr. Bolton Mr. McDawall
Mr. Carpenter Myr. Mullany
Mr. Colller Mr. Munsis
Mr. Dooley Mr. O'Loghlen
Mr. Foley Mr. Bcaddan
Mr. Gardiner Mr. Taylor
Mr. Gil] Mr, Thomas
Mr. Green Mr. Walker
Mr. Jobnson Mr. Heltmapn
Mr. Johnston {Teller).
Mr, Lander
NoEs.
Mr. Allen Mr. Naneon

Mr. Broun Mr, F. Wilson
Mr. Harper Mr., Wisdom

Mr. Lefroy l Mr. Male

Mr, Mitchell {Teller).

Amendment thus passed; the clanse, as
amended, agreed fo.

Clanse 91—Provisions for enforcing
awards:

Hon. FRANK WILSON: Could the re-
gistrar or industrial inspector take action
of his own accord for any breach of the
award or default. The registrar or in-
dustrial inspector was not required to he
moved by anybody?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: If the
breach was going on the registrar or in-
dustrial inspector or any employer or in-
dustrial union conld move,

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 92, 93, 94—agreed to.

Clause 95—Removal of prosecution for
offence from eourt of summary jurisdic-
tion to Court of Arbitration:
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Mr. GREEN moved an amendmwent—
That the following be added as a sub-
clayse:—(2.) The powers conferred by
this gection may be exercised by the
president at any tlime when the court
s not sitling.
Power was given under Clause 95 to have
proceedings removed from a court of sum-
mary jurisdietion to the Court of Arbi-
tration, but there was no provision made
for taking action when the counrt was
not sitting. The president was in a better
position to ecarefully weigh the merits of
the ease than auybody else.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
amendment would be accepted. It was
only right if by any reason the court

ghould be in vacation and the president
was cbtainable, the president should have
the case which was proceeding in another
eourt brought into the Arbitration Court.

Mr. CARPENTER: Was it to be un-
derstood the president would have the
power not only to bring the case out of
a court of sommary jurisdietion, but
wonld have the power to deal with that
eass himself? .

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: No. It
simply enabled him to bring it up by a
writ of certiorari. Power was given to
him to stop the trial proceeding.

Amendment put and passed; the clanse
as amended agreed to.

Clause $6—agreed to.

Clause 97—Industria) inspectors:

Hon. FRANK WILSON: Was it pro-
posed under the elause that all inspectors
of mines should automatically be inspeec-
tors under this Bill?

The Attorney General: Yes.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: Would that
be a wise provision to make? Might it
not be thought to be infra dig, should
they become inspectors, to spy out if an
award of the Arbitration Court was being
carried out? It would give this opening,
that when an inspector went round on
his ordinary duty, he might be pestered

with petty complaints from individuals,

who felt aggrieved and urged to bring the
matter before the Arbitration Court,
whereas any complaints ought to he
brought through the proper responsible
body representing the men, and it might
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be putting a daty ou these inspectors
which would not be congenial and might
prove unsatisfactory, His (Mr. Wilson's)
opinion was that the individual memhers
of unions baving cause of complaint
should move through their unions to have
the case bronght before the eourt.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: It did
not appear to him fo be infra dig for
inspectors to do this work, meither could
he see that it placed them in the position
of ‘being spies, because in their ordinary
avocation they had to see to the safe
working of a mine. They might have
faults to find with the employer or em-
ployee. It was some additional work, it
was true, but the cbjeet was to enable
the court to insist on respect for its
awards.

Hon. Frank Wilsen: I am with you
there.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: There
was no officer so likely to see that the
awards were being carried out as the
mines inspector in the case of mines, or
the factory inspector in the case of fae-
tories. It might be that men were mak-
ing a breach of the award. In the inter-
ests of the employer and in the interests
of industrial peace, somebody should do
this work. It was only in pursnance of
that policy of making it as easy as pos-
sible for the court to exercise a pacifie
supervision over industries that this pro-
vigion was made. Therefore he thought
it wise to give the work to the inspectors,
although it might be additional to them.

Hon, J. MITCHELL: Would an in-
spector under the Aet be an officer of the
court?

The ATTORNLEY GENERAL: No.
This was giving the right to independent
citizens ps it were.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: But would the
inspector be an officer of the eourt in the
some way as the registrar was?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: He
would be an industrial inspeetor under
the Act. He would be recognised by the
court in that sense, He would be open to
approach,

Hon. J. MITCHELL: If the inspec-
tors were officers of the court and those
in touch with the registrar, they would be
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more likely to know what was required,
so that awards could be given effect to,
than would inspectors attached to some
other departments. Would these inspec-
tors be attached to the ecourt?

The Attorney (eneral: No, they would
not.

Clause put and passed,

Clause 98—References to court to be
approved by resolution of union:

Hon, FRANK WILSON moved an
amendment—
That in line I of paragraph 1 the
words ‘o majority of the votes recorded
at” be struck oul, and “the voles of ar
absolute majority of members on” be
ingerted in liew.
The existing Act provided that a majority
of the members of a union should &t a
meeting called for the purpose vote in
favour of referring the dispute to the
arbitration court, and that this resolution
should be confirmed at a subsequent ballot
by a simple majority of those voting. The
conditions had been found unworkable,
and had led to most of the trouble which
bhad occurred in referring disputes to the
arbilration court. The obvious way to
get over the difficulty was to reverse the
rules laid down in the existing Aet, and
instead of requiring an absolute majority
of members to vote at a meeting, and then
te have that resolution confirmed on a
ballot by a simple majority of thosc
voting, the resolution should be passed
by a majority of the members present at
the meeting and should be subsequently
confirmed by an absolute majority of the
members of the union,

Amendment passed;
amended agreed to.

Clause 99—=Special meeting for such
purpose:

Hon. FRANK WILSON moved an
amendraent—

That in line 3 of Subclause 1 the
word “three” be struck out and “seven”
inserted in lieu.

Three days was too short a notice to give
to meinbers to attend so imporfant a
meeting. The elanse provided an alterna-
tive in the shape or form of a newspaper
advertisement, but surely this wonld
scarcely be deemed sufficient. The proper

the clause as
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thing to do was to give the members of
the union a reasonable notice, certainly
nothing less than seven days, and there
should not be any alternative such as that
provided in the clanse. It was his inten-
{ion o subsequently move to strike out
that alternative of a newspaper advertise-
nient.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
amenduient could not be aceapted, heeanse
in the ecase of a serious dispute, rapidh
growing, it would be essential {o have the
maiier settled just as soon as possible.
The clause provided for three days’ notice
at least, and, inferentially, as much more
as the emergency would permit. Neces-
sarily, if the matter would permit of
deliberation, the union would give lengthy
notice of the meeting, but, in other, nrgent
cases, to wait seven days might mean a
serious disability.

Hon, Frask Wilson: You would not
contend that an advertisement in a news-
paper would fix it?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: In some
cases snch a notice would be sufficient. 1t
was to be hoped the hon. member would
not press the amendment, because it was
greatly desired to provide for getting to
the eourt quickly when occasion should
demand.

Hon, FRANK WILSON: There was
no strong desire to press this question of
seven days’ notice as against a notice of
three days; mueh more importance at-
tached to the alternative of a newspaper
advertisemeni. He would withdraw the
amendment,

Anendment by leave withdrawn,

Hon, FRANK WILSON moved a fur-
ther amendment—

That in lines 4 and 5 of Subclause 1
the words “or published in a newspaper
circulating in the locality affected” be
struel out.

This form of notice of an important meet-
ing could scareely be deemed sufficient, be-
cause the membership of many of the

. unions extended over very wide areas, and

consequently the members wonld never
get the newspapers in time to learn of the
belding of the meeting. If the Minister
were not favourably disposed to the
amendment he might accept an alterna-
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tive amendment to strike out the word
“or” and insert “and.”

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Al-
though it might appear to be preferable
that all members of the union should re-
ceive a printed notice of the meeting,
sent through the post office, it was to be
remembered that certain of the unions
were spread over widely scattered dis-
tricts, and considerable delay might oceur
before all of these notices were delivered
to the addressees. The clause contem-
plated, not merely the members of a
union, but the members of an assoeiation
of unions. If a trouble required early
settlement it would be impracticable to
sond through the post office a notice io
every member of the association, scattered
from Norseman to beyond Leonora; the
matter would never be fixed up if it were
necessavy to wait until all these formali-
ties had been complied with. The objeet
was to let everybody know of the meeting
guickly, and, in some instances, a news-
paper publication of the notice would be
more effective in reaching every member
than would a post office situated, perhaps,
miles away from where the men were em-
ployed.

Hon. Frank Wilson:
“and” instead of “or.”

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: To
adopt such a course would be to add to
the formalities.
nnion would regularly see the loeal news-
paper, whereas, perhaps, they would not
go very regularly io the distant post offiee
for their letters. Some of the prospectors
outhack, for instance those at Kurnalpi
before the recent discoveries there, were
miles away from a post office, and only
received their mails at most irregular in-
tervals. Whilst we could not be sure of
those men geiting their mails, we could
be sure of them taking the local news-
paper. The ¢lause gave the union power
to adopt whichever method of publicity
best suited the eases and situation of its
members.

My. FOLEY: It would have been pre-
ferable to bave substitufed seven days’
notiee for three. The amendment pro-
posed by the member for Sussex wonld
inflict a hardship if agreed to. A union

Let us -insert

Many members of a
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was always anxious that every one of its
members should express an opinion on the
question of going before the Arbitration
Court. Tn many scattered centres men
did not reeceive the letters sent to them,
and in those instances the men could offer
thal as an excuse for not attending the
meeting. In the outback places there
were men who very seldom went to the
post oifice, but where a newspaper cireu-
lated in ihe district, if only one member
of the union received it tbe notice which
it econtained was conveyed to all the other
members in the locality. The notification
through ihe Press was, therefore, more
complete than even seven days’ notice by
letter.

Hon. J. MITCHELL:; The amendment
simply staled that notices should be
posted, and that the newspapers should
be used. The Attorney General shounld
sec that every possible care was taken lo
nolify every member of a union before
a meeting was held. If both methods of
giving notiee were adopted greater pub-
licity would result,

The Attorney General: In a union
having two or three thousand members
it would be necessary to have a staff of
elarks to get the notices out.

Mr. Green: And every letter would
have to be registered.

Hon. Frank Wilson: No.

Mr. Green: Otherwise how could you
prove that the notice had been sent%

Hon. Frank Wilson: There is ne
necessity to prove it.

Mr. Green: Then why post it at all?

Mr. MUNSIE: In the Xalgoorlie and
Boulder Branch of the miners’ union
there were 3,000 members, and the iwo
men on the seeretarinl staff could not, even
in three weeks, make sure of geiting a
notice posted to the correet addrvess of
each member. If a notice were posted
to a member, and he did not receive it,
it was possible for him to eome along and
obtain an injunetion to prevent the union
proceeding farther until he had been duly
notified. Such aetion bad been taken in
some cases. Poblication in a newspaper
was a better form of notice than by post.
The leader of the Opposition bad already
carried an amendment requiring that a
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resolution to go before the arbitration
court should be confirmed by a subsequent
ballot of the majority of members, and
wliy should he be anxious to put the union
or society to the further expense of post-
ing a notice to every member?

Amendment put and negatived.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 160—agreed to.

Clanse 101—Provision as to Govern-
nient workers:

Hon. FRANK WILSON: This clause
raised the whole question as to whether
Government workers, especially those em-
ployed on the railways, should be brought
under the Act. He had already expressed
the opinion on the second reading that it
would be as well fo leave the Government
workers out altogether. At the present
time a Government organisation eould
go to the Arbitration Court by mutual ar-
rangement between them and the Govern-
ment. When the member for Murray-
Wellington was commissioner a case was
referred to the Arbitration Court by per-
mission of the Minister, who agreed to
abide by the recommendation of the court.
That practice shonld be continued. After
all, civil servants were the employees of
Parliament, and they were amply pro-
vided for by legislation. If that was not
sufficient protection, they had their boards
of inguiry and a right of appeal to a
speeially constitnted court, and in addi-
tion they had always Parliament to go
to beeause there were always plenty of
members willing to bring the grievances
of a large body of publie servants before
the House.

The Minisler for Mines: It is unwise
for members of Parliament to be allowed
to influence the wages paid to Govern-
ment servants.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: One could
not help contrasting those words with the
aetions of Ministerial members when they
sat in opposition. Nothing was too trivial
in the shape of a complaint from a eivil
servant to lay before Parliament, and
often in the form of an indictment
against the Government.

The Minister for Mines: They had not
a court which they could approach then.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. FRANK WILSON: Already he
had pointed out that he had sat on a case.
Railway employees had certain boards of
appeal and they could also appeal to the
Commissioner and to a special court
under their regulations, if not upon the
question of wages, on other matters.

The Minister for Mines: Not in regard
to wages or salaries.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: On the ques-
tion of wages Cabinet was the body to
appeal to, and as in the case he had men-
tioned, Cabinet could submit the matter
to a body like the Arbitration Court for a
recommendation, The point was whether
Parliament should be bound when it had
the duty of raising the money with which
to pay the wages. Should Parliament,
which created the court, give up its Te-
sponsibility and allow the creature of its
creation to control the expenditure of the
vevenne of the State? There was no-
thing of which Parliament was more jeal-
ous than that it controlled the publie
purse. Every penny expended from the
public funds had to be raised from thae
people.  What would be the position if
we had a bad harvest and the court
awarded an increase involving an addi-
tional £100,000%

My, Turvey: Is it not time some of
them appealed, for instance the school
teachers?

Hon. FRANK WILSON: His argu-
ment did not relate to any individual
branch. All branches appeared to have
got or to be about to get increases, and
as fast as the increases were granted the
east of living went up and they wanted
more.

The CHAIRMAN: The question of
the cost of living was outside the seope
of the clause.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: That was
being used as an illustration. The mem-
ber for Swan had drawn him off the
tract.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon, member
knew, sufficient not to be drawn off the
track.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The question
was whether Parliament was to control
the expenditure of public funds as it al-
ways had done, or whether we would hand
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over to the Arbitration Court the matter
of seftling the rates of wages and condi-
tions of work in the Glovernment service.
When the requisite tribunals existed, it
was pot necessary to bring Government
employees under this law. Further than
that, it was questionable whether it wounld
beneftt a branch like the railway serviee
or improve the Qiseipline and eommand
which the Commissioner and his officers
exercised over the men by altering the
system which had so far worked satisfac-
torily. Taking the railway system as a
whole, he did not remember any concerted
action in the direction of a general cessa-
tion of work for the last ten years. This
showed that the facilities already pro-
vided had been sufficient to enable the
Commissioner to meet the representatives
of the men and arrive at a satisfactory
arrangement with them.

The Attorney General: They have had
the power of arbitration since the 1902
Aet.

Hor. FRANK WILSON: Only by
consent of the Government. The clanse
was not advisable in the interests of the
good management of the service.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: If
anyone should show confidence in the
Arbitration Court, it should be the Gov-
ernment. We were asking the whole of
the people to trust the conrt and take
their troubles to it, and the Government
must stand in the same position of faith
as the ordinary ecitizen. We had recog-
nised the right of combinations within
the civil service as, for instance, the Civil
Service Association, Railway Association,
and unions among the teachers, police
and other workers in the Government em-
ploy. If the object was to do away with
strikes, the measure would be of as great
benefit to the Government as io any em-
ployer. There was the possibility of a
strike even against the Government when
feeling ran high or justice was depied.

votwithstanding that the leeder of the
Opposition had reminded members that
Cabinet should take the responsibility of
the management of the Civil Service and
that Parliament was the custodian of the
interests of the whole of the eitizens of
the State, the moment we got the rela-
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tionship of employer and employee be-
tween the Government and a certain por-
tion of the State, then we had two par-
ties, and no party shounld be a judge in
its own court.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: 8o
long as the relationship obtained between
the employer, under the name of the Gov-
ernment, and the employees, the servants
of the QGovernment, the same laws would
have to govern that relationship as gov-
erned the welationship between ountside
employers and their employees, So long
as the Government allowed unions to be
registered they ronst allow them an ap-
peal to the Arbitration Court, and so set
an example to ihe outside world. If the
Goverrment were to say that arbitration
was good enough for outsiders, but not
for the Government, the Government
would, rightly, be taunted with hypoerisy.
If ouisiders could have the advantage of
the Arbitration Court, why should not the
employees of the Government?

Mr. TURVEY : There should be no ob-
jection to Government servants approach-
ing the Arbitration Court. If the State
school teachers of Western Australia had
an opportunity of approaching the Arbi-
tration Court, they would, as a result of
the award given, be paid much higher sal-
aries than they were in reeeipt of to-
day.

The Attorpey General: And they will
be.

Mr. TURVEY : Certainly if those State
school teachers approached the Arbitration
Court the minimum pay in the service
would not be down so low as it had been
when the preseni leader of the Opposi-
tion was in power, namely, £60 for a
female teacher and £80 for a male teacher.
The leader of the Opposition had stated
that civil servants in general had an op-
portunity of taking their grievances be-
fore other tribunals. If that were the case
he (Mr. Turvey) would not perhaps be so
keen an advoeate of giving Government
servants the right to approach the Arbi-
tration Court. But he had too intimate
a knowledge of the service to believe that
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Government servants had an opportunity
of approaching any other tribunal. Too
frequently Government servants unavail-
ingly endeavoured to approach the im-
mediate head of their department, only
to find their efforts blocked. This being
so, surely they should have a right,
through their union, of approaching the
Arbitration Court in the same manner as
any other body of workers. The teachers
of Western Australia had for years been
asking for an appeal board, and in this
regard it was gratifying to know that the
present Mivister for Edueabion had ex-
pressed a readiness to grant that request.
It was not solely on behalf of the State
school teachers that be was advoeating
this particular clause, because, in his
opinion, any body of publie servants
would be justified in citing a ease before
the Arbitration Court. If it was right
that an outside body of workers should
approach the court, why should that right
be denied to any body of publie servants?
What was there to be afraid of in grant-
ing this right to public servants? There
was only one logical argument that could
be odvanced against it, namely, that the
Government were so well aware of the
poor wages being paid to their servants
that they knew beforehand the award was
bound te be given against them. He
hoped the clause would be agreed to.

Mr. DOOLEY: The leader of the Op-
position had declared that Cabinet or
Parliament should be the Arbifration
Court for public servants. This declaration
suggested a danger which might arise
from dealing with the grievances of public
servants in any such political tribunal. As
a resnlt of a long eonnection with Govern-
ment institutions he had found that there
was a good deal in the ery of “spoils
to the victors.” He had noticed that when
Government ewmployees held certain poli-
tieal opinions which happened to eoincide
with the opinions held by those in power,
those particular employees alwavs seemed
to get preference. He did not know that
the system was heing perpetuated at the
present time, but to remove the danger
if would be well to agree to the clause, be-
eanse with this provision in the Bill, the
nrineiple of spoils to the vietors would he
seme,

[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. Frank Wilson: This will not pre-
vent political appointments.

Mr. DOOLEY: It would prevent poli-
tical preferment with regard to incre-
ments, or at least it would very materially
minimise it. With sueh a provision in
operation, if it so happened that a Mini-
ster did give advancement to any public
servant, the action could be easily traced.
Moreover, with such a clanse in operation,
a Minister eould refer any applicants for
preferment to the privilege granted tliem
of appealing through their vuion to the
Arbitration Court. 1f we desired to see
justice done to the State’s employses (be
safest method of ensuring that course was
lo embody this clause in the Bili.

Mr. LEWIS: It was surprising that
the leader of the Oppesition should raise
any objection fo the clause. In 1901 the
fettlers connected with the railway ser-
viee, having exhausted every constitutional
method to secure an inerease of their
minimum from 7s. to 8s., became so exas-
perated that they resorted to strike tacties.
The strike lasted only five days, but it had
a far-reaching effect, because. owing to
the eutting off of supplies, the people on
the goldfields had to pay an increased
priee of from 70 to 100 per cent. for their
commadities. Eventually the Government
had appointed a board to deal with the
trouble, and the board conceded the de-
mands of the nnion. In 1902 the existing
Act came into operation, and sinee that
time there had been no aetual strike in
the railway service. The member for
Murray-Wellington, when Commissioner
of Railways, had strenuously resisted a
request made by the Amalgamated Society
of Railway Employees, and, in conse-
quence. in 1905, the men went to the Ar-
bitration Court. The award of the court
was given against them, reducing their
minimum from 8s. to 7s. 6d., and increas-
ing their hours to 96 per fortnight, Sun-
days ineluded. Notwithstanding this. the
men had aceepted the award and lovally
ahided bw it. It was very necessary that
the Government workers should have con-
stitutional methods of settling their griev-
ances, rather than resort to the barbarous
svstem of striking. The leader of the
Onposition had pointed out that these
men could appeal to Parliament; but it
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was to be remembered that Parliament
was not sitting continuously, and that
sometimes the direet representatives of
the employers were in power. So it would
be seen that the men could not hope for
much redress from Parliament.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 102-—Government railways:
Mr. DOOLEY moved an amendment—
That the following words be added
at the end of paragraph (b):—“Pro-
rided there is no other industrial union
in the Working Raillways to which the
members could conveniently belong.”

The object of the amendment was to
minimise any tendency towards unneces-
sary mualtiplication of unions. Such
multiplication in the past had operated
adversely on the working of the system
and also on the employees. Some time ago
the then Commissioner of Railways. in
his antagonism towards unionism, thought
it wonld be a good idea to enconrage the
railway workers to form into seectional
bodies, but when the idea was put inte
exeeution it did not work out as satisfac-
torily as had been anticipated. When the
present Amalgamated Society of Railway
Employees asked for an industrial agree-
ment, one of the objections raised by the
present Commissioner of Railways was
that there were differences of opinion,
owing to the multiplicity of unions, which
could not be seftled by an agreement with
one union, and he wanted to concentrate
his negotiations as much as peossible. The
amendment was designed to ensure the
smooth working of the Government sys-
tem in connection with industrial matters.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL : The
proposed addition was a good one hecanse
it would prevent unneeessary duplication.

Hon. Frank Wilson: What about
Clauses 18 and 197

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: If
there was a union to which the men conld
conveniently belong, they must belong to
it if they wanted to belong to any at all.
If there was a new eclass of work, or a
new industry started in the service. which
was not represented by any existing
organisation, application could be made
for the registration of a new union, but
if there was already in existence a nnion
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to which these workers could conveniently
belobg the registrar would refuse registra-
tion.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The regis-
trar had vo jurisdiction in this matter,
because Clause 104 said that nothing in
the Aect should apply to the Crown. How
could anything in other parts of the
measure apply to Part V.? If a society of
Government railway workers wanted io
register they wonld be able to do so, and
the registrar would have no jurisdietion
at all. They could register unless there
happened to be another union te which
they eould belong. In Clauses 18 and 19
it was provided, in commection with per-
sons engaged in private industries, that
the registrar conld refuse to register any
union and that union could in turn appeal
to the conrt. In view of Clause 104, how
rould Clauses 18 and 19 be made to
apply to the railway employees?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL : The
amendment put the railway employees on
the same footing as any other workers,
Just as any other combinaticn of workers
to the number of fifleen could make appli-
cation for registration

Hon. Frank Wilson: Subject to appeal
againsl the refusal of the registrar,

The ATTORNEY GENERAL : That
applied erually in this case. If the regis-
trar refused to register a body of work-
men in the railway service who had ap-
plied to be registered as a distinefive
union, thev could then appeal to the presi-
dent. [f they could show that there way
no other union t¢ which they could con-
veniently belong within the service, the
president eould over-ride the registrar and
permit registration. The words in Clause
104 had nothing to do with these workers,
they simply meant that penalties could
not be obtained from the Crown in the
same way as from ordinary subjecls.
In other words the Crown was excluded
from the penal clanses of the Bill.

Mr. Dooley: The Crown or its officers?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL : The
Commissioner of Railways had the same
immunity from personal liability as in all
other Acts.

Mr. WISDOM: Claunses 18 and 19
respectively allowed the registrar to re-
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fuse registration and the union to appeal
to the ecourt, even though there was
another union to which they eould belong.

The Attorney General: So would these
men have the right of appeal.

Mr. WISDOM: Did not the clause
mean that no right of appeal was given
to the railway workers, or did Clause 18
apply to Part V.9

The ATTORNEY GENERAL : This
clause first of all ratified the registration
of the union already existing, but it eon-
templated that there might be another
union desivous of forming, and it said
that such union might register under this
measure as an indusirial uwnion, The
moment it became an applicant to be
registered as an industrial nnien Clause
18 applied. The amendment simply in-
corporated in other words the same limiia-
tion as was contained in Clause 18 in
regard to all applicants for registration.

Mr. Wisdom: TIf your argument is
right where is the necessity for t{he
amendment ¢

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: There
was no absolute necessity, but the amend-
ment was to ease the feelings of those who
belonged to the railway union, and there
was no harm in repetition.

Amendment put and passed; the clause
as amended agreed to.

Clanses 103, 104—agveed to.

Clause 105—Prohibition of strikes or
lockouts -

Hon. FRANK WILSON : It might be
desirable that after the word *‘ person '
in line 1 of Subclause 1 the following
words should be added:—*“Or in.
dustrial union, or association, or branch
thereof respectively.” This part dealt
with offences, but the clause as drafted
referred only to the individual and not
to the different unions and societies
which the Bill wasTestablishing. /

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
word “ person' asused in an Act of
Parliament did not mean merely an
individual, but implied any corporate
body or combination of individuals
which might act as an individual. For
the purpose of the Bill & union was &
person. ‘‘ Person® included a corpor-
ation, compsny, or union. That was

[ASSEMBLY.]

covered by the general Interpretation
Act. He intended to alter the penalty,
and to alter Clause 111.

Hon. Frank Wilson : Are you going to
reduce them ?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: In the
case of a uwnion or industrial association
he would make the penalty £100 instead
of £50, and in the case of an individual
reduce it to £10. With the object of
inoluding paragraph (¢) of Subclause 1
in Clause 114 at a later stage he moved
an amendmeént—

That paragraph (¢) of Subclause 1
be struck out.

Amendment passed.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL moved
a further amendment—

That the words " fifty pounds’ at
the end of Subclause 1 be struck out and
the words *' in the case of an employer
or industrial union or association one
hundred pounds and in other cuases len
pounda '’ be inserted in leu.
Amendment passed.

Mr. MUNSIE moved an amendment—

That the words at the end of Sub-
clause 3 *“ unless he proves that he so
acted withoul the intent of aiding in the
strike or lockout™ be struck out.

It was only fair that until anyone was
proved guilty. he should be regarded as
innocent. The inclusion of the words
in question would mean that & man would
be considered guity until he proved his
innocence.

Amendment pessed ; the clause =aa
amended agreed to.

Clauses 106 to 109—agreed to.

Clause 110—Power to make orders for
obgervance of awards and agreements or
to restrain bremches of Act:

The ATTORNEY GENERAL moved
an amendment—

That the following proviso be added to
Subclause 1 *‘ Provided that any appli-
cation by an industrial union or associa-
tion for an order under this section shall
be under the seal of the union or associa-
tion and signed by the secretary and
chairman.”

The terms of the amendment disclosed



[29 Avgpst, 1912.]

The ATTORNEY GENERAL moved

& further amendment—

That the following be inserted after
Subclause 2 —** (3.} Any of the powers
of the court under this section may be
exercised by the president in chambers,
but any order made by the president
hereunder may be discharged by the
court on the application of any party
or person affected.”

This wounld bring it into line with what
the Committee had already passed in
other gections, giving the president the
power of the court in certain cases, but
submitting the president's decision in
the event of an injunction or mandamus
to the revision of the court. This was
the wusual procedure in the ordinary
courts. :

Amendment passed ;
smended agreed to.

Clause 111—Disability upon contra-
vention of preceding provisions or wilful
breach of award or sgreement :

The ATTORNEY GENERAL : It was
desired to take this matter out of the
hends of courts of summary jurisdiction.
As the clause stood the most important
matters affecting industrial strife could
be taken into any of the ordinary courts.
Matters of such importance as strikes,
lock-outs, instigations, or aids to any of
them should be only within the juris-
diction of the Arbitration Court. He
moved an amendment—

That the word * any > between ** by ™’
and “court™ in line 1 be struck out,
and the word ‘‘ the  <nserted in lieu.
Amendment passed.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL moved
a further amendment—

That the words in lines 2 and 3 ' any

of the preceding provisions of this part

or of wilful default in compliance with
any award ”’ be struck out, and the words

* gection one hundred and five ” inserted

n Ligu.

The effect would be to limit it to Jock-
outs and strikes or aiding or inciting.

Amendment passed.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL moved
& further amendment—

the clause as

That the words at the beginning of

Subclause 2 ' Such court or *' be struck
out.
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This amendment was consequential.
Amendment passed.
Hon. FRANK WILSON : There was a
penalty of £20 which was haerdly in keep-
ing with the amendment already carried.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: If a
member of a union ignored his union
and all obligations to this measure and
incited to a strike the penelty should be
not only one for committing that act,
but also for failing to observe the penalty
inflicted. TFor instance, it was provided
that such & man should cease to be &
member of any union, and if he did not
cease the penalty was £20. It was really
& penalty for disobeying an order of the
court, He moved a further amend.
ment—

That the following be added to stand
as Subclause 3:—*‘ No order shall be
made subjecting an offender {fo dis-
abilities under this section if such
offender shall prove that his offence was
commiited pursuant to and in com-
pliance with a resolution passed by an
industrial union or association whilst
such offender was a member thereof.”

In other words the union would take
the responsibility if the offender had
acted ag an officer of the union. Subse-
quently the offender would have to take
his portion of the fine if it were passed on
40 him.

Amendment passed ;
amended agreed to.

Clauses 112 and 113—agreed to.

Clause 114—Penalties for obstrueting
officers and similar offences :

+ The ATTORNEY GENERAL moved
an amendment—

That in line 3 of paragraph (e) after
the word ** Aet ™' the words “ or wilfully
disobey any order of the court™ be in-
serted.

Amendment passed ; the clause aa
amended agreed to.

Clanses 115 to 128—agreed to.

New claugse—Attachment of wages to
satisfy penalties :

Hon. FRANK WILSON moved-—

That the following be added to stand
as Clause 95 :—*(1.) If any court im-
poses any penally on any persom for a
breach of any indugirial cward or agree-

the clause as
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ment, or for any offence against this
Act, such court may therewpon or at any
time thereafter make an order charging
any portion of the wages of such person
. (whether then earned or owing or to be
thereafter earned or to become owing, and
whether under any then existing contract
of service or under any contract of service
to be thereafter entered imto} with pay-
ment of such penalty and of any costs of
the proceedings in which the penally
was tmposed.
(2.) Such charges shall have priority
over any assignment, charge, or other
disposition of such wages given or made,
whether before or after making of the
charge,
(3.) After the making of such charge
any employer of the person affected shall
if he has received notice of the charge
pay to suck officer as the charging order
specifies such portion of the wages of
such person as the order directs, and
such poyment shall be made from time
to time by the employer as the wages
become due and payable ag long as the
charge coniinues.
(4.) No charging order shall be made
after this section except in respect of
the surplus of his wages above the sum
of two pounds @ week in the case of a
worker whe is married or i3 a widower
or widow with children, or above the
sum of one pound a week in the case of
any other worker.”
It was provided in the Bill that the
court might impose the penalty upon
individual members of the union, up to
£10, but there was no provision for
collecting that amount from the sub-
sequent earnings of the offending mem-
ber. This proposed new clause was taken
from the New Zealand Act, which, it
was understood, had been largely follow-
ed in the drafting of the Bill. We had
given the court power to fine any indi-
vidual member of the union, and to be
logical we must give the court power
to collect that fine. There would be
great difficulty in collecting it except by
attaching portion of the offender’s wages.

Mr. O’Loghlen : Suppose that through
ill-health the offender is unable to work ?

Hon. FRANK WILSON : Then the
court could not attach anything. It was

[ASSEMBLY.]

a reasonable condition. It was no use
imposing penalties unless they could be
collected.

Mr. O’Loghlen : How could the court
collect against an employer ?

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The em-
ployer’s assets could be sold, his very
house could be sold. The proposed new
clause would be found in the New Zea-
land Act. '

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
Bill as it stood was sufficient to meet all
requirements. Clause 94. which had been
agreed to, provided that all property
belonging to any person bound by any
judgment of the court should be avail-
able towards satisfaction of the judg-
ment ; and if this were not sufficient to
fully satisfy that judgment it was pro-
vided that the members of the union
should be jointly and severally liable
for the deficiency, up to an amount of
£10. .

Hon. Frank Wilson : It does not give
power to levy on their earnings.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: One
expected reform already in the air
was the abolition of the process of gar-
nisheeing wages. The garnishee system
was unpopular everywhere, and would
have to go.

Hon. Frank Wilson: Then you will
have to abolish eredit also.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL : Solong
as there was an assurance that everybody
would be able to earn a wage, the abo-
lition of credit might prove to be a very
good thing, The danger of the garnishee
process was that it would punish the
innocent, the wives and the children.
It was desirable to get hold of a man's
available property in satisfaction of a
judgment, but it was also eminently
desirable that that man should continue
supporting his wife and children. .

Hon. Frank Wilson: What are you
going to levy on ?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: If
such a man had not sufficient property
to make up £10 a¢ the time of the judg-
ment, it was reasonable to assume that
he would acquire it before very long.

" The method outlined in the proposed new

clause ceorried vindictiveness into the
household. Moreover, if a member of a
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union wilfully disobeyed an order of the
court, he brought himself under another
penalty ; and it was to be remembered
that the president of the Arbitration
Court had the same power of punishment
as had a judge in a court of record.

Mr. FOLEY : It was to be hoped that
the Committee would not accept the
proposed new clause. All through the
Bill the penalties provided went to show
that at least the members of the Minis-
terial side of the House were sincere in
their endeavours to put on the statute-
book a measure that would be of some
use. There were already three penalty
clauses in the Bill which could be applied
to any individual, and he would not be
a party to the addition of any further
penalty. He trusted there would be no
further penslties imposed on members
of unions or employers than were already
contained in the Bill. The amendment
proposed that & man should not only
be penalised for deing something in con-
travention of the Act, perhaps on con.
scientions grounds, but it also aimed at
penalising his family, No more scan-
dalous proposal had ever been brought
forward.

Hon. FRANK WILSON : The amend-
ment was not & penalty clause at all.
It merely provided the machinery to
collect the penalty when i. had been
imposed under the clauses inserted by
the Attorney General. If the hon. mem-
ber had reviled the Attorney General
and his colleagues and other members
of his own party, who had introduced the
measure, a3 the unionists had done on the
goldfields recently, one could have under-
stood it, but the hon. member had waited
until the Bill was passed with all the
penaliies attached. No doubt ecaucus
had brought the whip to bear on him as
on other hon. members,

Mr. Foley : That is absolutely untrue.

The CHAIRMAN : The hon. member
must withdraw thet word “ untrue.”

Mr. Foley : I withdraw it under the
Standi.ng QOrders. PRI

The CHATRMAN : The hon. member
must withdraw it without qualifications
at all.

Mr. Foley : I will withdraw it.

A A ]
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The CHAIRMAN : The hon, member
must rise to his feet when addressing the
Chair.

Mr. Foley: | withdraw.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The hon.
menber was to be sympathised with in his
distress, The time when the hon. member
should have raised his Hag and yelled out
his heroies was when the Bill was going
throngh Committee, but at that stage his
voice was rarely heard. Vague mutterings
and sultry signs of thunder bad been
heard as to wbat would be done if the
Altorney General dared to bring forward
these penalty clauses, but the atmosphere
had cleared as if by the touch of a magic
wand,

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
is not in order in dealing with clauses
alrendy passed.

Hon., FRANK WILSON: The irrita-
tion of the hon, member was aroused be-
eause of a harmless ¢lanse taken from Lhe
legislation of democratic New Zealand, Lo
enable the court to colleet the penalties
which it imposed, and which hon. memn-
bets had said it was right to eollect for
offences under the Act. Members knew
that any eourt could garnishee a man's
enrnings, and they also knew that folly
90 per cent. of the single men, who were
generally the cause of all the trouble, who
ruled caueus and who ruled the meetings
of unions whieh brought their members
into trouble,.bad nothing but their earn-
ings to be levied upon if a penalty was
imposed. Why should not the court bave
the right to garnishee a percentage of the
earmings of n man when he was liable for
i penalty under the Aet. What was the
good of imposing-a penalty if it counld not
be colleeted. A man could be earning £35
per week and snap his fingers at the court
because it could nol eollect the fine.

Mr. Lander: Do you think that a mar-
ried man could live on £2 a week?

Hon. FEANK WILSON: The hen.
member, by bis appearance, could live
well on half’ a sovereign. This provision *
held a place in the New Zealand Aet, and
why shonld it not be inserted in this Bill?

The Premier: If we accept this, will
you aceept New Zealand provisions in

- fatnre?
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Hon, FRANK WILSON: No.

The Premier: Then why argue thal
way?

Hon, FRANK WILSON: The Premier
was responsible for his own Bill, If he
(Mr, Wilson) had been in power, he
would not have introdueed this Bill at all,
but would have vepealed the existing Act.

The CHATRMAN: The bon. member

most confine his remarks to the new
clause.
Hon. FRANK WILSON: Let hon.

members put away any ideas of bitter
party feeling, and consider whether Lhe
court should not be given power to colleet
a penalty when it had been imposed.

Mz, FOLEY: On the second reading,
the penalty clauses had been adversely
criticised by lim, but sinee then the At-
torney General and other members had
seen the wisdom of amending several of
thosa elauses. Had they not heen amended,
the leader of the Opposition might have
heard some of the Ministerial members
speaking against them.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
is nol speaking ro the amendment.

New clause put and negatived.

Postponed Clanse 37—Parties to agree-
ment may be added:

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: A pro-
mise had been made that an amendwent
would be drafted, but that had been
overlooked. However. an amendment
would be prepared in accordance with the
remarks made by the member for Mur-
chison during the Committee stage, and
it could be dealt with when the Bill was
re-committed.

Clause put and passed.

Schedule, Title—agreed to.

Bill reported with amendments.

BILL—PEARLING.
In Commiltee.

Debate resumed from fhe 20th Angust;
Mr. Holman in the Chair, the Minister for
Works in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 54 to 56—agreed to.
(lause 57T—Revocable licenses:

[ASSEMBLY.]

Mr. MALE moved an amendment—

That all the words after “containgd”
im line 1 be siruck out, and the follow-

ing ingerted in liew:—an inspector
may without payment of any fee issue

a permit for a period wot erceeding

four months o any person which shall,

whilst in force, authorise such person to
use a diving apparatus and dive for
pearls and pearl shell and to be em-
ployed by anyone for that purpose, but
any such permit may be revoked by any
inspector at any lime and for any
reaton or without amy reason being
assigned.”’
The amendment was to enable provision
to be made for probationary divers, so
thal permits might be granied to them
while learning the business of diving.
Without the amendment it would be neees-
sary for such men to take out full divers’
licenses, and it would be wrong and mis-
leading to give a full license to men who
were unable to dive.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
clause had been drafted with the inten-
tion of providing for a probationary
period, and as the amendment made the
meaning clearer he had no objection to
it.

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clauses 58, 59—agreed to.

Clanse 60—J"earl dealers' licenses to be
granted in pearling:

Mr. GARDINER moved an amend-
ment—

That the following proviso be added:
—“Provided that no pearl dealers’ li-
cense shall be granted or transferred o
& person who is licensed to sell intoxi-
cating liguor under a publican’s general,
wayside house, Australian wine and
beer or Austalian wine license, and if
any holder of a pearl dealer’s license
becomes so licensed to sell intoxicating
liquor, his pearl dealer's license shall
thereupon become absolutely void”

It was most undesirable that persons who
held licenses to sell spirituons Lquors
should hold licenses to deal in gems.
Many wrong actions were committed, pro-
bably owing to the fact that gems were
negotiated for in public houses.
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Amendment passed;
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 61—Pearls not to be bought or
sold north of 27 degrees 8. lat., except
by or to a licensed dealer:

Mr, MALE: Sinee be had spoken on
the second reading he had found that
pearlers had pernsed the measure and
were strongly of opinion that the penalty
should be more severe, One of the objects
of the Bill was to endeavour to suppress
illicit dealing, and the penalty suggested
by the pearlers was £500 with or without
imprisonment at the diseretion of the
cownrt. As it was difficult to prevent pearl
stealing, there would be ne harm in adopt-
ing the higher penalty. He moved an
amendment—

That the word “one” after “penalty”
be struck out and the word “five” in-
serted in liew.

Mr. GARDINER : There was no neces-
sity for the amendment. A penalty of
£100 would prove as great a deterrent as
the heavier one. He opposed the amend-
ment.

Mr. MeDONALD: Quite recently in
Fremantle a man was offered a parcel of
pearls at £8 a ounce. He did nof know
the value, but the faet was mentioned
to bim as being something extraordinary.
The man in question thought illicit pearl
dealing would be entirely prevented by
this measure. The heavier penalty was
fairly just, althongh he would not throw
the onug of proof on the person in whose
possession pearis were found.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: There
was no necessity for sueh a high penalty
though he would not oppose a slight in-
crease. When fizing pepalties we shonld
take ipte consideration the value of the
article.

The Premier: Properly is more sacred
than life with some members.

The Minister for Works: Make it £200.

Mr. MALE: In .the eireumstances he
wonld agres to inserting “two? .instead of
“five.”

Amendment (as altered) put and
passed; the elanse, as amended, agreed
to.

Clause 62—Certain persons prohibited
from selling pearls:

the clanse, as
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Mr. MALE moved an amendment—
That the word “one™ after “penalty”
be struck ocut and “two” inserted in
lieu.
Amendment passed;
amended, agreed to.
Clauses 63 to 65—agreed to.
Clause 66—Pear] dealers’ book:

Mr. MALE moved an amendment—
That the following subclause be ad-
ded:—*(2.) Every licensed pear! dealer
shall immediately after the importation
by him of a pearl make an entry in his
book of such importation in the pre-
scribed form, and giving the prescribed
particulars. Penalty: Twenty pounds.

the clanse, as

A record of this deseription was necessary
in order to prevent confusion.

Amendment passed; the clanse, as
amended, agreed to.

Mr. Green called attention to the state
of the House.

Bells rung and a quornm formed.

Clauses 67 to 74—agreed to.

Clanse 76—All pearl fishers {c enter
info a pearling agreement:

Mr. MALE: At a previous stage he
had pointed out that it wonld be advis-
able to deleie the whole of Part 3 of the
Bill. ‘He had since had an opportunity
of communicating with the pearlers, who
bad borne out his eontention. They con-
gidered it was extremely desirable that the
Bill should in no way interfere with the
peculiar position of the pearlers and the
men they employed from outside the
State, or with the relationship between the
pearlers and the Commonwealth. The
pearlers were anxious that nothing shounld
be done which would confliet with their
arrangements with the Commonwealth.
It would be much simpler to maintain the
present condition than to make any al-
tarations. The Bill eonferred no addi-
tional benefit, while Part 3 might lead to
considerable inconvenience. By the Ap-
plication Act of 1003 Part 2 of the Mer-
chant Shipping Act had been made to
apply to all British ships in Western
Aunstralia which, of eourse, ineclnded the
pearling boats. It would be much simpler
and better to allow the existing arrange-
ments to continne.



1400

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: It
would be found that the Bill was designed
to continue the existing conditions which
were earried out by the pearlers through
the shipping masters at the
ports. The proposal in the Bill was that
the work should be done before the resi-
dent magistrate instead of the shipping
master, and this represented practically
the only difference between the Bill and
the existing conditions. The point, how-
ever, was that the existing conditions had
been adopted by the pearlers as a matter
of choice, and not as a matter of com-
pulsion. The hon, member was of
opinion that the Merchant Shipping Aet
covered the pearling industry, and that
the existing conditions were carried out
by the pearlers under compulsion of the
provisions of that Aet; but the Crown
Soliciter was strongly of opinion that
that Aet did not apply to the pearling
industry. The Crown Solicitor had
pointed ont that the Merchant Shipping
Act only applied io those vessels in West
Australian waters which were referred to
as foreign going ships or home trading
ships, and that neither of these terms
could be applied to a pearling lngger.
Consequently it was clear that the pre-
sent conditions were not eompulsory, and.
as a matter of faect, any of the pearlers
could go before a shipping master and
decline to do anything more than they
were compelled to perform under the
apreement with the Commonwealth au-
thorities. Under the permit granted by
the Commonwealth aunthorities an agree-
ment was entered into at Singapore by
each Asiatic who was coming to work
on the luggers, and that agreemeni was
again registered before the shipping mas-
ter. That was all that was now pro-
posed. We could not interfere with any
arrangement between the pearlers and the
Commonwealth anthorities. All that was
proposed was to enforce by law that
which had been observed by choice for
so many years. On the second reading
he had said that if he found the existing
conditions were satisfactory and had the
force of law he would be prepared to de-
lete Part 3 as being superfluous; how-
ever, as the result of ingumiry, he had

various
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learnt that the exising conditions were
observed by choice, and were not compul-
sory, and for this reason he now re-
garded Part 3 as being essential.

Mr. MALE: While recognising the
good intentions of the Minister he was
convinced that the Mipister’s views were
not quite right, notwithstanding the legal
advice obtained. A good deal depended
the definition of West Australian waters,
and to what extent Western Aus-
tralia had eontrol over the pearling boats.
Qnite recently the opinion had been given
hefure a commission that the Federal de-
partment had no control over the pearling
hoats outside the three-mile limit, If
this were so he was afraid the State Gov-
ernment had no control either, and there-
fore these hoats might be termed foreign
going, seeing that they worked outside
the three-mile limit, and so be brought
under the Application Aet. In that casze
the existing eonditions would be found
better than Pari 3 of the Bill. However, il
was a highly technica] point. Knowing
that the DMinister’s intentions were to
meet the pearlers rather than to harass
them, he would be content if the Min-
ister were to assure him that in the event
of his {Mr. Male’s) views being found
to be correct the necessary alteration
would be made later on.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: In
view of the emphatic nature of the
opinion given by the Crown Solicitor,
there was but little room to fear that any
mistake had been made by the legal ad-
visers, The Crown Solicitor had defi-
nitely stated that a pearling lugger did
not come within the seope of the Mer-
chant Shipping Aet as applied in West-
ern Australia, and the Government were
bound to adopt the Crown Solicitor's ad-
vice. Therefore it was not easy to hold
out to the hon. member any hope of
Part 3 being deleted. No alteration was
being made in the existing conditions, the
only difference being that in future those
conditions would be enforced. He pur-
posed moving that the words “magistrate
or inspector” should be struck out wher-
ever met with in the various clauses, and
“superintendent” inserted in liew, with
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the object of allowing the existing condi-
tions to continue,

Clause put and passed.

Clause 76—agreed to.

Clanse 77—Mode of entering
aurcement :

The MINISTER FOR WOQRKS moved
an amendment— -

That in line 2 of Subclause 2 and in
line 2 of Subclause 3 the words
“magistrate or inspecior” be struck out
and “supermtendent” inserted in liew.
Amendment passed,

The MINISTER FOR WORKS moved
a further amendment—

That the following be added, to stand
as Suiclause 5 —"The duty of super-
intendent under this part shall be per-
formed by such person as the Governor
may from time lo time appoint.”

The object of this was to permit the
Government to utilise the officer most
suitable in the varions ports. It was not
proposed to make any alteration in the
existing conditions,
Amendment passed;
amended agreed to.

The CHATIEMAN: Tn the sncceeding
clauses the striking out of the words
“magistrate ov inspector” and the inser-
tion of “superiniendent” in lien thereof
would be taken as conseguential. Wher-
ever those words appeared in this part
they would be amended.

Claunses 78 to 83—agreed to.

Clause 84—Paymeni of wages:

Mr. MALE: The eclause was not in
accordance with the present agreement.
It provided that wages should be paid at
iutervals not exceeding one monih. Thai
would be impossible; for the boats were
often out for several months at a time.
If the Minister would agree to substitute
six months for one month it would over-
come the difficulty. Boats often went out
in April or May and did not return till
the end of August. The men obtained
what money they required ontside, but
not the foll amouni due to them until they
came in,

The Minister for Works: This applies
only to when they require it. They are
not likely to ask for it,

into
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Mr, MALE: There would be no objec-
tion to the provision standing if an
amendment were made to paragraph (b.)
of Subclause 3, the effect of which was
that no deduction should be made from
any wages except in respeet of money
paid to the pearl fisher in the presence
and with the consent of a magistrate ot
inspector. Often the magistrate or in-
spector would not be on the pearling
ground when the men wanted the money,
and therefore it wonld be impossible for
them to get any money at all when they
wera outside. In regard to the final pay-
ment it was right that it should take
place in ihe presence of the superintend-
ent, and the men had to agree to the ttems
on their account before the shipping
master would pay them off.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
provision for monthly payments applied
ounly to cases when the men required the
money, so consequently there was no need
for altering the term to six months. TIn
regard to paragraph (b.) there did not
appear to be any necessity for the reten-
tion of the words *in the presence and
with the consent of a magistrate or in-
spector” becanse, if the final sebflement,
which had to take place before the super-
intendent was correct, that was a sufficient
check,

Mr. GARDINER: There could be no
objection to the amendment to paragraph
{b.) suggested by the member for Kim-
berley.

On motion by Mr., MALE, paragraph
(b.) of Subclanse 3 amended by striking
oul the words “in the presence and with
the consent of a magistrate or inspector.”

Mr. MALE moved a further amend-
ment—

That the following words be added to
paragraph  (c.) :—*which prices shull
not exceed the prices charged by the
local slores for similar articles, plus 10
per cent.”

The 10 per eent. covered the eost of taking
the goods to the pearling grounds and ths
amendment would make the clanse in con-
formity with the Commonwealth regula-
tions,

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
amendment could not be accepted. So
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far as Broome was eoncerned there was
sufficient competition between the various
colours to keep the prices reasonable, but
where in other ports there was only one
firm operating the rates eharged were ex-
orbitant and it would bhe unfair to allow
a 10 per cent, advance on them. What-
ever might be the praetice at Broome, the
pearlers at the other poris did not buy
their goods locally but bought direet either
from Fremantle or Singapore, and theve-
fore the rates they charged the men were
not governed by the prices at the loeal
stores. It would be preferable to leave
the matter of prices to the judgment of
the superintendent. There was evidence
that exorbitant prices were charged and
that sometimes the men returned from
outside actually in debt. It was desirable
that the superintendent should have
power to check that sort of thing.

Mr, MALE: So far as Broome was ¢on-
cerned the provision was fairly right, and
the pearlers were already controlled by
the Federal regulations. In regard to the
other pearling grounds, he did not think
the slop chest existed to any extent. His
idea was that the amendment would de-
fine more clearly what reasonable prices
were, hut he would not press the point.

Amendment put and negatived.

Clause as previously amended put and
passed.

Clauses 85 to 95—agreed to.

Clause 96—.Appeal from order forbid-
ding use of gear:

Mr, MALE: It would be impossible to
tuke the ship’s gear before a magistrate
at Roebourne or Onslow, and in any case
the magisirate might not be qualified to
superintend the fest. The position might
be met by adding afier ‘‘magistrate” the
words “or person appointed by him for
that purpose.”

The Minister for Warks: I have no
objection,

On motion by Mr. MALE, -clause
amended by adding after “magistrate” in
line 5 the words “or other person ap-
pointed by him for that purpose”

Clause as amended put-and passed.

Clauses 97, 93, 99—agreed to.

Clanse 100-—Governor may preseribe
sizes of pearl shell:
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On motion by the MINISTER FOR
WORKS, clause amended by adding the
following subcelause :—

(4.) If any pearl shell of dimensions
below the preseribed minimum has been
taken or obtained contrary to any pro-
clamation under this section such pearl
shell shall be forfeited to His Majesty,
and a decluration to that eff ect may be
made by any two justices of the peace
on the application of an inspector in
the prescribed manner,

Clanse as amended put and passed,
Clauses 101 to 108—agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: The member for
Roebourne had ou the Notice Paper a new
clanse headed ‘“‘Royalty payable by licen-
sees.” It was not permissible for the hon.
member to move that amendment.
Although the Standing Orders did not
provide for a case like this, the first
Standing Order set out as a general rule
that nuless other provision was made the
usages of the House of Commons wers
to be obscrved. JMay stated on page
564— .

The prineiple that the sanction of
the Crown must be given to every grant
of money drawn from the public rev-
enue, applies equally to the taxation
levied to provide that revenue. No
meotion can therefore be made to impose
a tax, save by the Minister of Lhe
Crown, unless such tax be in substitu-
tion, by way of equivalent, for taxation
at that moment submitied to the con-
sideration of Parliament; nor can the
amount of the tax proposed on behalf
of the Crown bhe augmented, nor any
alteration made in the area of imposi-
tion. In like manner no increase ecan
be considered by the House, except on
the initiative of a Minister, acting on
behalf of the Trown, either of an exist-
ing, or of a new or Lemporary tax for
the service of the year; nor can a mem-
ber other than a Minister move for the
introduetion of a Bill framed to effect
a rednction of duties, which would in-
cidentally affect the increase of an ex-
isting duty or the imposition of a new
tax, although the aggregate amount of
imposition wonld be diminished by the
provisions of the Bill.
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This showed clearly that it was not
within the province of a private member
to move for the imposition of a new tax.
There was no doubt about the irtemtion
of the hon. member when he brought
forward the amendmeni, bevause he
stated definitely when speaking that
he considered the taxes derived were not
sufficient, and that he would move an
aemendment when the Bill reached the
Committee stage. It was clearly laid
down that a private mergber should not
move an amendment of this description.
Standing Order No. 171 of the Common-
wealth House of Representatives stated—
+ No amendment for the imposition or
for the inciease of a tax, rate, or duty
shall be proposed by any non-official
member in any Commitiee on any
Bill.

He ruled that the amendment wes oub’

of order on the grounds set forth in the
extract he had read from May.

Mr. GARDINER : Recognising that
the Chairman was acting in accordance
with the Congtitution he would bow to
the ruling. He felt keenly on this
question. The measure affected a large
portion of the constituency which he had
the honour to represent, and he desired
that the matter should be discussed by
the Committee. Therefore he appesled
to the Minister to receive the necessary
message from the Governor, and after the
other new clauses had been discussed to
report progress and allow this clause to be
introduced subsequently. He appealed
to the Minister not to make sany re-
duction in the amount, as it would be
irnpossible for a private member to move
for an increase, whereas if the Minister
would introduce the amendment it would
be quite compstent, if members desired,
to make & reduction. This was only
another indication of the urgent neces-
gity for amending the Constitution.
Although a number of members might
desire certain amendments to be moved,
if & minister objected—he did not con-
template any objection in this instance—
it would be utterly impossible to have
them brought forward and have them
discussed under the Chairman's ruling,
which ruling he belisved was correct.
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The CHATRMAN : The hon. member
wasy poing outside the point of making
an explanation.

Mr. GARDINER: Again he would
appeal to the DMinister for Works to
introduce the clause.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: For
the purpose of discussion he was willing
to have the question introduced, and he
proposed at a later stage to submit &n
amendment on somewhat similer lines
for the consideration of members. He
did not know whether the Committee
could proceed with other new clauses.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, there was
nothing before the Committee at the
present time.

New clause—Pearls not to be bought
or sold after 6 p.m. till 8 a.m. :

Mr. MALE moved an amendment—

That the jollowing be added to stand
as Clause 63 :—* No person whether a
licensed pearl dealer or not shall, at any
plade north of the twenty-seventh parallel
of South latitude buy or sell any pearl
after the hour of siz o’clock in the even.
ing tll eight o’clock in the morning,

Penalty : Fifty pounds.”

The object was to prevent dealing in
pearls except during the hours of day-
light.

Neow clause put and passed.
~ New clause—Pearling ships to have at
least one white man on board :—

Mr. GARDINER moved an amend-
ment— ’
That the following be added to stand

as Clause 103 :—° No person shall uge’
a ship Jor pearling or permit a ship to be
80 used or send or take any ship to sea for
the purpose of being so used unless the
wmaster or one of the crew i a man of the
white or European race. Penalty:
Twenty pounds.”

There were & great number of pearling
boats working on the coast and meany
were worked entirely by Asiatics. One
fairly large fleet did not employ a single
white man directly or indirectly ashore
or at sea. At Broome a number of the
pearlers insisted wpon one white man
being on board the bosts but in other
cases they did not. Seeing that they
were working in British waters it was
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reasonable to provide that one of the
crew should be a white man.

Mr. MALE : While approving of the
principle of encouraging the employment
of white labour as far as possible he was
not in agreement with the new clause.
The majority of the pearlers in Broome
employed & white man on each boat for
the purpose of shell cpening. He moved
. an amendment to the proposed new
clause—

That the words ** use @ ship for pearl
ing or permit a ship to be 80 used or *’ be
struck out. :

The boats came in during December for
the lay-up season. There was no shell-
opening to be done during the months
they were laid up and many of the men
liked to spend Christmas in the South.
If the amendment were carried, the new
clause would apply only to ships going
to sea.

Mr. GARDINER: The amendment
made very little difference, and the clause
would still effect his object to provide
for & white man being on board each ship
while at sea.

Amendment (Mr. Male's) put and
passed.

Mr. MALE : If the hon. member pro-
vided for one white man to every two
boats, he would support the new clause.

Mr. Gardiner No.

Mr. MALE : There was a number of
achooners from which pearling hoats
worked. 1In one case there were twenty
working boats, and there would not be
enough work for twenty white men as
motor launches were run to collect the
shell and take it to the schooners. To
overcome any hardship he moved an
amendmment to the proposed new clause—

That the following proviso be added ~—
 Provided however that where the ships
are working from a schooner or tender
there shall be engaged on such schooner
or ships at least one white or European
man for each two boats, and a minimum
of mot less than four while men or

European men in all."’

The minimum was made because a
schooner might have six working boats
and that would provide for only - three
white men. .
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+ Mr. Lander : Would the white men on
the motors count ?

Mr. MALE : Yes, there would be only
one on each motor.

Mr. Lander: That would make one
man to three boats.

Mr. MALE: There were not meny
schooners or tenders working, buf where
a man had a fleet of twenty boats the
new clause would inflict unduwe hard-
ship.

Mr. GARDINER : If we insisted on
small pearlers having s white man on
each boat, the same should apply to the
man who had twenty boats. The latter
was better able to pay for them. He
would like to see more than one white
man on each luogger, but as he could not
see his way to make provision in that
direction he had contented himself with
moving for one. He did not feel disposed
to concede anything on the new clause.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : With
the proposal as outlined by the member
for Roebourne, he was inclined to agree,
because the proviso would relieve the hig
man and impose the full responsibility
on the small man.

Amendment (Mr.
negatived.

Mr. McDONALD : The penalty pro-
vided was scarcely sufficient. He moved
an amendment to the proposed npew
clause—

That the word ** twenty ' be struck out
and “ fifty "’ inserted in lieu.
Amendment passed; the new clause as

amonded agreed ¢o.

Progresa reported.

Male's) put and

House adjourned at 10-33 p.m.

—



