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up that freight, and if that were done, it
might be possible to exempt from land tax
those whose land is of small value.

Mr. Ackland: Have you not left out
some very important items in the cost of
production of wheat?

Mr. JOHNSON: I am dealing only with
freight.

Mr. Ackland: You are talking of the
cost of production.

Mr. JOHNSON: I am taking the figures
supplied by the Bureau of Agricultural
Statistics.

Mr, Ackland: Ours is a 12-bushel aver-
age instead of 16.

Mr. JOHNSON: That is all sllowed for.
Mr. Ackland: No.

Mr. JOHNSON: Yet, it is. I have the
figures and can show them to the hon.
member.

Mr. Court: Do you put this forward
as an argument for imposing a land tax
on agricultural land?

Mr. JOHNSON: 1 am saying that the
agricultural Industries are heavily subsi-
dised by the taxpayer and it is only just
that those engaged in agriculture should
join those of us in the metropolitan area
who pay the tax., It is just, honest, de-
cent and reasonable that they should pay
their share.

Mr. Court: You are overlooking one
mighty factor, that the wheat industry
subsidised this country to the extent of
a heavy sum at one stage.

Mr. Ackland: Yes, £230,000,000.
Mr. JOHNSON: A long time ago.
Mr. Ackland: Up to two years ago.

Mr. JOHNSON: I think even that is no
argument for failing now to do what is
just. These subsidies have been going
on since 1831; they have been going on
not only when times were prosperous In
the wheat industry and when it could
stand the cost, but when times were diffi-
cult, not only in the wheat industry but
with all of us. The wheat industry has
deserved well of the people of Western
Australia and it has been mighty well
treated. I feel that the whole of our agri-
cultural industry should get itself away
from the peasant outlook of crying all
the time, and should try to be realistic
and fair because of the wealth of this
country—not just the exportable wealth
but the real wealth; the national income
~—farm produce is not the major factor.

Mr. Ackland: There would be a lot
more unemployed in the metropolitan ares
if it were not for the wheat farmer.

On motion by Mr. Cornell, debate ad-
journed.

House adjourned at 11.36 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTIONS.

MILK,
Treatment Plants and Supplies to Schoois.

Hon. J. M. A. CUNNINGHAM asked the
Chief Secretary:

(1) Who is chairman of the School
Milk Advisory Committee?

(2) Is he the officer authorised to
finally approve a registered treatment
plant operator to supply school milk?

(3) Is it the policy of the Scheool Milk
Advisory Committee (o contract directly
with the treatment plants to supply school
milk?

(4> When a treatment plant licence is
issued to an operator, does this mean that
he has met all requirements of the Milk
Board of W.A.?

(5) Having obtained such a licence, is
there anything to debar a supplier from
contracting to supply school milk {f the
said milk is fit for human consumption
and for chiidren of pre-school age?

The CHIEF SECRETARY repiled:

(1) The Public Health Commissioner
or his representative.

(2) No. The Director of Education.

(3) There are no contracts for the
supply of liquid milk. The supply of liquid
milk to schools has been allocated by the
Education Department, In the case of
bottled pasteurised milk, to various treat-
ment plants and, for raw milk, to licensed
dairymen.
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(4) Not necessarily. The treatment
licence entitles the holder to treat milk
only in the manner specified in the
licence.

(5) Yes. This is dependent on the
manner of treatment specified in the
licence,

PUBLIC WORKS.
Deferred Payment Contracts.

Hon. J. McIl. THOMSON asked the Chlef
Secretary:

(1) Was the estimated expenditure of
£211,894 of deferred payment to builders
exceeded in the 1955-56 financial year;
if 50, to what extent; and what were the
contracts other than the 14 schools as de-
tailed in answer to my questions on the
10th August, 19557

(2) Of the contracts referred to ahove,
how many are completed?

{3) Have the contractors been paid in
full, including interest ‘on the contracts
completed ?

(4) If not, what is the balance ouistand-
Ing on

(a) contract figures;
(b) interest?

(5) What is the total figure pald by way
of interest to all contractors under the
defertred payment system since the 1952.
53 financial year, up to the end of the
1955-56 financial year?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:

(1) (a) Yes.

(b) £834,527 in accordance with the
undermentioned list.

{(2) Thirty-three contracts, including
the 14 referred to in question No. (1), have
been fully completed. Twenty-three other
contracts have been completed and are
under malntenance.

(3) Yes.
(4) Answered by No. (3).
(5) £11,115 11s. 11d.

Deferred Payment Contracts—
Subsequent to 10/8/55.

Contract. Amousnt.
Ashfield School—Additions 6,398
Belmont High School (1st

Section) ... 73,947
Belmont School—Addltlons 8,818
Beverley School—Additions 4,399
Bicton School—Additions ... 4,280
Brentwood New School ... 16,811
Bunbury High School—Ad-

ditions to Girls’ Hostel 9,650

Byford School—Additions .. 5,125
Cannington School—Ad-

ditions ... 8,753
City Beach—New School . 25,901
Coolbinnia School—Ad-

ditions ... 7,540
Dalkeith School—Additions 10,234
Darkan School—Additions 2,600

Dowerin School--Additions 4,350

(Back Beach)

Geraldton
New School

Glen Forest School—Ad-
ditions ..

Gnowangerup School—Ad-
ditions ...

Helena Valley School—Ad-
ditions

Kenwick School—Additions

Koonawarra—New School ..

Maddington School—Ad-
ditions .

Ma.nJimup—New High
School (1st Section) ...

Manning Park School—Ad-
ditions ...

Melville—New School

Merredin—New High School
(1st Section) ...

Midvale School—Additions

Moora—New School

Morley Park School-—Ad-
ditions ...

Mt. Helena School—Con-
vert Classroom for
Science ...

Northampton School—Ad-
ditions ...

North Cottesloe Schaol—
Latrines ...

North Innaloo School—Ad-
ditions ...

North Sca.rborough School—-
Additions

Palmyra SchooL——Addit.ions

Perenjori School—Additions

Redcliffe School—Additions

Riverton School—Additions

Roleystone—New School

South Kalgoorlie School—
Additions .

Stoneville Boys’ Home—New
School ...

Tuart Hill School—Latrines

Wagin School—Additions ...

Watheroo School—Additions

Welshpool School—Additions

Westminster School—Addi-
tions

Yericoin School—Additions

North Northam School—Ad-

ditions ...
Armadale Hospital—Addi-
tions
Bunbury Hospital—Addi-
tions

Bunbury Hospita.l—La.undry

Cunderdin Hospital—Nurses’
Quarters ...

Harvey Hospital—Nurses’
Quarters .

Moora Hosp ital Nurses’
Quarters .

Wyalkatchem Hospltal—Ad-
ditions ...

Whitby Palls Mental Hospl-
tal—Additions ...

Victoria Park Police Station
—Additions

Total
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18,181
3,577
3,766
5,060
4,622

15,073

10,987

58,900

9,039
19,987

-63,670
5,385
9,624

6,414

803
6,876
810
13,804
18,930
7,871
8,350
6,334
7,669
16,266
2,747
5,689
3,104
8,310
6,813
3,188

15,223
4,970

8,391
26,433

28,812
19,600

16,689
13,896
15,987
40,870
91,238

9,565

834,527
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STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION.
Closing Days of Session.

On motion by the Chief Secretary re-
solved:

That during the remainder of the
session so much of the Standing
Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable Bills to be passed through
all stages in any one sitting, and
all messages from the Legislative As-
sembly to be taken into considera-
tion forthwith.

ADDITIONAL SITTING DAY.

On motion by the Chief Secretary re-
solved:

That for the remainder of the ses-
sion, the House, unless otherwise
ordered, shall meet for the despatch
of business on Fridays at 2.30 pm.
in addition to the ordinary sitting
days.

BILLS (2)—THIRD READING.

1, Criminal Code Amendment (No. 2).
2, Licensing Act Amendment (No. 4).

Returned to the Assembly with an
amendment,

BILL—ARCHITECTS ACT
AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. G.
Fraser—Waest) [440] in moving the sec-
ond reading said: This Bill does not con-
tain any major amendments. In 1921,
when the parent Act was passed, the
Royal Australian Institute of Architects
had not been formed, and it was not
possible, therefore, to include a provision
that- membership of the institute was a
qualification for registration as an archi-
tect. Now that the institute is in exist-
ence, it is considered desirable that mem-
bership of that association should be a
qualification, and the Bill provides that
this shall be so0.

Another amendment seeks to give the
Architects’ Board more control over the
architects registered with the board and
more power to prevent unprofessional con-
duct. The board has reported that some
registered architects have been guilty of
actions described as unprofessional and
unfair to fellow architects and the pub-
lic, and that the board should be enabled
to deal with such instances.

The Bill seeks to enlarge the definition
of “misconduct” in Section 21 of the Act
to give the board the power to discipline
its members. At present the Act pro-
vides that application must be made to
the Supreme Court to discipline a mem-
ber; but in the Bill provision is made that
the Architects’ Board shall be empowered
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to take this action, and the aggrieved per-
son will be given the right to appeal to
a magistrate if he disagrees with the de-
cision.

A similar provision is contained in the
Builders’ Registration Act whereby the
Builders’ Registration Board has the power
to deregister a builder, the aggrieved per-
son having the right of appeal to a magis-
trate against the decision.

Section 21 details those acts and prac-
tices by architects which asre prohibited
and are deemed to be misconduct. A new
section is proposed by the Bill for the
purpose of amplifying that definition. This
includes the acceptance of reward, either
direet or indirect, other than professional
remuneration; the acceptance of architect-
ural werk on condition that the architect
will receive & discount, gift, or commission
from the contractor or tradesman; and
fallure to disclose direct or indirect
pecuniary interest in material used in con-
nection with the work.

The Government was advised that some
architects advocated the use of certain
materials; and, as a reward, required an
additional return, elther directly or iIn-
directly, from the use of those materials.
That is regarded as misconduct, or un-
professional conduet, and it is desired to
prevent It. An architect should be re-
munerated in accordance with the scale of
fees for the work he does; and should not
endeavour {o ecarrry out work cheaply and
then make up the difference by indirect
returns from the use of certain materials,
or certain other items in the construction.

The proposed new section also treats
advertising as misconduct unless the
advertising is approved by the board.
Failure on the part of a man to advise the
cancellation of his qualification on which
he was admitted as an architect—or, in
other words, continuing to hold himself
out as an architect when no longer entitled
to do so—ls also included in the category
of misconduct.

An architect might be negligent with the
result that the owner of a building suffers
loss and damage. There is power to take
actton against the architect who is re-
sponsible for such loss or damage and to
protect members of the general public who
engage architects to watch their interests.

The Architects’ Board was desirous that
no person other then an architect should
do work that architects normally carry out,
but the Government did not consider that
such a severe restriction should he applied.
However, it was considered that it was a
fair and reasonable proposition that a
person who was not an architeet should
rot masquerade as an architect; and the
purpese of this amendment is to glve
power to the board to deal with any cases
where that happens.

If there are people who desire to deslgn
buildings the Bill will not prevent them
from doing so, unless they allege they are
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architects. If they describe themselves as
architects and endeavour to obtain busi-
ness on such false pretences, the amend-
ment will give the board power to take
action. But any person, such as an
engineer, who wishes to design a building
for someone else can still do so, so long
as he does it in his proper capacity and
does not assert he is an architect.

The Architects' Association considered
that it and the general public should be
protected from self-described architects.
If a person engages the services of such a
person and then discovers he is not an
architect, there is no remedy.

However, the Bill will not prevent any
member of the public from utllising the
service of any person other than an
architect to design a building, provided
he is aware the person is not a qualified
architect. I move—

That the Bill be now read a second
time.

On motion by Hon. Sir Charles Latham,
debate adjourned.

BILL—ROYAL COMMISSIONERS'
POWERS ACT AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.

HON. L. C, DIVER (Central) [4.45) In
moving the second reading sald: This is
a very small Bill, which has been brought
down in consequence of an experience I
had arising out of the appointment last
year of a select committee of this House
to Inquire into petrol marketing. Owing
to the rising of Parliament, it was neces-
sary for that select committee to be con-
verted into an Honorary Royal Commis-~
slon in order that it might complete its
investigations,

Amongst other things, the majority of
this select committee, on being appointed
an Honorary Royal Commission, decided
that counsel should be allowed to assist
the various parties,. With the passage of
time, it was suggested fhat certain parties,
through their counsel, would insist on all
of the commissioners being present; other-
wise they would not constitute the Royal
Commission created by the Government.

I therefore made certain representa-
tions to the Crown Law Department with
a view to ascertalning the position: and
I was informed that, if the various parties
insisted that all the commissioners be
present at the hearings, it would be wise
if I did not challenge them. In oather
words, the Royal Commissioners’ Powers
Act was meant to apply in the singular
and not in the plural. It makes no allow-
ance for a body of commissioners to make
an inquiry, There is no provision in the
Aet as to what constitutes a quorum.

Subsequently, I conveyed my experience
to the leader of my party who, in turn,
introduced this measure in another place,
with a view to avoiding a repetition in
future of such events, should either House
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of Parliament appoint a select commiitee
which is eventually turned into an Hon-
orary Royal Commission. If the measure
is agreed to, so long as & majority of
members of the Honorary Royal Commis-
sion are present at a sitting or meeting
that shall be sufficient and its decision
shall be final.

Had this measure been passed last ses-
sion I have no doubt that the Honorary
Royal Commission into petrol marketing
would have completed its work at least one
month earlier than it did, as, owing to
the calls on the time of various members
of that commission, it was difficult to get
the whole filve members assembled to-
gether at a given date for the purpose
of hearings such as were held.

The measure wili not interfere with the
present requirements regarding the re-
port of an Honorary Royal Commission,
inasmuch as in the event of there not
being & unanimous report, it will be
necessary for a minority report to be sub-
mitted. One paragraph of a letter received
by Hon. A, P, Watts from the Crown Soli-
citor reads— .

The proposed new sectlon is ex-
pressed to be for the purposes of this
Act and since the report of the com-
mission is not mentioned in the Act
a decistion of the majority would not
bind the commlission in the matter of
its report.

Consequently there need be no fear that
the passage of the Bill will have any effect
on the final report of such Royal Com-
mission. I move—

That the Biil be now read a second
time.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee, elc.

Bill passed through Committee without
debate, reported without amendment and
the report adopted.

Bill read a third time and passed.

BILL—TRADE DESCRIPTIONS AND
FALSE ADVERTISEMENTS ACT

AMENDMENT,

Second Recding.
THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. G.
Fraser—West) [4.55] in moving the

second reading said: This small Bill is
introduced as 8 result of representations
made to the Minister for Labour by
a deputation representative of the W.A.
Chamber of Manufactures, the Perth
Chamber of Commerce and the Retail
Traders’ Association of W.A. The request
of the deputation was that Section 4C
of the parent Act be repealed. This sec-
tion reads—
{1) Every manufacturer and every
distributor shall when delivering
textile products to a wholesaler
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or a retaller furnish to such
wholesaler or retailer a numbered
invoice which shall contain de-
tails of the constituent flbres
comprising such textile products
respectively as prescribed.

(2) Any person who contravenes this
section shall be guilty of an
offence. Penalty—fiity pounds for
a first offence and two hundred
pounds for a subsequent offence.

This particular provision is not con-
fained in the legislation of any of the other
States or of the Commonwealth; and since
its inclusion in the parent Act in 1944,
it has not been enforced by the Factories
Inspection Branch., At least 75 per cent.
of the merchandise for distribution in
this State Is manufactured outside West-
ern Australia. As a result, the invoices
for such goods do nolt provide details of
the constituent flbres Iin the garments.
The deputation contended that a full
description on invoices of each garment's
fibre contenf was unnecessary as this in-
formation could readily be verifled by
reference to the cutting slip.

It was stated that, as it was, textile
labelling cost thousands of pounds, and
that if Section 4C was insisted on the
large volume of exitra work would in-
crease greatly overhead expenses. The
Government agrees that so long as the
garments themselves are labelled as re-
quired by Section 4A of the parent Act,
there is no need for invoices to contain
similar information. Since this measure
has been brought down as the resulté of
representations of the bodies which I
mentioned, I do not think it will meet
with much opposition. I move—

That the Bill be now read a second
time,

On motion by Hon. H, K. Watson, de-
bate adjourned.

BILL—WORKERS' COMPENSATION
ACT AMENDMENT,

In Committee.

Resumed from the previous day. Hon.
W. R. Hall in the Chair; the Chief Sec-
retary in charge of the Bill.

The CHAIRMAN: Progress was reporied
after Clause 4 had been put and negatived.
Clause 5—Section 8 amended:

Hon. H. K. WATSON: There Is an
amendment on the notice paper standing
in my name, but I do not intend to pro-
ceed with it. Instead, I ask the Commit-
tee to vote against the clause as it stands.
If agreed to, my amendment would do
nothing more than clarify Section 8 of
the parent Act; but I do not think there
is any necessity to alter the Act.

The Chief Secretary has explained that
this section provides, in effect, that where
a worker is suffering from both an indus-
trial and a non-industrial disease, he is
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entitled only to the same percentage of
compensation as the percentage of his
disability which is due to the industrial
disease.

In other words, if he is suffering from
a disease which is compensable, and partly
from a disease which is not, the share of
the lump sum which he gets is a propor-
tionate share, and the share of the weekly
payments that he gets Is a proportionate
share. The amendment in the Bill is de-
signed to eliminate the proportion as far as
the weekly payments are concerned. There
is no reason why the weekly payments, no
less than the total payment, should not be
on a pro rata basis. At the moment the
Act provides that they should be. The Full
Court of Western Australia recently declded
that that was the position,

Some doubt arose as to what Section 8
meant, but the court ruled that the pro-
portion applies to weekly payments In the
same way as it does to the total payment.
I see no reason why that should be dis-
turbed, but the proposal in the Bill seeks
to disturb it. Therefore, I ask the Com-
mittee to vote against this clause.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I hope the
Committee will not lisien to the case put
up by Mr. Watson and support it. I con-
sider the amendment he had on the notice
paper was bad enough, and was even re-
dundant; but what he proposes now is
unthinkable. If the Committee supports
his present contention, a worker who 1is
certified as having a 10 per cent. disa-
bility would get only a 10 per cent. weekly
payment.

Hon., H. K. Watson: Why shouldn’t he?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: How is he
going to live?

Hon, H. K. Watson: How is he going to
live if he gets 100 per cent.,?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If he gets 100
per cent., he draws the full weekly pay-
ment; and the Bill seeks to give him the
full weekly payment up to the extent of his
disahility, which may be 10 per cent. How-
ever, 10 per cent. of a weekly payment to
an injured worker is ridiculous, Surely
the Committee will not entertain such an
idea as that!

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I am not moving
anything. I am merely saying that the
Act should stand as it is. The Chief Secre-
tary is right off the beam when he says
that I asked the Committee to accept any
proposition. I only asked that the Act
should remain as it is.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: No matter
how the question is approached, it is the
effect that we are concerned with. This
provision has been introduced because of
the Full] Court ruling which found that
what 1 have told the Commitiee is the
proper interpretation. Because of that, we
seek to amend the Act to make it reason-
able. The one most concerned about this
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proposal is the State Government Insurance
Office, mainly because of the workers who
are affected with silicosis on the Goldfields.
Not many other insurance companies are
affected.

Clause put and a division called for.
The CHAIRMAN: Before the tellers tell,
I give my vote with the ayes.
Remarks during Division.

The Chief Secretary: The worker will
get 26s. a week if the Commitiee defeats
this clause: That is what he will get!
Twenty-six shilllngs a week!

Division Resumed.
Division taken with the following re-

sult:—
Ayes ... 14
Noes ... 13
Majority for 1
Ayes.
Hon. N. E, Baxter Hon. R. F. Hutchison
Hon. G. Bennette Hon. Q. E. Jeffery
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. F, R. H. Lavery
Hon. G. Fraser Hon, J. D. Teahan
Hon. W. R. Hall Hon. W, F. Willesee
Hon. E. M. Heenan Hon. F. J. 8. Wiee
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hon. J. J. Garrigan
( Teller.}
Noes.
Hon. L. G, Diver Hon. J. Mutmay
Hon. A. F. Griffith Hon. H, L, Roche
Hon. A. R, Jones Hon. €. H. Simpson
Hon. Sir Chas, Latham Hon. H. K. Watson
Hon. L. A. Logan Hon. F. D. Willmott
Hon. 3. MacKinnon Hon, J. M. Thomson
Hon. R. §. Mattiske {Teller.)
Palr.

Aye, No.
Hon. H. C. Strickland Hon, J, Cunningham

Clause thus passed.

Clause 6—Section 11 amended:

Hon, H K. WATSON: I ask the Com-
mittee to vote against this clause. It
seeks to increase the maximum payment
of compensation from £2,400 to £3,000.
Last night, we defeated a similar provision
contained in Clause 4.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: 1 suppose
that after the last vote, it is hopeless ap-
pealing to the Committee in regard to this
clause. However, I still ask why members
should not have to grant £3,000 to the
relatives of a worker who is killed in in-
dustry. Does any member think that that
is too much money to grant to a deceased
worker’s dependants? Members do not
stick to the facts. Last night we were deal-
ing with payments to an injured worker
and not the payment of a lump sum to
the relatives of a worker who is killed.
Who can justify a statement that £3,000
is too much to grant to the dependants
of a worker who is killed in industry,
especially when we bear in mind what is
granted under common law to a Derson
killed in an ordinary accident?

2011

Hon. N. E. Baxter:
£3,500 next year?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Let next
yvear look after itself! We are dealing with
this year now, and we say that £3,000 is
too little. I know it is useless telling the
Committee what amounts are being paid
in the other States. There are some that
are not paying £3,000; but, on the other
hand, there are others that are paying a
great deal more than £2,400. That figure
was fixed two years ago, and I defy any
member 10 say that £2,400 today is the
same value as £2,400 two vears ago.

Hon. N, E. Baxter:
justments.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The worker
has never caught up with what he has lost.
I think that this increase to £3,000 to the
relatives of an injured worker is justified.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I do not
know whether the Chief Secretary is right
on this point, because Section 11 of the
Act refers to a worker who is permanently
or partially incapac¢itated, but it does not
say enything in regard to his being killed.
In 1854 we inecreased the amount payable
to such a worker from £2,100 to £2,400.

The Chief Secretary:
correction.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
Chief Secretary is very often wrong, and
it is nice to know that sometimes he will
agree that he is wrong. After all is said
and done, it is a question of whether we
shall continue to agree to increasing this
amount to the same extent every year.
It is a continued charge on industry, which
depends on the markets which it can ob-
tain to sell its products. It is all very wel
being generous, especially when it is a case
of bheing generous with someone else's
money.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I retract
the phrase about the gain to an injured
worker; it is & totally Incapacitated
worker, and everything I said about that
man stands. In fact, I would say it ought
to be a greater amount for a totally in-
capacitated worker than for a person
killed, because that person has to be kept
on that amount. A man who received
the maximum amount would not be par-
tirlly incapacitated—and we are tailking
about the maximum amount, not the mini-
mum payable t0 a person under that
heading.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham:
titled to compensation as well.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: In what way?

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Read Sub-
section 3! I think you had better get your
lesson earlier in the morning.

Will you ask for

That is plus ad-

I aceept your

He is en-
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The CHIEF SECRETARY: Portion of
Section 11 (3) of the Act reads—

during any period of total incapacity
resulting from that injury and any
sum so paid shall not be deducted
from the compensation.

It is only dealing with the final adjust-
ment. I would say that only & perscn
permanently injured would receive the
total payment; not a person partially in-
capacitated.

Hon. J. G. Hislop:
centage of the total.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Yes. What
we are aiming to do is to raise the
maximum, and only the persons per-
manently Incapacitated could hope to
obtain the maximum. Therefore I would
say £3,000 was little enough in the cir-
cumstances.

Hon. ;. C. MacKINNON: This becomes
extremely confusing indeed when in one
clause we range from death to permanent
partial incapacity. From the original Act
one gains the impression that it is de-
signed to alleviate distress. There does
net seem to be any idea that the Act
takes over the entire responsbility for the
camplete economic welfare of every em-
ployed man. That seems to be the basis
of the Act; yet from the way the Chief
Secretary speaks to these amendments, it
would appear that he is giving this Act
& basis of complete and utter responsibility
for all sickness in industry, or he wants it
to be that way.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: A lot of amend-
ments would be needed before we could
reach that stage.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: It is not a
matter for an Act like this; it 1s a matter
for a national insurance scheme. I would
like the Chief Secretary to expiain, be-
cause the last amendment was extremely
confusing to me.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I think the
amount for which we are asking will
answer the hon. member. Who would say
that to provide £3,000 would be to accepi
complete economic responsibility for a
worier during the time he was out of
work?

Hon. G. €. MacKinnon: It does not
seem to be the basis of the original Act.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: When a per-
son is injured at work, and is permanently
partially incapacitated, he should be re-
compensed up to £3,000. That is what
we are after, and I do not think it is
asking too much. There is no doubt that
quite a number of people have gone beyond
that stage. Generally, that is the amount
which would cover most persons who would
come under the Act. It is only during that
period that T am asking for permanent
economic responsibility.

He would get a per-

[COUNCTL.)

Hon. R. P, HUTCHISON: I am amazed
at the hon. member asking if we accept
full economic responsibility. He refers to
the Act as providing slleviation, 1If a
man is permanently incapacitated through
being injured at work, does the hon.
member want him to be on a pittance, so
that he, with his wife and family, will
live in misery and not have sufficient on
which to manage? Even the amount pro-
vided in this Bill is not sufficient. We
are asking that if a worker meets with an
accident which makes him permanently
incapacitated—

Hon. 8ir Charles Latham: It does not
refer {0 permanency.

Hon. R. P. HUTCHISON: He does not
get £3,000 for an injury if he is incapaci-
tated for a week or a month. We are talk-
ing about the permanently incapacitated.
I think it is dreadful to hear men argue
that a man should not be allowed enough
to keep his famlly in the way he was able
to provide for them—the frugal way—
while he was working, It takes more to
keep a sick or Injured man in the home
in every way. An extra burden is put on
the wife immediately; and she, together
with her family, has to go short of many
things. If the injury were to a machine in
industry, there would be no question about
it, whether the cost was £3,000 or £6,000;
but apparently a human being does not
matter.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: You are per-
suading me to vote against this.

Hon. R. F, HUTCHISON: I have heard
Sir Charles {alk about charges on industry.
Iio:)t cannot stand this amount, it should
stop.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: You would
starve,

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Hon. R, F. HUTCHISON: I am ashamed
to listen to some of the arguments here,
and they are not going by without my
challenging them. The time to be gener-
ous and Christian is after a man has been
injured while working for his living. When
the hon, member talks about taking full
economic responsibility, I would say, "“Yes,
most certainly we do!” If ever there was
a time when a Christian spirit should be
exhibited, it is now. I call myself a
Christian, and hope to hear no more about
this full economic responsibility. I trust
that what the Chief Secretary is asking for
in this clause will be granted, even if it
means hot agreeing to other clauses in
the Bill,

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I have been
accused, tried and found guilty by the
anly person in the House with principles.
I did not say at any time that we should
not look after people. I am grateful to
Mrs. Hutchison, because she gave us the
Labour outlook on this Bill, Despite what
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the Chief Secretary said, it seems that the
Government's desire is to accept complete,
utter economic responsibility.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: For the period of
injury.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The hon. mem-
ber will address the chair.

Hon. G. €. MacKINNON: It has been
definitely stated here that this Bill is de-
sired to give complete and utter economic
responsibility.

The Chief Secretary: During the time of
injury,

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: My main
purpose in rising is to say that I object
to the hon. member accusing, trying and
finding a member guilty.

Point of Order.
Hon, R. F. Hutchison: I object to that.
I did no such thing, I repeated what Mr.
MacKinnon said. I want the hon. mem-
ber to withdraw.

The Chalrman: Order! Does the hon.
member want a withdrawal of a state-
ment? .

Hon. R. F. Hufchison: ©f the state-
ment that I tried and found him guilty,
when I had not even been speaking about
him, but was repeating what he sald.

The Chairman: All right.

Commitiee Resumed,

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: The Committee
is getting confused over a very simple
point. Confusion arose when the Chief
Secretary said the amount was fixed at
£2,400 for permanent or total incapacity,
That is misleading because the figure
varies automatically with the basle wage
and at present it has been increased to
£2,546. The purpose of the Act is to pro-
vide compensation for an injured worker,
not to give him the full amount of wages
that he was previously earning. At present
a male worker who is injured is able to
receive up to £13 3s. 1d. per week. 1
cannot see anything un-Christian in that.
The Workers' Compensation Act is de-
signed to give relief to & person who is in
receipt of wages.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Should he not
have full wages I{f he is ilI?

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: Under the Act,
an injured worker receives compensation.
The individual who has sufficient initiative
and intestinal fortitude to conduct his own
business and give employment to others,
gets nothing if he is ill. The present figure
of £13 3s. 1d. was £12 8s, when the amount
was last fixed by Parliament in 1954. It
has increased by 155, 1d. per week because
it is tied to the basic wage, and it will con-
tinue to go up as the basic wage increases.

At present, an injured person is entitled
to receive £13 3s. 1d. per week, and he may
receive up to a maximum of £2,546. This
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figure is not designed to provide him with
succour for the rest of his life, If the
£2,546 is cut out the worker may then draw
on the Commonwealth social service
benefits. The Chief Secretary sald “How
can we expect a fellow to live on a paltry
£2,546?” That is not the point. This is
the primary amount and he may then go
on to the relief provided by the Common-
wealth Government.

Yesterday many members asked ‘“What
is happening in the Eastern States?”, and
we had the Eastern States position thrown
at us. Would those who were so vocal
on the point then like to say that
because in some of the other States an
amount considerably less than £2,546 is
provided, we should come down to that
level? We cannot have all the good with-
ou, having all the had. We must take
a broad view of this. I sincerely hope
that the Committee will not agree to the
amendment.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: I am sure mem-
bers are confused as to what Mr. Wat-
son's amendment—

The. CHAIRMAN: Order! There is no
amendment before the Chair.

Hon. E. M, HEENAN:. Clause 6 simply
proposes to increase the flgure of £2,400
to £3,000. Occasionally a worker meets
with an accident and is totally incapaci-
tated for some time, and during that period
he wowld draw the amount set out in
the First Schedule. That might apply
for a year or two. Then he is discharged
a5 partially incapacitated. He may be
permanently partially incapacitated and
have a 30 per cent. disability for the re-
mainder of his life. In those circum-
stances, the total amount of compensa-
tion at present, for the period that he
was totally incapacitated and for the re-
mainder of the time when he was par-
tially incapacitated, cannot exceed £2,400.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Plus the in-
creases.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: Yes, but let us
stick to the figure of £2,400. More fhan
half of this amount might have been ex-
hausted when he was totally incapaci-
tated. I think it is reasonable to increase
the flgure to £3,000. Even if we do that,
it dees not mean that he will necessarily
get £3,000, but that the amount he does
receive may not exceed £3,000,

Hont, J. G. Hislop. Do you mean to say

that the weekly amounts are taken out
of the lump sum?

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: Yes, they are, The
weekly amounts, plus the subsequent pay-
ment for partial incapacity cannot ex-
ceed £2,400 at the present time.

Hon. 8ir Charles Latham: You want to
read the second paragraph of Subsection
(3).

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: If I am wrong, I
am sure someone will correct me.
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Hon. H. K. WATSON: The whole pro-
position is that once Parliament has de-
cided {he maximum compensation pay-
able, we have to amend up to, probably,
half a dozen sections which alter that
amount, In 1954, upon the recommenda-
tion of the select committee, we increased
the amount from £1,700 to £2,400, plus
further increases in accordance with the
basic wage. The whole question is: Are
we going to depart from that, or are
we going to accept the proposition in the
Bill? I ask the Committee to vote against
the clause.

Hon. J. J. GARRIGAN: I ask members
to get back to the report of 1954. The
recommendation made then on behalf of
our Government was that the amount be
raised to £2,800. Mr. Davies and I, who
were members of the select committee,
submitted a minority report, and we
agreed to take £2,400. How are widows
and young children going to live and be
educated on the miserable sum of £2,400?
I would say that £3,000 is little enough.

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: I would like
to' ask Mr. Garrigan: What is the differ-
ence between £2,546 and £3.000?7 If a
person is permanently incapacitated, it
simply means that the payments of
£13 3s. 1d. per week will continue for a
further few weeks until the difference be-
tween the two flgures I have just men-
tioned is exhausted, He then goes on to
the Commonwealth social services benefits.

The Chief Secretary: That's all!

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: The worker is
not suffering any disability because of
that.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: Mr. Mattiske
has put the position very briefly. He has
asked us what is the difference hetween
£2.546 and £3,000.

Hon. R. . Hutchison: He ought to live
on the same wages as these people and he
would know.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: It means an-
other 32 weeks at £12 a week before they
go on to social services.

Hon. J. J. GARRIGAN: In reply to Mr,
Mattiske, a sum of £300~-0dd in the hands
of a widow with two or three children—

Hon. L. A, Logan: This does not apply
to a widow.

Hon. J. J. GARRIGAN: Then in the
event of a husband being incapacitated
and being unable to work. Sometimes a
woman would be better off without a
husband in those circumstances, because
he has to be kept, clothed and fed.

Hon. R. C, Mattiske: You are assuming
that she pets nothing from social service
benefits.

Hon. J. J. GARRIGAN: A sum of £300

to @ woman in those circumstances would
be a good deal. The social service benefits

[COUNCIL.]

are a miserable pittance of £4 a week and
a few shillings for kiddies. I think the
clause should be agreed to.

Hon. A. R. JONES: I wowld like tg in-
quire, from somebody who knows, the
difference between £13-add a week and the
social service benefit payahle.

The Chief Secretary: The difference for
2 man and wife would be £5 13s. 1d.

Clause put and a division called for.
The CHAIRMAN: Before the tellers tell,
1 give my vole with the ayes.

lIti'iv-rision taken with the following re-
sult:—

Ayes ... 13
Noes ... 14
Majority against 1
Ayes,
Hon. G, Bennetts Hon. R. F. Hutchison
Hon. E. M. Davles Hon. . E, Jeffery
Hon, L. C. Diver Hon, F. R. H, Lave
Hon, O. Fraser Hon. W. F. Willesee
Hon. J. J. Garrigan Hon. P.J. 8 W
Hon. W. R. Hall Hon, J. D. Teahan
Hon. E. M, Heenan { Teller.)
H Noes,
on. N. E. Baxter Hon. J. Murra:
Hon, J. Q. Hislop Hon. H. L. Roghe
Hon. A. R, Jones Hon. C, H. S8impson
Hon. Sir Chas, Latham Hon. J. M. Thomson
Hon. L. A. Logan Hom. H. E. Watson
Hon. G. MacKinnon Hon. F. D. Willmott
Hon, R. C. Mattiske Hon. A. F. Orifith
Pair {Teller.)

2%

0.

Ave,
Hen. H, C. Strickland Honp, J. Cunningham

Clause thus negatived.
Clause 7—Section 13 amended:

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: I hope the
Committee will not agree to this clause.
Actually it does not affect the benefits
payable to workers, but is merely a
machinery clause in connection with the
fixing of varfous premiums. However,
there is one point which makes me ask
the Committee to vote against it, and that
is that holiday pay and sick pay should
be included in the annual return of wages
submitted by an employer. I contend that
is wrong in principle; because if a worker
is on holidays or away from work sick, he
cannot qualify for any compensation.
Therefore it is wrong in principle for
premiums to be paid on those wages in
the knowledge that no compensation could
be claimed. I hope the Committee will
not agree to this clause.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: This is
rather remarkable. If we want to do
something to improve the position of the
workers we get it in the neck, and if we
want to improve the position of the in-
surers we get it in the neck also.

Hon. L. A. Logan That is consistent.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: So far as
getting it in the neck is concerned. This
clause is only to set down a standard,
Some employers are complying with it



[5 December, 1956.]

now and some are not; a lot of the small
mining companies are Iincluding these
items In their wages sheets and others
are not.

Hon, L. A.
would it be?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It would
mean less ratio premiums—it is a 70 per
cent. ratio at present. Probably some
companies are paying more because they
are complying with these provisions while
others are not, and I believe that all in-
surers would like it to be done. Also, a
number of employers would like to see this
become part of the Act, and it would save
a cerfain amount of cost in compilation.
I would like the Committee to give us a
majority on this one, irrespective of what
is done with the other amendments.

Hon. H. K, WATSON: The Chief Sec-
refary says that when he tries to do some-
thing for the employees, he is criticised;
and if he tries to do something for the
insurance companies, he is criticised. I
would like to make one plea for the man
who is the meat in the sandwich—the man
who is between the insurance companies
and the employees; and that is, the em-
ployer, the man who pays the piper. Mr.
Mattiske has summarised the position in
a nutshell. As the employer has to pay
on the annual wages, why should he have
to include in the return holiday pay and
sick pay? To my mind the question of
uniformity does not enter into the picture.
If uniformity is wanted we can get that
by not including holiday and sick pay in
the returns.

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: There is only one
point in reply to the Chief Secretary. If
I heard him correctly he said that many
employers are Including these flgures in
their annual returns. That may be the
case with a number of smaller employers.
In my office when we are preparing the
annual returns, the cost of extracting the
holiday and sick pay content would not
be warranted because of the small amount
of additional premium which would be patd
by an employer oversiating the amount of
total wages. But where the business is
much bigger and would warrant the ex-
traction, I maintain the employer should
have that opportunity.

The annpual premiums are calculated
each year; and if this clause 1s included,
it will mean a greater payment for the first
year of application, because in that year
they will be working on the higher annual
wage flgures submitted. That would be
quite a burden to the larger employers
in the first year of application. So I hope
the Committee will not agree to this clause.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: Earlier I had
thought that with a few small amend-
ments this clause might be all right. I
had in mind removing {rom the clause the

Logan: What advantage
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reference to overtime work because I can-
not regard overtime as something that
can be measured annually. It is some-
thing that does not come into the average
rate of pay of an individual. After ex-
amination, however, I must agree with the
Chief Secretary who so frequently reiter-
ates that the more we put inio a Bill the
more we restrict the individual. By agree-
ing to this clause we will be restricting
the employer and the insured. So far as
uniformity is concerned, it might be of
a type which all parties concerned might
regret.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: There is one
phase that neither Dr. Hislop nor any
other member of this Chamber would re-
gret. I am told that instead of returning
the full wages sheet they take so much
for overtime and holiday pay; in one case
it amounted to as much as 50 per cent.

Hon. G. €. MacKinnon: Did you in-
vestigate?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: There is no
power provided to investigate or call for
the pay sheets. The figure must be ac-
cepted. While this loophole exists it will
encourage that practice.

Hon. R. €. MATTISKE: One of the
first latin phrases I learnt in accounting
was uberrima fides, which means that any
contract of assurance is a contract of good
faith. If good faith were broken, then the
contract would be set aside. If the em-
ployer understates the amount of the an-
nual wages, the Insurance company will
surely go into it with a view to taking
action against that employer to set aside
that contract.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: I cannot agree with
the amendment in the Bill. Unless there
is good faith the whale structure will be
undermined. I have consistently tried to
record my vote so as to permit increases
to the worker. While conceding the fact
that overtime and honuses, etc., are in-
cluded in wages statements, some con-
sideration should be given to the employer
when an employee meets with an accident.
At present he is only looked upon as
an ordinary worker, and I trust that next
time we have an amendment brought down
to the Workers’ Compensation Act some-
thing will be done to permit the employer
to claim where he can show that the em-
ployee has consistently earned bhonuses of
a certain amount. It could be that the
employer at present is making a rod for
his own back by paying that extra amount.
Unless amounts are recorded and premiums
pald, the system we are trying to huild up
will ultimately be destroyed.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: We must look at
this fairly and ascertain the liabilitles of
the Insurance companies, When an em-
ployee is emploved on overtime he is paid
at overtime rates and certainly represents
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& liability to the insurance company. He
may be injured and put in a position to
collect compensation. On the other hand,
while sick pay and holiday pay are included
in the statement, for the time the employee
might be on holidays he would not bhe
entitled to compensation because he would
not have worked in the first instance; and,
secondly, he would be covered because he
would be getting time and a half and
double time. The proper way to treat this
is to provide a statement for overtime and
not for holiday pay and sick pay. I move
an amendment—

That the words “and as holiday pay
and sick pay, and as remuneration of
any other form”, in lines 31 and 32,
page 4, be struck out.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I do not oppose
the amendment; but if the clause is
amended, I will still oppose the entire
clause. I think the amendment is designed
to leave overtime in the wages schedule to
be returned. Because an employer bays
double rafes on Sunday, that does not
mean he has a double amount of actions.
He is not paying a normal wage; he is
paying double wage, and he does not have
double actions.

We must be guided by the expert opinion
of the Underwriters’ Association on the
one hand, and an organisation like the
Employers’ Federation on the other. My
information is that beth these bodies are
agreegble to the Act as it stands. That
being so, it i1l becomes us to rush in where
angels fear to tread. This provision may
be of special henefit to the State Insurance
Office for a variety of complicated reasons;
but that is beside the point. I oppose the
clause.

Hon. L. A, LOGAN: I take it that on the
form submitted by the employer the total
wages are supposed to be Included, and
sick pay and holiday pay would and should
be included in that total payment. All the
clause tends to do is to segregate what is
actual wages and what is overtime and sick
pay.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Why should
he be paid compensation while on holidays?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: That is Iald down by
the Arbitration Court. All this proposes
to do is to segregate these amounts.

The Chief Secretary: No.

Hon. L. A, LOGAN: What does it propose
to do?

The Chief Secretary: To get the actual
amount.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: If the Chief Secre-
tary Is right, then this is not worth the
paper it is printed on.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: We do not
want to segregate it at all. We want to get
the actual amount. There is no power pro-
vided to segregate it from the payroil, and
that is why we want this provision. Two

[COUNCIL.]

of the biggest coalmining companles have
asked for this to he done to save them
having to segregate these things on their
payrolls. It would be handy to a number
of large concerns. I cannot accept Mr.
Baxter's amendment because it still leaves
& loophole regarding holiday pay and sick
pay. Holiday pay and sick pay only
amount to 8 per cent. of the extra pay-
ments, so why should we leave a laophole
for the sake of 8 per cent.?

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 pan.

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: Before a vote ig
taken it might be worth while to give the
clause further thought, because the prac-
tice varies from company to company and
from small insurer to big insurer. At first
sight that might not eppear to matter
very much, provided they were all on the
same scale, the assumpiion being that the
Premjum Rates Committee would assume
that a certaln amount of income would

determine the rate against the actual risk
involved.

We have to remember that there are
dlffergntial rates imposed on certain risks,
and in the mining section particularly—-
which carries the heaviest rates and is the
least able to bear any increase in those
rates because it has a wasting asset which
is being eaten Info more and more through
rising costs—that item ought to be taken
Into account.

I suggest to the mover of the amend-
ment that this aspect has not been con-
sidered. In view of the condition of the
mining Industry, on which this Impost
would fall, I would ask the Committee to
glve serlous consideration not only to not
accepting the amendment but to deleting
the clause.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. H. K. WATBON: I ask the Com-
mittee to vote agalnst the clause as
amended. If I understood the Chief Sec-
retary correctly, he said that two coal-
mining companies had requested the
amendment contained in the clause.

The Chief Secretary: If the hon
member were to ask me to name them,
I would not like to do so in thls Chamber.
I can assure him that two of the mining
companies desire the clause.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: It is not my in-
tention to ask for the names of those two
companies. My advice is that two coal-
mining companies have been rendering re-
turns to the State Insurance Office. Al-
though the Act requires them only to
make a return of the actual wages paid,
those two companies had in fact been
making a return of all the wages, includ-
ing overtime, holiday and sick pay. An-
other coalmining company recently took
up insurance with the State Insurance
Office, but it refused to furnish a return of
all the wages including overtime. Ii told
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the State Insurance Office that that office
was not entitled to have a return of all
the wages.

Naturally when the first two companies
found out their legal position they sug-
gested that they should be able to leave
out particulars, other than the actual
wages from their return. The reason for
this clause is that the three companies
want to retain the existing provision in
the Act. Purthermore, it will have the
effect of extracting from the goldmining
companies a premium that was never in-
tended under the Act, so there is a lot
more in the clause than meets the eye.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I mentioned
two mining companies, but the hon. mem-
ber has traced the history leading up to
this position. He gave some but not all
of the facts. The position is that those
two mining companies paid on the whole,
but when the third company came in and
did not pay on the whole, the first two.
companies wanted to follow suit. How-
ever, they did say they wanted to remain
as they were and pay on the whole be-
cause they did not want to go to the
trouble of extracting the holiday, over-
time and sick pay from the sheets

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

- Ayes ... . 14
Noes .. 12
Majority for .. 2
Ayes.
Hon. G. Bennetta Hon, Q. E. Jeffary
Hon. E. M. Davles Hon, F. R. H. Lavery
Hon, L. C. Diver Hon. H. L. Roche
Hon. G. Fraser Hon, J. D. Teahan
Hon. J. J. Garrigan Hon. W. F. Willesee
© Hon. E. M. Heenan Hon, F. J. 5. Wi
Hon, R. F. Hutchison  Hon, N, E. Baxter
. . fTeller.}
Noes.
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hon. J. Murray
Hon. A. B, Jones Hon. C. H. Simpson
Hon. 8lr Chas Latham Hon, J. M. Thomson
Hon. L. Logan Hon. H. K. Watson
Hon. Q. MncKinnon Hon. F, D, Wulmott.
Hon. B, C. Mattiske Hon, A. F. Mith
(Te!ter)
Palr,

Ave. No.
Hon. H. C. Strickland Hon. J. Cunningham

Clause, as amended, thus passed.
Clause 8—agreed to.

Clause 8—Section 29 amended:

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: I move an
amendment—

That all words after the word “pas-
sage’” in line 19, page 5, be struck out
and the following inserted in lieu:—

By the last days of the months
of March, June, September and
December in each year the board
shall publish in book or loose-leaf
form, together with the reasons
therefor, every award, order, rul-
ing, determination or decision in-
volving a determination by the
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Chairman of any question of law
made or delivered by the Board
during the quarter ending two
months prior to each of such days
and following publication shall
make available at cost price a
copy of the same to any person
nﬁaking a request therefor, and
the,

The reason for the amendment is that
under the clause it will be obligatory for
every decision of the board to be printed
and circularised which, in practice, will
be quite an immense task. It is felt that
confining it wholly to the question of law,
the intention of the Government will be
put into effect—that is, the principal rul-
ings of the board will be cireularised, but
the unnecessary material will be elimi-
nated.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The only
explanation that ought to be given is by
the person moving the amendment. He
should glve an explanation of what actu-
ally is required. The hon. member could
not even state the case properly. He sald
that if the Bill is accepted all cases will
have to be reported on.

Hon. J. G. Hislop: That is so.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I{ is not so.
Only cases in dispute will have to be re-
ported on. As a matter of fact, that was
done for quite a long time. It was dis-
continued some time ago, and it is desired
that the practice be resumed. 1 emphasise
that only cases in dispute will be reported
on. In his amendment, the hon. member
mentions points of law; but whoever sup-
plied the hon. member with his informa-
tion was again wrong, because the main
decisions of the board are not decisions of
law but fact. Ninety per cent. of them
are in that category. We want the whole
of these disputed decisions circulated-—and
for a good reason. Once a decision is
given, it will provide valuable information
for the companies; and quite a lot of ex-
pense will be saved, because they will be
able to deal with cases of a similar kind
without sending them to the board.

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: The Chief Secre-
tary {s trying to create the impression that
there are a lot of matters referred to the
board which are not disputes. I would like
to ask what matters that are not disputes
come before the board.

The Chief Secretary: Quite a lot that is
not in dispute comes before the board.

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: Goodness me!
The Chief Secretary: You have not got
the full information,

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: This is some-
thing on which I would like the Chief
Secretary to get further information; be-
cause If there Is no dispute, there is no
reference to the board. This amendment
proposes to ellminate all the minor dis-
putes and boil it down to questions of law.
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The Chief Secretary: What about the
questions of fact, which are 90 per cent.
of the cases?

Hon. H. K. WATSON: The answer to the
Chief Secretary’s query is that all disputes
on questions of fact are decided on the
facts of the particular case and do not
create a precedent. Questions of law do
create precedents. This amendment refers
not merely to questions of law but also to
any other question which in the opinion of
the chairman is of outstanding importance.
¢ Amendment put and a division called
or.

The CHAIRMAN: Before the tellers tell,
I give my vote with the noes.

Division taken with the following re-
sult:—

Ayes 13
Noes 14
Majority against .. 1
Ayes. .
Hon. L. €. Diver Hon. H. L. Roche
Hon. A. F. Griffith Hon. C. H. S8impson
Hon, J. 3. Hislop Hon, J. M. Thomson
Hon. Sir Chas. Latham Hon., H. K. Watson
Hon. L. A, Logan Hon. F. D. Willmott
Hon. G. MecKipnon Hon. R. C. Mattlske
Hon. J. Murray (Teiler.,
Noes.
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. Q. E. Jeffery
Hon. (3. Bennetts Hon. A. R. Jones
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon, F. R. H. Lavery
Hon, 3. Fraser Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. W. R. Hall Hon. W. F. Willegee
Hon. E. M. Heenan Hon, F, J. §. Wise
Hon. R. F. Hutchison Hon. J. J. Garrlgan
(Teller.)
Pair.
Aye. No.

Hon, J. Cunningham Hon. H. Q. Strickland

Amendment thus negatived,
Clause put and passed.

Clause 10—Sections 29A and 29B
added:

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: I hope the Com-
mittee will not agree to this clause. It
provides for the setting up of a Jjoint
committee in a manner which would be
cumbersome and costly, and it would not
achieve anything that is not being done
under the present system. There is at
present a voluntary committee consisting
of four represeniatives of the insurers and
four representatives of the British Medi-
cal Association. The two sides, as it were,
in turn appoint a chairman, and all the
inquiries are conducted on a purely vol-
untary basis.

The disputes that have been referred
to the committee in the past have been
settled quite amicably, and the decisions
have been widely acclaimed. Under the
proposed set-up, we would have o far
more cumbersome arrangement; and I
think it would destroy one of the princi-
pal factors in the successful operation of
the committee. I mean that the goodwill
of the parties would be taken away through
the element of compulsion. I strongly
urge the Comimittee to Jet the voluntary
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comnmititee continue to operate and not to
agree to the formation of this cumber-
some joint committee. :

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Actually the
agreements reached by the voluntary body
are purely gentlemen's agreements. While
I understand that the members of the
BM.A. have generally abided by those
agreements, it has to be Temembered that
there are 20 or 21 doctors who are not
members of the B.M.A. and are not bound
by the committee’s decistons. The pur-
pose of the amendment is to establish the
committee as a statutory body with
powers over the whole of the medical
fraternity in this State and not only those
in the BM.A.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: How many
troubles of that type have you had up
to date?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not
know that there have been many, but I
do know that only last week there was
a little argument.

Hon. G. €. MacKinnon: Was it over-
come all right?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not
know the conclusion that was reached.
The point is that the person concerned
is not & member of the BM.A,, and there
is nothing to bind him.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I would like
to ask the Chief Secretary whether it is
not a fact that the decisions of the com-
mittee in the past have been, al-
most without exception, completely unani-
moeus, and that the difficulties encountered
have been so small that they would not
be of any consequence. If that is not the
case, would he do more than suggest that
there has been only one case of dispute?

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I spoke against
this ciause at the second reading. I said
I thought it was il-advised and unneces-
sary. The sltuation as it exists has been
admirably placed before the Committee
by Mr. Mattiske. There is the difficulty
of which the Chief Secretary spoke, in
that certain doctors are not members of
the BM.A. But they are all members
of the profession and have to rely to a
very large extent on the co-operation they
give to other members of the profession
and recelve from those other members.
They are not outside the B.M.A. because
of misbehaviour., It is simply that they
do not like joining associetions; but they
are amenable to reason, in the main.

There is no difficulty about this at all.
If a member of the profession who is
not a member of the association refuses
to do what is requested by this commit-
tee, the Act may be called into opera-
tion, because years ago there was & pro-
vision along those lines jnserted in the
measure. All that is necessary is that a
complaint be made to the board and the
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hoard can then carry out an investigation
into the conduct of any registered
medical practitioner. -

Instead of that we are asked now to
agree to this statutory committee. I
-would inform members that Some mem-
bers of my profession have resented cer-
tain of the committees appointed by the
Commonwealth Government under the
national health scheme, and I think this
provision would create disharmony and
that we should therefore allow the present
position to remain.

Members of the profession who have
been on this committee told me recently
that in the 25 years or more during which
it has functioned it has worked exceed-
ingly well, and I see no reason for setting
up an elaborate commitiee and paying the
members’ expenses. Under the proposal
before us the side appointing a chairman
would be at a disadvantage because the
chairman has no casting vote. As against
that, a committee of eight, if the chair-
man had a deliberative vote, could reach
a deadlock on many issues.

A further difficulty is that over the years
an arrangement has been made between
"the B.M.A.,, the underwriters and insurer
bodies as to the fees charged, and recently
T obhtained from the B.M.A. a printed list
of the fees which have heen accepied by
that body and the insurers. That list was
arrived at by amicable agreement; but
under the mesaure, it would only need one
side to say it did not want the agreement
altered, and no new agreement could be
made, owing to the wording of the clause.

It is easier to fix a schedule of fees
under a gentlemen’s agreement than
under a provision such as this, because
it would allow either side to use the veto,
just as Russiz has so often done. I again
ask the Committee not to agree to the
clause.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I cannot
understand Dr. Hislop raising his peint
about the method of appointment and
operation of the committee, because the
clause would preserve the status quo ex-
cept that we desire the commiitee to be
made a statutory body; because there is
also provision for wiping out the £100 fee
and, if that is agreed fo, the sky will be
the limit. We think it wise to have a
statutory body to ensure that the fees
claimed are justified. When the restric-
tions were lifted in Victorla the fees rose
considerably, and therefore we prefer a
statutory committee rather than the pre-
sent voluntary body which has no control
over a section of the medical profession in
this State.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: T take it discus-
sion on a subsequent clause is allowed, Mr.
Chairman?

The CHATRMAN: The Chief Secretary
did refer to a subsequent clause.
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Hon. J. G. HISLOP: The members of
the B.M.A. on this committee are all busy
men and some are members of many other
bodies and subcommittees, and I think that
this clause would be placing on them an
impossible task as it would be asking them
to supervise the fees of about 600 doctors.

Hon. E. M. Heenan: Is there not a scale
of fees laid down?

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: That is not the
point. There are other charges over which
diffieulty can arise and the work of the
statutory committee could be enormous.
Eventually the B.M.A. might refuse to act,
end then Parliament would have to form
some other statutory body for the purpose.
Again I say that the whole of the clause
should be struck out. Admittedly there are
miembers of the profession who are of frail
nature, and if the fees are raised the in-
surers will question them and disputes wrill
arise.

Clause put and a division called for.

The CHAIRMAN: Before the tellers tell,
I give my vote with the ayes,

Division taken with the following re-

sult:—
Ayes 12
Noes 156
Majority agalnst .. 3
Ayes,
Hon. G, Bennetts Hon. Q. E. Jeffery
Hon, E. M, Davies Hon. F. R. H, Lavery
Hon. GG. Fraser Hon, J, D. Teahan
Hon. W. R. Hzall Hon, W. F, Willesee
Hon. E, M, Heenan Hon, F. J. 9, lse
Hon, R. F. Hutchlizson Hon. J, J. Garr)
rreuer)
Noes.
Hon. N, E. Baxter Hon. R, O, Mattlske
Hon. L, C. Diver Hon. J. Murray
Hon. A. F. Grifith Hon. H. L. Rochse
Hon. J. GG. Hislop Hon. C. H. Simpson
Hon. A. R. Jones Hon. J. MeI, Thomson
Hon. Sir Chas. Latham Hon. F. D wmmott
Hon. L. A. Logan Hon. H. K, Watson
Hon. G. MacKinnon {Teller.)
Palr,
No.

Avye.
Hon. H. C. Strickland Hon, J. Cunningham

Clause thus negatived.
Clause 1l—agreed to.

Clause 12—Pirst Schedule,
amended:

Hon. H, K. WATSON: I had hoped the
Committee would delete this clause. How-
ever, I notice that there are one or two
amendments on the notice paper. So 1t
would seem that we had better deal with
it paragraph by paragraph. I move an
amendment—

That paragraph (a), lines 17 to 20,
page 8, be struck out.

This is a consequential paragraph which
refers to the maximum compensation. It
proposes to increase the amount from
£2,400 to £3,000. The arguments which

Clause 1
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applied to previous clauses apply with
equal force to this paragraph. Previously,
the maximum was increased from £1,700
to £2,400, plus the addition of basic wage
adjustments. This paragraph seeks to up-
set that provision.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I hope the
Committee will not agree to the amend-
ment, Mr. Watson has said that it is
a consequential paragraph, but it is not
in the true sense of the word. This clause
relates to the widow of the deceased worker
who recelves the payment. I ask any hon.
member: How would he like his widow
to be left with even £3,000 affer he had
heen killed? Have there been no rises,
apart from those in the basic wage, since
1854? T always deal with the figure in
the Act, which fluctuates. T have been in
this Chamber when the flgure has been
down. The actual amount in the Act at
the moment is £2,500.

I have a newspaper here in which it
is reported that a doctor claimed a bill for
£1,092. However, there is another report
of a farm-hand being awarded £8,000 for
general damages. Yet we are being told
here that we cannot grant £3,000 to the
widow of a worker whe is killed at his
work.

Hon. H K, Watson: Will you pursue
your story about the £8,000 dameages being
awarded? That amount was granted under
common law. The same rights apply here.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is just
the difference. Here we have a law under
which we set down the maximum amount
which the widow of a deceased worker
can obtain; and yet, under another law,
a man can be awarded £8,000 for general
damages. All we are asking is an increase
of £300 to £400 over what was awarded
two or three years ago.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: 1 think we
must protest at the attitude of the Chief
Secretary, who is trying to imply that we
believe that a breadwinner is not worth
£3.000 to his wife. I am quite sure that
every member is firmly convinced that if
it were in his power he would like to see
& widow get £20,000 or £30,000. But we
are dealing with a workers compensation
Bill.

The Chief Secretary:
what it is.

Hon. E. M. Davies: It is dealing with
men who lose their lives in industry.

Hon, G. C. MacKINNON: If I insure
my life for £2,000, that is what my wife
gets, plus bonuses. Therefore, that is what
my life is worth to my wife. This Act
at no time envisaged the assessing of the
actual value of what a man would be
worth to his wife.

Hon. R. P. Hutchison:

I do not care

Who said that?

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. G. C. MacKINNCN: The Chief
Becretary said that. He was contradicted
by Mrs. Hutchison, who said that the Gov-
ernment's policy was to reimburse com-
pletely. The whole purpose of this Act is
to slleviate suffering. The legislation
desaling with war pensions does not set
out to assess the actual value of damages
incurred to a greater extent than the
damages granted at common law, There-
fore, the Chief Secretary set out to mis-
lead the Committee.

The Chief Secretary: I never mislead
anybody. That 18 not a fair statement.
I could ask for a withdrawal, but I do
not believe in that.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The Chief
Secretary made a comparison with what
is awarded under common law, where the
judge endeavours to assess the economic
value of the damages sustained by any
person. ‘This Bill endeavours to assess,
under a system, what would be partial
recompense,

Hon, Sir Charles Latham: It is a kind
of insurance for which a premium is paid.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Yes; a pre-
mium is paid, for which a_certain value
is returned. If we want national in-
surance, let us have it. If one man were
receiving £4,000 a year on the basis set
out under this Bill, obviously his recom-
pense would be much higher than that
of a man who was getting only £1,000. It
is not a good comparison to bring In
matters that are contested under common
law. The Chief Secretary should en-
cdeavour to prove his case. To base his
argument concerning the provisions con-
tained in this Bjll upon a common-law
case is not an argument at all. This is
a question of insurance, and the other is
8 common-law matter. The two things
are poles apart. Nobody denied that we
would all be extremely happy if we could
select every person who was recelving less
than £1,000 and give him a courtesy pay-
ment of £1,000 with which to have a good
time,

The Chief Secretary: We do not want
8 good time; we want justice.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: But we are
not dealing with that type of thing; we
are dealing with insurance.

The Chief Secretary: That is the point
I made. ’

.Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: ‘The Chief
Secretary quoted a common-law case.

The Chief Secretary; I guoted a third
party insurance case.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The Chief
Secretary should read the whole of the
newspaper report concerning the case. ’

Hon. R. F, HUTCHISON: AsT said dur-

ing the second reading debate, we have not
reached the standard of fairness that
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should be shown in workers' compensa-
tion legislation, especially in regard t¢ this
clause. The Commonwealth Labour Party,
when it takes office again—which I am
sure it will very shortly—intends, not to
make a lump-sum payment to the widow of
a deceased worker, but to make a payment
which is equal to the full amount of her
hushand’s wages up to a maximum of £25
a week: that is, while she still is left with
dependants,

I cannot follow Mr. MacKinnon’'s
reasoning when he refers to a comparison
between cases that come under this
workers' compensation Bill and others
which are decided at common law., We are
still dealing with men’'s lives and those of
their widows and children. Members are 50
years behind the times with this legislation,
For a widow who loses her husband in an
accident in industry, £3,000 is not a great
amount. We are taking extremely slow
steps in the progress of workers’ com-
pensation because of the opposition we
have. Each decade we strive to get the
members of society to seek better things.
But what is the use of seeking these im-
proved standards if we cannot make the
world a better place to live in?

We are tired of the hardship that is
suffered by workers. Industry is well able
to pay workers' compensation premiums.
After all, money is only a means of ex-
change and should be shared by the mass
of the people. I hope this clause will be
supported. Society has a moral duty to
the wife and family of & deceased worker,
and £3,000 is a falr and just amount.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I think
the hon. member fails to realise this is a
form of insurance which industry has to
pay. But I do not know why indusiry
should be picked out and treated differently
from anything else. We have another
section of the community against whom
we are laying this charge, and that is the
small storekeepers, who are as badly off
as the workers. They go out into the
back country with very little money, but
I do not hear the hon. member putting
up a story for them.

The Chief Secretary: They get a lot of
Government assistance.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I re-
member some of the Government assist-
ance in the past. I can tell the Chiet
Secretary of a Labour Government which
mori{gaged everything, including life in-
surance policles to ensure that people paid
their interest to the Agricultural Bank.
It is not my intention to allow a charge
to be put on Industry and passed on to
someone else who can ill afford to carry
it. Let us have a policy where we all pay,
and compensate everybody. To hear the
hon. member, one would think she was
speaking to folk on street corners instead
of to Intelligent people.
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Hon. R. F. Hutfchison: That is your

opinion.

The CHATRMAN: Order! I ask the hon.
member to confine his remarks to the
clause.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: People
should not try to force terrific charges on
to industry. I know what a person's life
Is worth; but I do not feel there are only
two seclions of people—those who were
born with wealth and those who were not.
At the moment we are enjoying an era of
prosperity and are giving to the workers
of this State a set of conditions of which
we are very proud. However, we can
reach a maximum; and if we go too far,
it mekes the £ worth a lot less as each
year passes. It is silly.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Is it?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Yes.
The hon. member does not influence me
with her ideas.

'The CHATRMAN: Order!

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I think
we have to be reasonable, but we must
not make .any mistakes. I only wish I
could see flve years ahead.

Hon. F. R. H, Lavery: You have been
saying that for the last five years.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I can
remember when the hon, member was only
a boy. I have not forgotten the 1802
period, nor the 1931-32 period, when
people had to sleep on the Esplanade.
:ghat.o could wealth and industry do for

em?

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: We do not want
those times again.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: No. At
that time the goods we were producing
were unsaleable overseas. Make no mis-
take about it, this sort of thing will bring
those conditions on again! There comes
a8 time when not only individuals are
bankrupt, but industries too. We can
only charge for our industrial products
what the world can pay, and our main
wealth comes from goods which we export
overseas. The goldmining industry s
almost down to its minimum and cannot
get much lower.

The CHATRMAN: Order!

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: It is an
industry that has to pay.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member is
talking about things outside the subject
under discussion.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I would
say that if a miner were killed on the
mines, his widow would he compensated.
That is why I referred to mines. I re-
member conditions in 1902.

Hon. E. M. Davies: And In 1892, when
the banks went broke and people ﬂocked
here from the East.
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The CHATIRMAN: Order! I want mem-
bers to understand that I do not intend
these interjections to continue. I draw
the attention of members to Standing
Orders 395 and 398.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: That
period in New South Wales was brought
about by the failure of primary industries
there. I could easily be popular by say-
ing “ves” to a provision such as this, but
I am responsible and have to exercise
commonsense in these matters.

Hon, E. M. HEENAN: This clause simply
proposes to inecrease the amount paid in
the event of a worker's death from £2,500,
which it is at present, to £3,000. We have
just heard Sir Charles Latham puftting up
the proposition that we have to be afraid
of the future and cannot load industry.
It is a familiar argument; and, with re-
spect, I think that in recent yvears he has
used it more than ever before. If we look
down 8t, George's Terrace we will find an
array of buildings which mus{ be costing
millions of pounds; and in the Esperance
and Albany distriets, and up north, the
State is expanding. We have to be careful
not to overioad industry, but the argu-
ment about being afraid implies being
unjust to someone. Mr. Mattiske says the
basis of workers' compensation law is to
alleviate and partially recompense.

Hon. R. C. Mattiske: Workers' com-
pensation means what it says.

Hon, E. M. HEENAN: Compensate.
Hon, R. C. Mattiske: Not wholly.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: It is not sup-
posed to.

Hon., R. C. Mattiske: Therefore it is
partially.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: I am sure not
many members in this Chamber would
agree workers’ compensation is not de-
signed to adequately or wholly compen-
sate a worker. I agree there {5 a section
which unfortunately always seems to miss
out, They are not working for anyone;
they are not employed; and if they go to
hospital they have to pay their own ex-
penses and doctor's fees. However, the
greal number of people are employed in
industry, and we cannot deny them their
rights simply because a few others miss
out in the process. My idea of workers'
compensation law is that it should
fairly and adequately, according to exist-
ing standards, compensate anyone who,
through no fault of his own, is injured
or loses his Iife in employment. Surely
that is a fair and proper basis to work on.

This is how it works unfairly at present:
A man can be killed at work and his
widow will receive £2,500. If he had left
his work and were crossing the street and
someone in a motorcar, driving in a
negligent manner, killed him, the widow
would be much better off. She would get
the amount which a judge estimated his
life to be worth. The widow of & young
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man with g great expectancy of life, or
whose earning capacity was high, would
get a greater amount than is provided
here,

Hon. A. R. Jones:
anything.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN; That is true, I
am gassuming he was killed througsh no
fault of his own. Surely the principle is
the same, and a life is worth so much, It
is not many years since £600 was the total
amount, and it was a great struggle to
have 1t increased to £1,000. I do not
think anyone can logically argue that it
is wrong for the Government to try to in-
crease the present amount from £2,500 to
£3,000.

Hon. H. K, Watson:
make it £5,000?

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: No. Posslbly
in the years to come it will be increased;
but at the present time, £3,000 would be
e fair thing. I am not saying that this
amount is adequate for a widow whose
husband has been kiiled, but as Mr. Mac-
Kinnon has said, it is difficult to make an
estimate in hard cold money. Everyone
would like to give such & person £10,000
or £30,000, but that is out of the question.

I think that £3,000 is rational and is
within the possibllity of accomplishment.
Fortunately in these days of safety devices
and so on not many men are killed at
work—and I think the percentage is being
reduced each year. If we can reduce it
aimost to nil, that will be the happiest
day of all Today some members are
driving around in motorcars that cost
£2,000.

Hon. A. R. Jones:
pay for them,

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: Yes: but in-
dustry must be in a fairly buoyant state
for members to be able to pay for them.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Mr. Heenan
mentioned that the widow of a man killed
at work received £2,600, but if he were
kiled when coming home from work,
through the negligence of a motorcar
driver, she could collect £8,000 or £10,000.

Hon. E. M. Heenan: I did not specify
any smount.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Well, she
could collect something in excess of £2,500.
This touches on & fundamental issue, that
it en employer through negligence, by
not having proper safeguards, contributes
towards a man's death, he is liable under
a8 separate scale. ‘The Workers’ Com-
pensation Act sets up, from an academic
point of view, an artificlal liability, It
is arbitrary and automatie.

Hon. E. M, Heenan: It is not auto-
matic,

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: To a large
extent it is. If an employee iniures him-
self in a modern factory equipped with

She might not get

Do you want to

They have had to
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all safeguards, there 1s an arbitrary and
virtually an artificial liability on the em-
rloyer. The extent of it is covered by
the amount of the premium paid.

The second instance quoted by Mr.
Heenan concerned s man going home from
work and being injured through negli-
gence. This is a totally different matter.
To compare that with workers’ compensa-
tion is not exactly fair, because it would
be comparable to an employer allowing
a high speed belt or motor to operate
without proper safeguards; or working his
men in a fatigued condition.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Members should
know what is in the Act. The sum of
£3,000 is not the maximum that can be
drawn even today. It is possible for a
widow to get more than £3.000 because
£75 is provided for each dependent child.
On top of that it is possible for a widow
to receive £2,600 in weekly payments while
the worker is sick and then, when he dles,
for her to receive another £800. The
position is not quite as bad as is made out.

I remind members that in 1854 the total
amount payable to a widow was £1,800
and we then increased it to £2,500, yet
we in this Chamber are accused of not
going forward.

Hon. J, J. Garrigan:
asked for.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: That is so; but
we can, of course, give away other people’s
money without any trouble! The hon.
member talks about giving a widow £25
a week for life. That, of course, can be
done; but we have {o exercise some respon-
sibility. We are dealing with money paid
in by industry. The conditions we gave
in 1954 are equitable. If members want
to include the widow in some other type
of fund, where she can get more, then it
is someone else’s plgeon; it is not the con-
cern of workers' compensation. The pre-
sent amount payable is, In my opinion,
quite adequate.

Hon. G. E. JEFFERY: Clause 12 is
probably the most humanitarian one in
the Bill. Some members have dealt with
past history, but I belleve that a country
that lives in the past has no future. The
sum of £3,000 is not too much to ask for
the widow of a worker. If a widow gets
£3,000, spread over flve years, it means
she has about £12 a week on which to
rear a family. That is not a great amount
these days.

I live in an industrial town where quite
a few workers have been killed—some of
them intimate friends of mine—and I have
witnessed the struggle their wives have had
to rear their femilies. Quite a few workers
are purchasing their own homes, and in
most cases when a lump sum is recelved
the first thing that is done is {0 finallse
the payment on the home.

[100]

It is not what we
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A lot has been said about the cost to
industry. This is one circumstance in in-
dustry where no one wants to make a claim,
because most people want to see the bread-
winner alive. The difference between
£2,500 and £3,000 is quite small when com-
pared to the total amount pajid out in
workers’ compensation.

Much has been said about workers bhe-
ing killed through the neglect of the em-
ployer, and the widow then having the
right to sue at common law. I have sat
on coroners’ juries, and I know that to
these people a bird in the hand is worth
two in the bush; that rather than take the
risk of a legal action, they would seitle
for the compensation. I suggest that the
amount of £3,000 would, possibly pay
off & home that was being bought and
leave a small nest egg for the future. I
commend the clause.

Hon. J. J. GARRIGAN: I supported this
clause In 1954, and I support it again in
1956. We did a good job on the select
committee, and we raised the amount by
8 few hundred pounds, People give their
lives to industry, and they are entitled to
the money. Take the mining industry. A
man might work in it when he is 21 years
of age and then get married and have a
young family, and get Kkilled, and his
family would receive only £2,500. These
men are not employed for their good looks;
they give their whole lives to the industry
and the employers are making a proflt out
of them—commercialising their labour.
Therefore, members should vote for this
clause as it stands.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: A lot has been
said about this clause and we have listened
to some immoderate speeches. This is a
simple rueasure, but I find myself in great
difficulty regarding it. I would like to
vote for this clause because it upholds
what I have always sald in this Chamber
—that the widow is deserving of every-
thing we can give her. But when I made
an attempt last time to do something
about it, the hand was held out and they
said, “Yes, we will take that and every-
thing else, too.” -

Therefore I am wary of increasing the
amount In case I am left later on with
having to increase a schedule which is
basically unsound; and everybody 1s be-
ginning to realise that it is basically un-
sound. I would like to take the risk of
voting for this clause, but I wish to make
it quite clear that I shall vote against any
increase in the schedule until such time
as it is amended on a proper basis.

Hon. R, C. MATTISKE: We had a
lengthy debate on this question this after-
noon when we discussed the merits and
demerits of increasing the maximnm
amount for permanent and total incapa-
city. Some of those who wanted the maxi-
mum increased in that instance said that
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the wife who had to care for a per-
manently incapacitated husband and chil-
dren was at a far greater disadvantage
than a widow. Therefore, to be consist-
ent, on this occasion we should reject the
move to increase the maximum amount
and so agree to the amendment. I think
I should refer to a statement or a half-
statement made by the Chief Secretary.
He read from a magazine where in Vie-
toria a widow was granted compensa-
tion—

The Chief Secretary: I did not.

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: Very well,
damages.

The Chief Secretary: I said that it was
a farm-hand, not a widow.

Hon. R, C. MATTISKE: Damages to
the tune of £8,000 were granted. He
wants us to compare that £8,000 to £3,000
in this instance. We cannot compare two
things which are poles apart. In one
case damages were awarded by the
court because the death was caused through
the fault of another party.

The Chief Secretary: It was not a death
at all.

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: Very well. In-
Juries were suffered through the fault of
another party. In this instance, if death
occurred through the fault of enother
party, in addition to the amount payable
under the Workers’ Compensation Act, an
amount would be awarded under common
law for damages. It is possible, if a worker
is killed as a result of an accident, for
his widow to recelve the full amount of
damages awarded by a court of law, if the
fault is sttributable to a third party; and
also for the children to apply for and re-
ceive the maximum amount payable under
the Workers®’ Compensation Act. There-
fore In that instance the relatives would
be considerably better off than the relatives
of an individual killed outside his work, In
order to be consistent we must apply the
same arguments to this as we applied to
the other case this afternocn.

Hon, F, R, H. Lavery: Why must we do
that?
Hon. A. R. JONES: 1 move—

That the question be now put.
Motion put and passed.

. Amendment put and a division called
or.

The CHAIRMAN: Before the tellers tell,
I give my vote with the noes.

ul[:ivlsion taken with the following re-
sult:—

Ayes .. 13
Noes ... 14

Majority against 1

(COUNCIL.]

Ayes.
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. H. L. Roche
Hon. A. F. Griffith Hon. C. H. Simpson
Hon. Biv Chas I-ﬂt,ham Hon. J. M. Thomson
Hon, L. A. Hon, H. K. Watson
Hon. G. Macx;lnnon Hon. F. D. Willmott
Hon, B. C. Mattiske Hon. A. R. Jones
Hon. J. Murray (Teller.)

Noes.
Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. R. F. Hutehison
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon. G. E. Jeffery
Hon. (. Fraser Hon. F. R. H. Lavery
Hon. J. J Garrigan Hon, J, D. Teahan
Hon. W . Hall Hon, W. F. Wlllesee
Hon. E, Heenan Hon. F. J. 8. Wiae
Hon. J. G Hislop Hon. E. M. Davies

{ Teller.)
Pair,
Aye. Na.

Hon, J. Cunningham Hon. H. C. Strickland
Amendment thus negatived.

Hon, R. C. MATTISKE: I move an
amendrent—

That paragraph (b) be struck out.
The whole of this paragraph breaks right
through the principle Act. Under the Act
it is provided that a female, regardless of
her earning capsacity, wiil, if injured, re-
ceive benefits on a certain scale; and a
male, regardless of his earnings, will re-
ceive beneflts on a certain scale. If{ does
not matter whether a female worker is
receiving the basic wage or considerably
in excess of it, if she is Injured she re-
celves compensation at a fixed rate, There-
fore this clause, by providing that s female
worker who may ordinarily be receiving
wages at the same rate as a male shall be
treated as a male for the purposes of this
Act, is entirely wrong in principle and I
hope the Committee will support this
amendment.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: 1 hope the
Committee will not agree to this amend-
ment and I cannot understand the sup-
posed logic of the hon. member. There
are two people, lrrespective of sex, who
are drawing the same amount of money,
and the hon. member says it is quite right
that one should receive a lesser rate, if
Injured at work, than the person working
alongside her, even though they are getting
the same rate of pay.

Hon. Q. C. MacKinnhon: Does a foreman
get a greater rate of compensation than
a labourer?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is not
the point at issue.

Hon. G. C, MacKinnon: Just answer the
question,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The foreman
and the worker would not be getting the
same rate of pay.

Hon. G. €. MacKinnon: But do they get
the same rate of compensation?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If a male and
a female are working alongslde one another
doing the same job and getting the same
rate of pay, and they are both injured,
why should one receive a lesser rate of
compensation than the other? Do not let
us forget that this rate of pay has been
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awarded by an Arhitration Court which has
investigated all the facts. ¥Yet in those
circumstances the hon. member says they
should receive different treatment if they
are injured. I cannot see the logic in his
argument.

Hon. R, C. MATTISKE: I cannot under-
stand  the Chief Secretary’s logic. Right
through the Act the prineciple is that a cer-
tain amount of compensation will be paid
to a male worker and a certain amount to
a female worker, the reason being, obvi-
ously, that under normal conhditlons the
male worker has a wife and family to
support; whereas under the same condi-
tions the female worker has no such
responsibility. It is possible that a man
and his wife could he working and receiv-
ing the same rate of pay.

The Chief Secretary: They would both
have the same responsibility.

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: They would be
considered as single individuals; but the
man is still responsible under all laws for
the upkeep of the family and the home;
and he has, therefore, an additional burden
to carry. Surely the Chief Secretary is not
trying to tell us that in all cases the female
has the same responsibilities as the male!
If we are to include this provision then the
whole of the Act will need to 2o back into
the melting pot.

Hon. R. F, HUTCHISON: There are
many women on the same rate ¢f pay as
men.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Where?

Hon. F, R. H. Lavery: The barmen and
barmaids; and you should know about
them.

Hon. R, ¥. HUTCHISON: More than
two-thirds of the women that work have
family responsibilities. Far more women
than men look afier parents and ailing
relatives. It is not logical to say that if
a woman is paid the same as a man and
she gets injured she should receive 18s.
instead of 20s. That ls not fair at all.
I hope the Commitiee supports the clause.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: There is just
one point, namely that the same amount of
premium would be paid for the one as
the other.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: The Chief Secre-
tary appeals for logie, but that seems to
be singularly lacking In his submission.
The Act states that the maximum wage
for a male shall he £12 8s. plus the basic
wage increase, regardless of what his
salary is—whether it be £12, £16 or £20 a
week. 'The amounf fixed for him has
nothing to do with the amount of salary
he receives. Similarly, the Act states that
the compensation payable to a female shall
be 8 maximum of £9 plus basic wage in-
creases, Again that is regardless of what
the female is earning. Logically there is
no reason why a woman shculd be given

increased compensation because she hap-
pens to be getting more than other females
even though she may be drawing as much
as the male.

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

Ayes ... 13
Noes ... 13
A tie 0
Ayea
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. J. Murray
Hon, A. P, Grifith Hon. C. H. S8impson
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hon. J. M, Thomson
Hon, A, R. Jones Hon. H, K. Watson
Hon. L. A. Logen Hon. F. D, Willmott
Hon. @. MacKinnon Hon. H. L, Roche
Hon. R. C. Mattiske {Teller.)
Noes.
Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. @. E. Jeffery
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. Sir Chas, Latham
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon. J. D, Teahan
Hon. G. Praser Hon. W. F. Willesee
Hon. J. J. Garrigan Hon, F. J. 8. Wise
Hon. E. M. Heenen Hon, F. R. H. Lavery
Hon. R. F. Hutchison { Teller.)

Palr,

Aye. No.
Hon, J. Cunningham Hon. H. C. Strickland

The CHATRMAN: The voting being equal
the question passes in the negative.

Amendment thus negatived.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I move an amend-
men_b—_
That paragraph (g), on page 9, be
struck out.

The Act provides the maximum com-
pensation to the male shall be £12 8s.
plus the basic wage increases. At the
moment that figure is £13 3s. 1d. It seems’
as though some bright boy at Trades Hall
has said, “See if you can get another
10s.” I object to the clause on principle.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I hope the
Committee will not agree to the amend-

ment. Again the hon, member i1s not
correct. The amendment 1s not 10s but
75. 11. There are no bright boys from the

Trades Hall in the Chamber at present,
but I can see other interested pecple here
who are certainly not from the Trades Hall.
I know where the interest Hes. How many
workers today receive the basic wage?

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Fifty per cent.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: And the re-
mainder are getting more, are they not?
There are not a great number of workers
receiving the basic wage; and, for that
reason, we consider it is reasonable that
they should get this few shillings above the
basic wage. It s more in conformity with
the amount they are receiving. When the
Act was first framed and the bhasic wage
was inserted, many of the workers received
only the basic wage. This is a method of
showing that progress has been made

Amendment put and a divislon called
for.
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The CHAIRMAN: Before the tellers tell,
I give my vote with the noes.

Division taken with the following
result:—
Ayes .. 15
Noes ... 12
Majority for ... 3
s,
Hon, L. C, Diver Hon. J. Murray
Hon, A, F. Grifith Hon. H. L. Roche
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hon, C. H. Simpson
Hon. A. R. Jones Hon. J. M. Thomson
Hon. Bir Chas, Lat.ham Hon, H. K. Watson
Hon. L. A, Hon. P. D, Willmott
Hon. G. Mac n Hon. N. E, Baxter
Hon. R. C. Mattiske (Teller.)
Noes,
Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. R. F, Hutchison
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. Q. E. Jeflery
Hon. 4. T Hon. F. B. H. Lavery
Hon. J. J. Garrigan Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. W. R. Hall Hon. W. F. Willesee
Hon. BE. M. Heenan Hon, F. J. 8. Wise
{ Teller.,
Pulr.
Aye. No.
Hon. J. Cunningham Hon. H. . Strickland

Amendment thus passed.

Hon. HA K. WATSON:
amendment—
That paragraph (h), on page 9, be
struck out.

I would much prefer to see the whole
clause deleted. This paragraph refers to
adjustments of the limit. I can describe
it as consequential.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I also claim
that this paragraph is consequential, but
it 18 consequential on an emendment car-
ried in this clause, and not consequential
on ancther amendment to the Bill

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

I move an

Ayes ... 14
Noes . 12
Majority for .. 2
Ayes.
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. R. C. Mattisko
Hon. A. F. Orifith Hon. J,. Murray
Hon. J. Q. op Hon. H. L. Roche
Hon. A. R. Jones Hon. C. H. Bimpson
Hon. 8ir Chas Latham Hon, J. M. Thomson
Hon. P, R. H. Lavery Hon. H, K, Watson
Hon. G. MacKinnhon Hon. F D, Wilimott
(rel!er )
Noes.
Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. G. E. Jeffery
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. F. R. H. Lavery
Hom. L. C. Diver Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. G. Fmaser Hon. W, P. Willesee
Hon, J. J, Garrigan Hon. F. J. B. W
Hon. E. M. Heenan Hon. R. ¥. Hutchison
{Teller.}
Palr.
Aye. No,

Hon. J. Cunnlngham Hon. H. C. Strickland
Amendment thus passed.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I move an amend-
ment— .
That paragraphs (1}, (j} and (K),
on page 9, be struck out.

[COUNCIL.]

I ask that they be taken together because
they have the same import. This is a
laudable attempt to do something in con-
nection with a matter which will ulti-
mately become a serious problem—and
that is, the hospital care of a seriously
injured worker. The previous custom was
that if a serfously injured worker claimed
compensation under the Act, he would be
treated in some private hospital in the
country or In the city; if in the latter
possibly in St. John of God Hospital which
in those days made a considerable reduc-
tion for treatment of injured workers.
When the amount of money provided by
the Act was exhausted, the injured worker
would be transferred to a public hospital,
maybe to a public bed, or he might bhe
brought down to the Royal Perth Hospital.
There he would be treated by one of the
honorary staff.

In days gone by, when hospitals did not
make any charge for the occupancy of
beds, such a person had no liability in
respect of the treatment of his condition.
The result was that no great burden was
placed on the injured worker by the fact
that the money available to him had heen
exhausted. But times have changed and
hospitals find themselves in considerable
financial difficulty.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I would ask
the mover to restrict his amendment to
paragraphs (j) and (k), because bpara-
graph (i) seeks to delete the words “or
surgical”; whereas, at bpresent, surgical
treatment comes within the £100. On the
next page of the Bill {t is set out that
surgical treatment shall not be included.
If the paragraph in question is struck out
there will be an anomaly,

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I seek leave to
alter my amendment In the terms sug«
gested by the Chief Secretary.

Leave granted.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: The conditions in
hospitals have radically altered and they
are in financial difficulties. The result is
that after a seriously injured worker has
exhausted the money available under com-
pensation, he will be presented with a Bill
from the public hospital. If that were the
only side of the story, then elther the
paragraphs as they stand, or the amend-
ment which I have put forward would be
reasonable; but the following possibility
comes into the pieture:—Under the
national health service and the Hospital
Benefli, Fund, the State would have to
pay the whole of the cost for hospital
treatment of the injured worker it the
funds under the Act were exhausted.
While the worker 15 still under workers
compensation, I belleve that neither the
national health service nor the Hospitals
Benefit Fund is lable to pay anything
to the Injured person.
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Hon. L. A. Logan: He cannot claim
hospital fees while he is under compensa-
tion.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: The result is that
if we take the limit of hospital charges
away, it looks as though the State will
bear the whole burden of the extra
amount; whereas if the limit is left, and
some arrangement is arrived at to provide
that the worker is insured for the mini-
mum of the hospital benefits then the costs
of maintenance by the State would be
reasonable. The difficulty is that under
my amendment the same thing exists, I
ask the Committee to agree to the deletion
of paragraphs (§) and (k); but I would
ask leave to withdraw my further amend-
ment so that considerable thought might
be given by those interested in this mat-
ter to see that something real is done for
the injured worker.

We are not justified in making the State
pay the whole cost when there is a Com-
monwealth benefit fund to be used; nor can
I agree that we should expect a worker
to insure himself to the maximum in case
his injury exceeds £150 for treatment.
Some arrangement must be come to be-
tween the parties as to the best method of
arriving at a solution to this very serious
problem,

The whole of this Bill looks after the man
with a minor injury and does little for a
man with a serious injury. A complete
alteration 15 necessary; and in future we
should focus our attention on compensating
a man for serious injury and forget the
monetary details at the back of it. When
we do that, we will come to some definite
arrangement about the hospital costs of
these patients.

As regards the medical costs, they are
not very great. We had s meeting of the
committee of the British Medical Assocla-
tion Council to inquire into the possible
financial loss to members of the profes-
sion by the limiting of this amount to £100
for medical expenses; and, at the very
most, we could not imagine that the in-
creased costs that would arise would be
more than £2,000 per annum.

But it must be remembered that if the
whole cost is lifted, we may find a con-
siderable number of cases cropping up
over the £100; and whereas we feel that
the profession may lose about £2,000 on
the present system, we would have great
difficulty in policing the Act efficlently if
this clause were allowed. S0 I suggest
that until we can get together on this mat-
ter and see whether we can do something
to protect the serlously injured in regard
to hosplital costs, paragraphs (j) and (k)
should be deleted.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: So long as
I can be sure that the hon, member in-
tends to move his further amendment, I
will raise no objection to this proposal,
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Hon. J. . HISLOP: I do not think
I can do that. In the first amendment
that the Bill proposes the limit is taken
off the total amount of fees available for
the treatment of the worker, My amend-
ment was deslgned to get over that diffi-
culty by suggesting that either the medical
practitioner or the injured worker could
apply to the board for the right to increase
the fees. But there is still that same difi-
culty that when the board did decide to
ralse the fees, the State would carry the
whole burden; because the man would still
come under workers’ compensation, and no
matter what he paid to the Hospital Bene-
fits Fund, that would not contribute to his
hospital maintenance. I think we are only
placing a burden upon ourselves when, by
postponing consideration of this altogether,
we could arrive at a conclusion which
would be satisfactory to all concerned.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I was ask-
ing whether the hon. member was going
on with his amendment on the notice
paper.

Hon. J. G. Hislop: No.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If he had,
I was golng to be co-operative and accept
his further amendment.

Hon. J. G. Hislop: T will wait and see
what hapens to paragraphs () and (k)
before I do anything else. They both have
the same difficulty.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I would not
oppose the amendment if I knew that the
hon. member would move his further
amendment on the notice paper. The
positlon is altered if I do not know
whether the hon. member will move his
further amendment. I know there are
complications; but, earlier, T mentioned
that later on we proposed to lift the Ud
80 far a5 expenses were concerned. That
is why I wanted statutory authority.

I thought there was something in the
hon. member's proposed amendment which
would be satisfactory. If I have no guar-
antee that that will be moved, however,
I must oppose the deletion of paragraphs
(J) and (k). We consider that with the
protection of the board there would be
no necessity for these limitations. As a
matter of fact, I think it would be bet-
ter if we went back to the old order
where there was permission to go beyond
the figure stated in the Act.

Hon. J. G. Hislop: I do not mind if
we go back fto the old order and it is
acceptable. This only Intends to do what
was done before,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: We wanted
to do something to rectify a position we
thought needed rectifying; and the only
way we could see that it could be done
was to have inserted paragraphs (§) and
(k) which take out the maximum of £100
and £150.
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‘Hon. J. G. HISLOP: Would the Chief
Secretary agree to report progress or post-
pone consideration of this clause with
the idea of our getting together and us-
ing the Hospital Benefits Fund in order
to prevent the whole cost over £150 falling
©on the State? I think he can see what 1
am driving at. I do not see any reason
why we should put a burden on our-
:gelves when there is a Hospital Beneflts
Fund that can be used.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: They have to
be subscribers. How would you ensure
‘that?

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I do not know.

Hon. 8ir Charles Latham: You would
have to compel them to be subscribers
if they are to be tied.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I feel that if an
individual has not the communal sense
to accept what is almost a national hos-
pital insurance, we cannot expect some
other section of the community to be re-
sponsible for the whole of his hospital
costs. So long as he has that offer by
the Commonwealth to insure himself and
he insures himself to the minimum, any-
thing in excess should be paid for under
the Workers' Compensation Act. But I
do not think we are justified in loading
the State with the whole of the Bill when
there is Commonwealth money which
could assist us, I would be quite willing
to spend time with the Chief Secretary
to see whether it is possible to make an
alteration in his c¢lause or my amend-
ment which would fit the oceasion.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am afraid
time is running out. How would the hon.
member view an increase in medical ex-
penses by another £50 or £100, with the
permission of the board;, and then be-
tween now and the next session we could
go into the matter of seeing about the
other medical fund he has in mind?

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I would not mind
if there were no increase in the medical
fees if we could find some way of meet-
ing the problem I have outlined.

Amendment put and pase_sed.

Clause, as amended, put and a division
called for.

The CHAIRMAN: Before the tellers tell,
I give my vote with the ayes.

Rivision'taken with the following re-
SUlt.—

Ayes 14
Noes 13
Majority for ... 1
Ayes.

Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. J. G. Higlop
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon, Q. E. Jeffery
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon. P. R. H, Lavery
Hon. (. Fraser Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. J. J. Garrlgan Hon. W. F. Willesee
Hon. W. R, Hall Hon. F. J, 9. Wise
Hon. B, M "Heenan Hon. R. F. Hutchison

fTeller.)

{COUNCIL..]

Noes,
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. J. Murray
Hon, A, Griffith Hon. C. H. Simpson
Hon. A. R Jones Hon. J. M. Thomson
Hon. Sir Chas. Latham Hon. H. X. Watscn
Hon. L, A, Logan Hon. F. D. Wilimott
Hon. Q. MacKinnon Hon. H. L. Roche
Hon. R. C. Mattlske (Teller.)

Clause, as amended, thus passed.

Clause 13—First Schedule, Clause 3, re-
pealed and re-enacted:

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I would ask the
Commitiee to vote against the clause. At
the moment the Act provides that a per-
son who Is partially unfitted and is work-
ing for less than his pre-accident pay
inust receive the difference between his
pre-accident pay and his present earnings,
subject to the maximum weekly limit fixed
under the Act, which is two-thirds of his
total salary. It was never the intention
that the injured employee should receive
full compensation for his financial loss.
Paragraph (a) of the clause cuts across
that principle and would give a man no
inducement to return to work as it would
allow him fo draw the full amount of his
salary.

In effect, paragraphs (b) and (¢) say
that a2 partially unfit worker who cannot
find employment shall receive full weekly
compensation, and in view of the wording
of subparagraph (b) I think the pro-
visions of paragraph (c) are unlikely to be
uzed. That subparagraph provides that if
the employer cannot find light work for
the injured employee full weekly com-
pensation must be paid and under this
provision he would need to make no effort
to secure suitable employment from any
other source. The provisions of Clause 3
of the First Schedule have operated satis-
factorily for many years and there should
be something to prevent malingering and
compel a man to return to work as soon
as possible. I think we should vote
ogainst the clause. .

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: This clause is a
poor attempt af rehabilitation. Five or
six years ago the board was given autho-
rity to set aside funds for rehabilitation
of injured workers and to make inquiries
with a view to preventing accidents.
Those associated with the treatment of
injured workers realise that their re-
habilitation is a difficult task. I think we
could dispense with this clause and then
next year amendments covering rehabili-

tation could be brought before this
Chamber.
Earller in the year the Minister

appointed a commitiee to investigate re-
habilitation, and it has reached definite
conclusions. All concerned desire that a
rehabilitation centre or organisation be
set up to rehabilitate the injured worker
without loss of time and with benefit to
him and the community generally. This
clause would remove the incentive to re-
turn to work and would make it mandatory
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for the employer to find work for the in-
jured employee, which I think is the func-
tion of the rehabilitation organisation. In
view of the progress made, and the accept-
ance by the Minister of certain sugges-
tions, I think definite proposals regarding
rehabllitation will be brought before this
Chamber next year, and then we will be
able to set up a rehabilitation organisa-
tion such as I have mentioned.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I agree with
Dr. Hislop’s remarks regarding rehabilita-
tion; but until a rehabilitation crganisation
is established, we want to give the Injured
worker this extra payment. I do not sgree
with Mr. Watson that the injured worker
would indulge in malingering and would
not look for a job.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Why should he look
for work?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If the em-
ployer offered suitable work and the
employee would not take it he would not
receive the extra compensation. This is
only a stopegap until the whole question of
rehabilitation can be properly dealt with.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I do not see how we
can place on the employer the onus of
obtaining work for the injured worker. Is
it suggested that he should #ry to per-
suade someone else to employ an injured
man if he cannot do so? The injured
worker must be educated into doing some
other job and the employers must be
educated into employing partially incapac-
itated men. It may be only In the bigger
establishments that work will be found for
such people. We are not justified in saying
that the employer should look elsewhere
for posts for men that he cannot employ.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: I agree with what
Dr. Hislop has said but feel that until
a rehabilitation organisation is established
we should agree to the clause. I have often
seen men discharged from hospital and
able only to take light employment. Such
men are hard to place and the proposal is
that their condition should be treated as
total inecapacity and that they should bhe
pald accordingly until the employer can
obtain suitable light work for them. An
employee is not incapacitated through his
own fault.

Hon. H. K. Watson: He might be.

Hon. E, M. HEENAN: Then he would get
no compensation,

Hon. H. K, Watson: Yes, he could.

Hon, E. M, HEENAN: The Act says that
if it 1s proved that the injury to the worker
is attributable to his serious and wilful
misconduct he need receive no compensa-
tion. That has happened in Kalgoorlie on
a number of occasions.

Hon. L. C. Diver: But is the worker
penalised under the Act for that sort of
thing?
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Hon. E. M. HEENAN: He Is penalised
through not receiving compensation. I
know a man who lost his hand through
flouting the directions of the shift boss, and
the court would not award compensation.

Hon. L. C. Diver:
experience.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: Perhaps the hon.
member has worked on farms all his life,
but all my life I have been connected with
men who work In the mining industry.
Another man had two fingers blown off as
a result of clamping the end of a detona-
tor with his fingers. He should have used
some implement that is provided for this
purpose and consequently the court re-
ijused to grant that worker any compensa-

on.

Hon. 8ir Charles Latham: The clamp-
ing together of the ends of a detonator

g, ai,tstupld practice, but the miners still
o it.

Such was not my

Sitting suspended from 10.16 to 10.30 p.m.

Hon. B. M. HEENAN: There is no obli-
gation on an employer. If a man Is offered
suitable work and does not take it, that
is the end of it. It is a problem to all
concerned. Doctors do their best and tell
a man he can engage only In a certain
class of work. If he were to defy the
doctor's instructions and engage in some-
thing heavier or more onerous and injure
his heart or leg again, he would not get
any compensation. That would amount to
misconduct. If he is told he can engage
only in light work and he defies the in-
structions, and his complaint starts all
over again he is out as regards compensa-
tion. Surely it is someone’s obligation to
find him a job; and until he gets work,
he should be regarded as totally in-
capacitated.

Clause put and a division taken‘ with
the following result:—

Ayes 11
Noes 15
Majorlty egainst 4
Ayes.
Hon. Q. Bennetts Hon. G. E. Jeffery
Hon. E. M, Davies Hon. P. R . Lavery
Hon. (. ser Hon. W. F, Willesee
Hon. J. J. Garrigan Hon. F. J. 8, Wise
"Hon. E. M, Heenan Hon. J. D, Teahan
Hon. R. F. Hutchlson {Teller.)
' Noes,
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. J, Murray
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon. H. L, Roche
Hon. J. G. Higlop Hon. €. H. Simpson
Hon, A. R. Jones Hon, J. M. Thomson
Hon, Sir Chas. Latham Hon, H. K, Watson
Hon. L. A. Logan Hon, F. D. Willmott
Hon. (. MacEilnnon Hon. A. F. Griflith
Hon. R. C. Mattiske (Teiller.)
_ Palr.
Aye. No,

Hon. H. C. Strickland Hon. J. Cunningham
Clause thus negatived.
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Clause 14—PFirst Schedule,
amended;

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: This clause should
be reviewed very carefully by the Cham-
ber. I am not certain that it does what
it is intended should be done. It is
likely to be dangerous., It provides that
where an injured worker refuses fo obtain
treatment, when so required, his right to
-weeklly payments is suspended. I do not
think we should bind a worker to accept
treatment.

T have been assisting a man who has
‘had opinions from five specialists, in the
same branch of work, regarding his con-
dition. Some have suggested an opera-
tion, some that it might be better to let
time take its course, and one that whilst
an operation might do no harm it might
or might not relieve the condition. In
view of the doubtful information ex-
pressed by the specialists, the man feels
he is entitled to use his own judgment, and
I think quite rightly so. If we take this
right away from him and say that if he
goes to a specialist and does not take the
advice, he will lose his weekly payments
we do something that is unjust. I am not
prepared to do that at the present stage.

At present in the Act there is a section
providing that if a man does not submit
t0 a hernia operation when it Is advised,
his payments are suspended or he is sub-
ject to some other penalfy. That is rather
different from the position here because
we know that the treatment for that
particular condition is surgieal, but there
can be varying opinlons about other
Injuries.

I realise that what lies behind this is
an attempt to get the worker to have
specialist advice earlier than has been the
case in the past. But I do not think this
wiil help the position. The rehabilitation
committee has discussed the problem, and
we believe that a more detailed first cer-
tificate of the man’s accident would get
over many of the difficulties that this pro-
vision is desigred to cover.

It is also a firmly expressed opinion of
the committee of the British Medical
Association that met with me to consider
the BIll, that a trial should be given to
the new fitst certificate, rather than go
to this limit of saying to the worker that
he can go to a specialist and, having done
50, he must take the speclalist's advice.
We are not superhuman; even the
specialists In the profession make mis-
takes, and they have different opinions
about treatment.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: All we are
trying to do here is to help the worker.
We think it is necessary that this be done
in some cases because we have found by
experience that quite a lot of G.P's. hang
on to a case too long; it ought to go to
a specialist.

Clause 17,

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. J. G. Hislop: Take out the word
“lot" and say “some” and 1 will agree.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I heg your
pardon—some G.P's. T have an instance
of a chap at Kalgoorlie who had a badly
fractured thigh. He was kept at Kalgoor-
lie for seven months when there was
chviously little possibility of the bone
uniting. In fact, the medical officer of
the State Insurance Qffice said in one re-
port that the plate affixed was keeping
the ends of the bone apart. He discussed
the case with the Kalgoorlie doctor and
recommended removal of the plate and
bone grafting which obviously was a job
for an orthopaedic speclalist. A further
month elapsed before any effort was made
to arrange for the patient to be trans-
ferred to Perth for specialist treatment.

Another case in Kalgoorlie concerns a
person who received a serious injury to a
foot which was partially amputated.
Amputation at a higher level was indi-
cated. The State Insurance Office asked
that the local doctor should advise the
patient that he could elect to continue
treatment under him or go to Perth for
specialist treatment if he so desired. That
information was not conveyed to the
patient, who was retained at Kalgoorlie
for a further two months and then, at
the request of the same doctor, was
brought to Perth for specialist treatment.
I have other cases that I can quote.

We want to avold this sort of thing and
that is why the provision is inecluded. We
do not want to dictate to a man and say
that he cannot choose his own doctor, but
we believe that some men are not the
best judges of whether they are getting
correct treatment. I agree with Dr. Hislop
about the provision which takes the pay
from the man, and I will willingly accept
an amendment in connection with it. In
regard to the other part, it 1s just a ques-~
tion of whether what is in the Bill achieves
what we want. I have had a suggestion
made that we should prefix the clause
with the following words:—

Where, following a clinical exam-
ination, and/or an examination of
x-ray fllms the speclallst is of the
opinion that specialist treatment is
desirable.

Would this get over the hon. member’s
cbjection?

Hon. J. G. HISILOP: I have not the
wording in front of me, but it sounds a
bit difficult, because it appears as though
the specialist says that he wants to treat
the case.

The Chief Secretary: To an extent, that
is so.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: This could cause
a good deal of ill-feeling in the profes-
sion.
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The Chief Secretary: He would have
the choice of five or six.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: Yes, but he has
been seen by one specialist. There are
difficulties, and there is wvery little need
for this. The unions could notify their
members that if they are injured they
can ask for specialist opinion very early
in the piece. If I, or any member of my
family, were injured I would want a
specialist’s opinion very early in the treat-
ment. The worker is entitled to have
specialist opinion.

Hon. E. M. Heenan: Would not some
local doctors resent that?

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I do not know
that we can worry about that aspect. The
sooner we realise that a specialist can help
a worker, the better for all concerned. In
the Medical Act there is a section stating
that any medical man who refuses to ar-
range a consultation commits an offence
against the Act. I think that all we need
do is to draw the attention of the worker
to his rights under the Workers' Compen-
sation Act. Only recently an insurance
manager called up the wife of an injured
worker, told her that he thought her hus-
band was progressing too slowly, and sug-
gested to her that a specialist be consulted,
We can do that sort of thing without put-
ting a section in the Act to cover it; and
unless we tell the injured worker that he
can do what is set out in this Bill, nothing
will happen.

We should take steps to educate the
worker and tell him his rights under this
Act. The unions and the insurance com-
panies could issue a small pamphlet setting
it all out, and there would not he any need
for doubtful clauses such as this. I am
certain that when the rehabillitation com-
mittee brings up its findings next year
& lot of these difficulties will diseppear.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I was hop-
ing we could have come {0 some amicable
arrangement on this point; and members
will realise, if they read this clause, that
it is a step in the right direetion. I have
a medical man in whom I have full con-
fidence; and if I were an injured worker
I would not attempt to consult a specialist
while he was prepared to treat me. But
the doctor could mislead me when special-
ist treatment was really required. A pro-
vision such as this should be in the Act
and I hope the Committee will agree to it.
If someone likes to move that paragraph
(i) be struck out I would be prepared to
give it constderation.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: I cannot agree with
the Chief Secretary. From the instances
that the Chief Secretary read out, it is
obvious that the insurance company con-
cerned was very lax—muech more than
usual in these instances. When a case
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is going on for several weeks, as a rule
the company makes some inguiries as to
why the patient is not improving. 1 agree
with Dr. Hislop that it is quite pertinent
for the company concerned to get in touch
with the relatives of the injured worker
and suggest that he be sent for &
speclalist examination. I do not think
there is any necessity for this clause.

Hon. H K. WATSON: From experi=
ences that have been mentioned to me it
would seem that the views expressed by
Mr. Diver are more apparent than real.
I heard of a case where a man had been
sent to a hospital for a bad back—and
these back cases are awkward for insur-
ance companies. The company concerned
was not satisfled and wanted a specialist
called in. They gapproached the G.UP.
attending this man and he said he would
arrange to have a specialist examine the
patient. A fortnight went by and the
company approached the doctor and he
sald that he wanted to treat the man for
ancother week or two before he called in
the specialist.

At the end of the week the company de-
clded to ask the speclalist to go down and
examine this man; and when he did so,
he found that while he was in hospital
a5 g certified workers’ compensation case,
he was in fact suffering from cancer of
the spine; and he died a week later. It
was only by good luck the Insurance com-
pany had & specialist examine the man
before he died. Had it gone another fort-
night, the G.P. would have certified that
it was a workers’ compensation case and
that death had resulted from the bad
back; whereas it had nothing to do with
his employment.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: At present
they can send a man to be examined by a
specialist, but they cannot force him fo
have treatment by a speclalist. What Mr.
Diver said was correct up to a point—they
cannot make a worker take specialist
treatment after he has been examined.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I wonder whether
this clause has been put in for the purpose
of getting an injured worker fo ego o a
speclalist for treatment or whether the
words “and the employer shall be liable
for the full cost of the specialist treatment
and for necessary hospital charges in-
curred by the worker in connection with
that treatment” are the real reason. That
seems to be a new phase, and I am in-
clined to helieve that that is the part of the
clause which the Chief Secretary wants.

The Chief Secretary: No, I told you
what T wanted. I do not hide behind a
bushel.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I think we should
dispel any doubts that Mr, Logan might
have. I believe that this clause was put
in because in cases of long standing there
may be very little left of medical or
hospital expenses. In that case it simply
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means that the insurance company is re-
sponsible for having called in a specialist
and will agree to pay whatever costs and
hospital maintenance are required.

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

Ayes .. 17
.Noes g
i Majority for ]
Ayes.
Bon. Q. Bennetts Hon. J. Murray
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. ©. H. Simpson
Hon. Q. Fraser Hon, J. D, Teahan
Hon. J. J. Garrigan Hon, H, K. Watson
Hon, E. M, Heenan Hon. W. F. Willesen
Hon. R. F. Hutchlson  Hen, F. D. Willmott
Hon. . B, Jeffery Hon. P. J. 5. Wlse
Hon, F. BR. H. Lavery Hon, A, F. Grifith
Hon, &, MacEinnon {Teller.)
Noes.
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. L. A, an
Hon. L. C, Diver Hon. R. C. Mattiske
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hen. H. L. he
Hon. A. R. Jones Honp, J. M, Thomson
Hon, 8ir Chas. Latham {Teller.)

Clause thus passed.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: On a point of
order, Mr. Chairman, I understood the
Chief Secretary to say that he had no ob-
jection to paragraph (ii) being struck out
of the clause. As the clause has now
been passed, would the Chief Secretary
agree to remove that paragraph if the
Blll were recommitted, because that is the
dangerous part of it?

- The Chief Secretary: Yes; I made the
offer but no one moved for it.

Clause 15—First Schedule,
amended:

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: I hope the Com-
mittee will not agree to the clause. Under
the Act, if both the worker and the em-
ployer agree, the worker's claim can be
referred to a medical board, which has
power to decide whether the worker is fit
to return to work or the extent of his
handicap. The finding of the medical
board is final; there is no appeal from it.
As the finding of the board is decided on
the facts of the case, this should not be
Jeft entirely to the medical men. For that
reason employers and insurers rarely agree
to matters being left to medical boards.
Under this proposal, either the worker or
the employer can insist on a matter being
teferred to the medical board. This is bad,
a5 the medical board ecould usurp the
functions and responsibilities of the
Workers’ Compensation Board which, in
my opinion, is the best authority to decide
these matters. The Act should remain as
it stands.

Clause put and & division taken with the
following result:—

Clause 8,

Ayes ... 11
Noes ... 14
‘Majority against 3

[COUNCIL.]

Ayea.
Hon. G. Benopetts Hon, F. R. H. Lavery
Hon, E. M. Davies Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. G. Praser Hon. W. F. Willesea
Hon, J. J. Garrlgan Hon, F. J. 8. Wise
Hon, E, M. Heenan Hon, R. F. Hutchison
Hon. 3. E. Jeflery {Teller.)
Noes,
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. R. C. Mattiske
Hon, L, ¢, Diver Hon. J. Murray
Hon. A. F. Griffith Hon. C. H. Blmpsen
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hon. J. M. Thomson
Hon. A, R, Jones Hon, H, K. Watson
Hon. Blr Chas. Latham Hon. F. D. Willmott
Hon. L. A, Logan Hon, G non
fTeller.)
Ealr.
Aye. No.,

Hon. H. C. Strickland Hon. J. Cunningham
Clause thus negatived.
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I move—
That the Chairman do now leave the
Chalr.

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

Ayes .. 11
Noes ... 15
Mgajority against 4
Ayes.
Hon. N. .anr.cr Hon. €. H, Simpson
Hon. A. P. Griffith Hon. J, M, Thomson
Hon, Sir Chas Latham Heon. H. K. Watson
Hon. G. MacEinnon Hon, F, D. Willmott
Hon, R, C, Mattiske Hon, H. L. Roche
Honr, J. Murray {Teller.)
Noes.
Hon. Q, Bennetts Hon, (. E. Jeffery
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. A. R, Jones
Hon, L. C, Diver Hon. L. A. Logan
Hon. Q. Fraser Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. J. J. Garrigan Hon. W, F. Willesee
Hon. E. M. Heenan Hon. F. J. 8. Wise
Hon. J. Q. Hislop Hon. F. R. H. Lavery
Hon. R. F. Hutchison {Telier.)
Palr.
Aye. No.

Hon. J. Cunnlngham Hon. H. C. Strickland

Motion thus negatived.

Clause 16—First Schedule, Clause 15,
amended:

Hon. R. €. MATTISEE: 1 move an
amendment—

That after the word “entitled” in
line 32, page 12, the following proviso
be added:—

Provided that this paragraph
shall have no application to agree-
ments for the redemption of future
weekly payments duly recorded
under the provisions of this clause,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: In view of
the recent kind action of the Committee,
I will not oppose this amendment.

Amendment put and passed; tha clause,
as amended, agreed fo.

Clause 17-—Second Schedule amended:
Hon. H. K. WATSON: I hope the Com-

mittee will vote against this clause. It is
the Third Schedule which proposes to base
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all Second Schedule claims on £3,000 in-
stead of the existing base of £2,400. The
maximum at the moment is £2,400 running
down to £45, and it is proposed to make
the maximum £3,000 running down to £56.
The same arguments T adduced previously
apply to this c¢lause.

The CHIEP SECRETARY: I would
agree to paragraph (a) being struck out.
Paragraph (b) increases the amount of
money for the person attending the
paraplegic. . :

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: 1 would like the
entire schedule leooked at properly before
we see it again. It contains a number of
anomalies. Amountis pald -for smaller
injuries are excessive and they could- be
given to the people who really need com-
pensation. There are a number of items,
such as facial disfigurement, which are not
covered under the Act and which are a bar
to employment. Those are worth a con-
siderable sum of money to the individual.

One case concerning an injured worker
with a fractured jaw was brought to my
notice. He finds mastication difficult and
requires special foods. It can happen that
only certain jobs are available to him.
These things should be considered. There
is nothing in the Bill to advise what should
be done to improve the paosition of the
injured person. All the advice that has
been given in this Chamber iIs to increase
the monetary compensation for an injury.
I hope the clause will be amended.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: One important
point has not been considered, and that is
where a doubt arises in workers’ compen-
sation cases. In all parts of the British
Commonwealth and under British justice,
the injured person should receive the bene-
fit of any doubt as to the cause. In the
past cases have occurred where injured
workers have been deprived of compensa-
tion on technical grounds. I have one
case in mind which happened many years
ago when the wheat sllo at North Fre-
mantle was being constructed.

An Italian worker was thrown from the
scaffolding to the ground 110 feet below.
The bones in his body were smashed. The
wife of that worker was deprived of com-
pensation henefits for a considerable period
until pressure was used. The reason for
the refusal was that evidence had been
given that the worker was wheeling a
barrel of cement on & plank on top of the
building, which was rather a unique type.
It wernt up In concrete slabs. The board
sagged a little and the worker overbal-
anced slightly. The barrel tipped his
weight and threw him over. It was claimed
that he was walking around the plank with
a Ioose bootlace. Many such cases of tech-
nical objections have been brought to the
notice of the unions over the years. When
a revision is made of the schedule, some
consideration in that direction could be
given.
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Hon. H. K. WATSON: The select com-
mittee which inquired into this phase of
workers’ compensation made a recom-
mendation that s committee should be
appointed to revise the whole basis of the
second schedule. A year or two ago Dr.
Hislop introduced an elaborate formula
designed to that end. It seems that the
whole schedule needs revision. -

The Chief Secretary: Where do I get
with the suggestion I made?

Hon. H. K. WATSON: Regarding that
suggestion, there is an unlimited liability,
and it could go on for 20 or 30 years. I
leave that thought with the committee. I
do_ not know how many of these cases have
arisen. ‘

The CHIEF SECRETARY: We are now
dealing with the whole clause, and If it is
not agreed to everything contained
therein will be deleted.

Hon, R, C. MATTISKE: T move an
amendment—

. That paragraph (a), ltnes 5 to 10,
page 17, he struck out.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. J. (. HISLOP: I do not oppose the
extension of henefits to paraplegic patients
because those are genuine cases deserving
every assistance. I want to know how the
money will be ralsed to make these pay-
ments over a long period. I understand
there is no pool from which the. benefits
can be drawn. Will the company insuring
thet_,paraplegic patient have to bear the
cost?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The amend-
ment for the attendant is added to the
compensation in respect of the worker.
The insurance company covering the
worker will have to bear the cost. According
to my informatlon there are only two or
three such cases.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: It may be
true that paraplegics have not increased in
recent yvears; but as this is an unlimited
liakility, & person could go on receiving £3
a3 week for 30 years, or a total of £7,500.
Would that not call for the establishment
of a pool? Actuarially, a company will
have to take a dim view of the position, be-
cause it could be landed with two or three
such patients. That would have the effect
of ralsing the premium for handling
workers’ compensation. Whilst I agree
that everything possible should be done
for paraplegics, I must point out that it
can only be done on an actuarial basis. If
this clause is passed, it will become law and
existing paraplegics will be granted the
amount. Premiums have not been called in
in respect of that. T would be pleased if
the Chief Secretary could obtain the in-
formation I seek.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The only in-
formation I can obtain is that the present
provision has been In the Act since 1948.
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“The company to which I refer had two such
«nses in that time. The amount for the
-attendant is added to the compensation,
and the Premium Rates Committee assesses
the rate and the loss ratio according to the
qamounts inveolved.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: This again ralses
“the question of rehabilitation, Much work
.has been done recently for paraplegics and
Tnany important steps have been iaken to
Tehabilitate them at the Infectious Diseases
JBranch of the Royal Perth Hospital. This
may come to the point of requiring pay-
mment to those who are responding to re-
Jhabllitation methods. 1f such & case is
able to get around with the aid of walking
equipment he may not need the extra care.
More thought should be given before this
Chaniber passes legislation to provide pay-
ments for all cases concerned, unless we
know that the two cases referred to are in
such a state that their wives are burdened
by the care and need extra assistance. To
blindly Insert provisions like this into an
Act, without knowing the actual condi-
tions, 1s unwise.

The Chiel Secretary: That provision has
been in the Act for elght vears.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: The Bil} seeks to
increase the weekly amount from £1 to £3.
It Is no good increasing the amount if it
is not justified or not required.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I do not want
to quote individual cases, but this one
might exemplify the position. There is
one paraplegic in a South-West town; and
by the slight adjustment being made to a
car and to a wheelchalr, she is able to get
around amazingly well. 8he works In a
job where she receives full payment, and
et present she is engaged to be married.
Although there is some disadvantage, there
appears to be no need for any assistance to
be given to this person. This ia a girl
aged 18 and she could, under this clause,
go on recelving payment for 50 years,
slthough she has no need of it.

Hon. L, A. LOGAN: Dr. Hislop is worry-
ing about paraplegics responding to treat-
ment. Under the Act & medical prac-
titioner can certify total and incurable
paralysis of the limbs. Surely a medical
practitioner could also say later that the
person was now fit for work?

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: 1 wish it were as
simple as that. The position is that in
paraplegia, paralysis of the limbs is in-
curable. But with modern equipment, and
with training in the use of other muscles.
individuals have now been able to do a
lot more than In the past; and whereas
three or four years ago they might have
been classed as bed-ridden, they are now
able to progress around their own home
and may even have some means of trans-
portation.

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I suggest that we
might pass this measure; and when the
Bill is recommitted, the Chief Becretary
could let us know what claims there have
been against this provision since 1948.

The Chief Secretlary: Two,

Hon. L, A, LOGAN: That is only one
company. Surely the Chief Secretary
;fmhgt give us the fgures by tomorrow

B .

The Chilef Secretary: I was hoping to
recommit the Bill straightaway.

Hon. L. A, LOGAN: I think it would be
better to leave it until tomorrow night, so
that we can obtain the information. v

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I suggest that we
defeat the clause for the moment, without
prejudicing the right of the Chief Secre-
tary to recommit and give us the informa-
tion. We are desaling with something on
which we are not completely informed. I
do not want it to be takem that I am
opposed to this provision, but I would like
some further information.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I would
rather see the matter settled now. To pro-
vide this information on recommittal
tomorrow would be impossible. It would
be necessary to get in touch with 70 com-
panies and six non-tariff organisations,

Hon. H, K. Watson: The information
should have been obtained before this was
brought to us,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Not neces-
sarily. We have a look at a claiin and see
if it is justified; and, if it is, we put it in.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: The trouble
is that it is noif universally justified but
only in odd cases.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: We think it
is universally justified. This was not put
in by a Labour Government.

Hon. H. K. Watson: We are not dis-
cussing that.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.
member need not get so Impatient. I am
pointing out that this is not a flight of
fancy on the part of a Labour Minister.
This was provided in 1948. I would like
the matter to be decided here and now.
We have a company which handles a
pretty big slice of workers’ compensation
in this State, and it has had only two
cases since 1948,

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: At first sight
I am Inclined to view this favourably. I
know that cases of kind are com-
paratively rare. Sometimes they are
totally disassociated from any injury one
may sustaln. We have an instance of a
very rare occurrence which must he as-
soclated with a worker's compensation
claim before it comes into this category;
so the risk from an insurance point of
view would be very light, But having gone
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as far as that, I would like to hear some-
thing from somebody who could collect
statistics beyond what the Chief Secretary
has been able to obtain which would sat-
isty us that we were doing the right
thing in agreeing to the proposal.

Hon. R. C. MATTISKE: Under the Act
& person who is Inflicted with this incur-
able disease will receive compensation at
a8 certain weekly rate untll he has cut
out the total amount of £2,400. Would it
be practicable for us to provide that he
should receive in addition an amount of
£3 per week for the perlod for which
he was receiving the other compensation?
Then, as soon &5 he had reached the
stage where the £2.400 was completely
exhausted, the other payment would
automatically cut out, and he would seek
relief from the Commonwealth or from
some other source,

Hon. H, K. WATSON: There is one
other point. If this is going to be adopted,
I think that the words in the second
schedule require modification. Power
should be taken for the certificate to be
a quarterly or half-yearly one. As it
stands, once a certificate is given it is not
revocable. I think it should be, if and
when circumstances arise, such as Dr.
Hislop mentioned, under which a person,
through improved medical and mechanical
aids, 15 in a different position.

Clause, as amended, put and division
called for.

The CHATRMAN: Before the tellers tell,
I give my vote with the ayes.

Division taken with the following re-
sult:—

Ayes 14
Noes 13
Majority for .. 1
Ayes.
Hon. G. Bennetta Hon. R. F. Hutchlson
Hon, E. M. Davies Hon. G, E. Jeffery
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon, F. R, H, Lavery
Hon. Q. Fraser Hon. L. A. Logan
Hon, J. J. Garrigan Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon, W. R. Hall Hon. F. J. 8. Wise
Hon. E. M. Heennn Hon. W, P, Willesee
{ Teller.}
Noes.
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. J. Murray
Hon. A, . Grifith Hon, H. L. Roche
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hon. C. H. 8impson
Hon., A. R. Jones Hon. H. K. Watson
Hon. Sir Chas, Latham Hon, F. D. Willmott
Hon. G. MacEirnon Hon. J. M. Thomson
Hon. R. C. Mattiske (Teller.)
Palr,
Aye. No.

Hon. H, C. Strickland Hon. J. Cunningham

Clause, as amended, thus passed,
Title—agreed to.
Bill reported with amendments.
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Recommittal.

On motion by Hon, H. K. Watzon, Bill
recommitted for the further consideration
of Clauses § and 15.

In Commilttee,

Hon. W. R. Hall in the Chair; the Chief
Secretary in charge of the Biil,

Clause 5—S8ection 8 amended:

Hon. H. K, WATSCN: I move an
amendment—
’ That paragraph (b) ln lines 18 to
20, page 4, be struck out.

The debate, when the clause was previously
considered, dealt exclusively with the ques-
tion of whether the weekly payment should
be the full weekly payment or a propor=
tionate part according to the disabllity
compensable. Paragraph (b) seeks to in-
crease the total maximum compensation
from £2,400 to £3,000.

The Chief Secretary: I think the amend-
ment is consequential.

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

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I understood that
the Chief Secretary had agreed to recom-
mit Clause 14.

The CHAIRMAN: The Bill was recom-
mitted for the further consideration of
Clauses 5 and 15,

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: Then I would like
it to be further recommitted for the fur-
ther consideration of Clause 14.

The Chief Secretary: Very well.

Bill again reported with & further
amendment,

Further Recommittal.
On motion by Hon. J. G. Hislop, BiM

again recommitted for the further con-
sideration of Clause 14.

In Commitiee.

Hon. W. R. Hall in the Chalir; the Chiet
SBecretary in charge of the Bill,

Clause 14—First Schedule,
amended:

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I move an amend-
ment—

That subparagraph (i) in lines 1 to
5, page 12, be struck out.

Hon, H. K. WATSON: This is a pro-
vision which would compel the worker to
have his case examined by a specialist. At
present there is no power to do that.

Hon. L. A, Logan: This is already pro-
vided for in the BIll, and for a purpose.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: There is no parallel
between the two matters. This would be
a shocking principle; but that to which Mr.

Clause 17,



-2836

Logan refers is that if a man refuses to
submit to examination by a specialist, he
-ineurs the penalty provided. I have al-
ready said that five specialists in one sec-
tion of medicine and surgery cannot agree
as to whether a .certain man should be
operated on; and under this, if the special-
‘ist selected by the worker decided on sur-
gery, the worker would have to submit or
lose his compensation and that might con-
stitute a great wrong to the injured worker.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: If required fo by
his employer, the injured worker must
select from the panel of names which ap-
pears on the reglster a specialist to whom
he will go for treatment; and if he refuses,
his weekly payments are stopped.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: 1If I broke
my leg and had to select a specialist, I
might choose the wrong man as I would
have no idea who to’pick. 1 think the
worker should have the right to secure a
second opinion, in the case of surgery par-
ticularly.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I would point out
to Mr. Logan that I have not seen the
list of speclalists as it is not yet brought
up to date; and whether it contains names
of specialists in their groups of specialties,
I do not know. A list handed to a worker
in alphabetical order would not distin-
guish one from another.

Hon. L. A. Logan:
advise him,

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: He would have
Uttle choice and he would have to take
someone’s advice. Having made his selec-
tion, the injured worker must abide, under
this clause, by the treatment laid down by
the specialist. .

Hon. L. A, Logan:
could he get?

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: One cannot help
those who will not understand. I think I
have said sufficient to show that this is a
dangerous provision.

Hon. F. R. H LAVERY: I hope the
Committee will agree to Dr. Hislop's
amendment. This Bill has been a source
of worry to me ever since it came before
the House. I do not think Mr. Logan
has got the full picture in regard to this
point. There are many workers who have
been injured in the transport industry, for
example,- and s a result have suffered
from bad backs. Over a long period they
have tried to carry on with their work, and
have atiended a general medical prac-
titioner when they come oOff duty; but
eventually they have had to attend a
specialist. In my opinion, no harm ecan
result from the amendment.

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

Bill again reported with a further
amendment.

His doctor could

What other people

[COUNCIL.]

BILLS (2)—FIRST READING.
1, Brands Act Amendment (No.l).
2, Land Act Amendment (No. 2).

Recetved from’ the Assembly.

BILL—BREAD ACT AMENDMENT.
" Second Reading,

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. G.
Fraser—West) 11220 in moving the
second reading said: At the outset I might
point out to the House that amendments
to the Bread Act are generally brought
forward af this stage of the session.

Hon. J. G. Hislop: Yes, and generally
in the last week of the session.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The object
of this Bill is to ensure that In areas
where it is considered desirable, it shall
be mandatory for bakers to deliver bread
to any customer who grally or in writing
requests delivery. These deliveries would
be in reasonable quentities and at reason-
able intervals during the hours and within
such distance of the bakehouse that are
prescribed by regulation. The Bill allows
bakers to refuse delivery to any person
who refuses to pay for the hread on de-
livery. Many bakers, however, may be
prepared to accept payment weekly, fort-
nightly or at some prearranged interval.

I have been informed that in New South
Wales the enforcement of bread deliveries
is working satisfactorlly and that no com-
plaints of any moment have been received.
If, following representations from any
particular part of the State the Minister
for Labour considers that bread deliveries
are warranted there, he can promulgate a
regulation specifying such area as a “pre-
scribed area” under the Bill. .

Members will be aware that residents
in Kalgoorlie have been perturbed about
the cessation of bread deliverles there.
Following an interview by the master
bakers held last night with the Minister
for Labour, in Committee I intend to move
an amendment to enable deliveries of
bread to be made on Saturdays and holi-
days to commence at 4 am. instead of
5 am. I move—

That the Bill be now read a second
time.

On motion by Hon. L. A. Logan, de-
bate adjourned.

BILL—FARMERS’ DEBTS ADJUSTMENT
ACT AMENDMENT (CONTINUANCE).

Second Reading.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. G.
Praser—West) [12.22]1 in moving the sec-
ond reading said: Members representing
country provinces will be aware that the
principal Act c¢ame intc operation in
January, 1831, and that many thousands
of farmers sought its protection during
the early years of the Act's existence.
With the introduction in 1935 of the Rural
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Relief Fund Act, a majority of the farm-
ers obtained financial assistance to adjust
their creditors’ claims and had their stay
orders cancelled.

The two Acts are complementary, and
it is necessary to extend the Farmers’
Debts Adjustment Act to enable the Rural
Relief Fund Act to continue to function,
as that Act provides for the continuous
use of the funds held by the trustees for
debt adjustment purposes only. Assist-
ance under the Rural Relief Fund Act has
amounted to £1,201,730, of which
£1,283,000 was granted by the Common-
wealth Government, and the balance
made up from money repsid by farmers.

The fund at the 3lst October, 1956,
stood at £189,037 9s. 1d. and is gradually
being augmented by repayments by farm-
ers. Since the Act was amended to pro-
vide for the discharge of the mortgages
on payment of 20 per cent. of the amount,
2,172 farmers have taken advantage of the
concession and repaid £208,617 11s. 11d.

There is still a large number of farmers
who have not availed themselves of this
generous concession. As a result of the
advent of more prosperous times in the
farming community, the two Acts are
practically dormant, and administration
work Is carried out by officers of the
Lands Department as part of thelr nor-
mal duties.

The prineipal Act over the years has
been of material benefit to many farmers,
and it is considered advisable to keep it
on the statute book, not only to enable
the functions of the Rural Relief Fund
Act to be carried out, but to ensure in an
emergency that a farmer could be granted
a stay order to give him an opportunity
to put forward proposals to his creditors
for carrying on his farming operations.
The Bill provides for an extenston of the
principal Act until the 31st March, 1962,
I move—

That the Bill be now read a second
time.

On motion by Hon,
Latham, debate adjourned.
ADJOURNMENT—SPECIAL.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. G.
Fraser—West): I move—

That the House at its rising ad-

journ till 3.30 p.m. today (Thursday).

Question put and passed.

Sir Charles

House adjourned at 12.26 am. (Thursday).
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The SPEAKER took the Chalir at 4.30
pm., and read prayers.

QUESTIONS.
RAILWAYS.

{a) Establishment of Marshalling Yard,
Marbellup, ele.

Mr. HALL asked the Minister represent-
ing the Minister for Rallways:

(1) Will the proposed closure of the
Elleker-Nornalup line mean the establish-
ing of rall head or marshalling vard at
Marbellup?

(2) If not, will he give an assurance
that goods will be taken to Albany for
marshalling?

The MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT rTe-
plled:

(1) No.

(2) Yes.

(b) Condition of Elleker-Nornalup Line,
Tabling of Papers.

Hon. A. F. WATTS asked the Minister
representing the Minister for Railways:

Will he lay on the Table of the House
for this week only, all papers covering
reports on the condition of the Elleker-
Nornalup railway?



