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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE: MESSAGES (2)—APPROPRIATION

SPECIAL Messages from the Governor received
and read recommending appropriation for
THE HON. A, F, GRIFFITH (Subur- the purposes of the following Bills:—

ban—Minister for Mines): I move— 1. Health Act Amendment Bill.
That the House at its rising adjourn 2. State Housing Act Amendment Bill.

till 2.30 p.m. tomorrow.
' p-m. tome QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Question put and passed. METROPOLITAN TRANSPORT TRUST

House adjourned at 9.56 p.m. Employees’ Uniforms
1. Mr, HALL asked the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Is it the intention of the Metro-
politan Transport Trust to do
away with the standard uniform
as now worn by employees on
Government buses?

(2) If so, will an altermative uniform
be supplied, and will the quality
of cloth be the same, and standard

- - . of uniform be equal?
‘!‘G‘P gIB[ain AEEP mhly (3) If the standard of uniform is not
to be equal to that supplied by
Wednesday, the 14th September, 1960 the Government at present, will a
clothes allowance be made to bus
CONTENTS Pas workers, both male and female?
e o
QUESTIONS ON NOTICE— Mr. TPE?I:INS SEP_II?d- fas b 5
Asbestos ; Shipmenis from Point Samson 1122 ¢ daie no decision has been made
Causeway Alierations : Proposals and ggnuge %etmpogtﬁi}r (E;erth) f_l’?'s'
purpose .. ] 1123 ger Transpo ust regarding
Lelghton Gunnery Practite— the issue of uniforms to employees.
g’g;;;{ng“oﬁ;ff}fls““ heatth ... .. }}% STATE BUILDING SUPPLIES
Transfer of site to North Fremantle Effect of Sale on Existing Staff
Council . .- 1122 2, Mr, JAMIESON asked the Minister for
H“l?[pﬁhmn 'rrar-spc-'-t Trusi : Employear»' 1181 Industrial Development:
upiforms ... o
Mi. Yokine Reservoir : Enlargement .. 1122 éfup?aliiegh;rrze gg]ed s‘g‘i‘ltie tl’lBemglzuI;%
Nullagine : Proposed new school 1121 ernment offer alternative employ-
Police Stations : Mundaring, Parkervllle, 112 ment to superannuated staff, es-
P Naval Base, and Rattnest 3 specially those who may be re-
ort Hedland Harbour : Improvelnents 1122 trenched by th 5
State Building Supplies : Effect of sale on enched by the new owner:
existing staf ... .. 1121 Mr, COURT replied:
Tomatoes— It has been made clear that in the
Freight on shooks from Colle and sale of any trading concern the
Argyle to Geraldion 1123 Government will have proper re-
Frelght on sheoks from Manjimup and 1 gard for the interests of all exist-
Nyamup to Gel;aldtonG iiton & 23 ing employees and that will apply
Export frelght irom Geraldton to to those contributing to the Super-
Perth, Kalgoorlie, and Melbourne 1123 annuation Fund,
MOTION— A cominiltee of senior officers is
Workers® C°ml’°“53t1°“ Act: Amending examining the present conditions
legislation e 1124 of service and the possible effect
BILLS— of any sale, and it will make
Chevron-Hilton Hotel Agreement Bill : 8r. 1124 recommendations and advise the
Health Act Amendment Bill— Government. Such committee
Message : Appropriation 1121 cannot complete its recommenda-
Married Persons (Summary Rahel‘) Bill ; tlons until it has a specific set of
ir. ... . 1123 circumstances to deal with.
Noxlous Weeds Act’ Amendment Blll ir. 1123
State Housing Act Amendment Bill— NULLAGINE
Messago : Apprepriation ... .. 1121 Proposed New School

3. Mr. BICKERTON asked the Minister
for Eduecation;

What are the latest developments
The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30 regarding a proposed new school
p.m., and read prayers. for Nullagine?
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Mr.
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WATTS replied:

It is proposed to erect a school
consisting of one classroom, toilet
facilities, and married quarters
during the current financial year.

This question was postponed,

ASBESTOS

Shipments from Point Samson
Mr. BICKERTON asked the Minister

for

the North-West:

Will he advise the tonnages of
asbestos shipped from Point Sam-
son on—

(a) State ships;
(b) other ships;
over the last 12 months?

. COURT replied:

For the twelve months to the 31st
August, 1960, tonnages of asbhestos

shipped from Point Samson
were;—

Tons
(a) State ships 6,387
(b) Other ships 7,276

This question was posiponed.

PORT HEDLAND HARBOUR

Mr.

Improvements
BICKERTON asked the Minister

for Works:

Mr.

From the latest information avail-
able to him, what is the estimated
cost of widening and deepening
Port Hedland Harbour to enable
ships of up 6o 10,000 tons to use
the harbour?

. WILD replied:

The report from Rendel, Palmer
and Tritton is expected to be re-
ceived within the next few days.
After it has been considered, I
will inform the honourable mem-
ber of the estimated cost.

MT. YOKINE RESERVOIR

Enlargement
OLDFIELD asked the Minister for

Water Supbplies:

¢)

(&:))]
3

(6]
(2)
&)

Is it intended to entarge the
capacity of the Mt, Yokine service
reservoir during the current fin-
ancial year?

If so0, by what extent?

If not, why not?

. WILD replied:

No.

See No. (1).

An enlargement is not necessary
at present,

9.

LEIGHTON GUNNERY PRACTICE

Effect on Traffic and Health
Mr FLETCHER asked the Premier:

($ 9]

2)

)

Is he aware that road, rail, and sea
traffic are disrupted during prac-
tice shoots with guns at present
established at Leighton?

Is he aware that consequent ex-
plosions are a4 public nuisance and
a mental health hazard to the
local community?

Resiting of Guns

Would not these guns if resited
onh Rottnest Island, nelther disrupt
traffic nor distract the persons
menticned, but be more or equally
strategically placed?

Transjer of Sile to North Fremantle

(CY]

(¢}

(2)

(3}

4)

Council

Will he approach the Prime Min-
ister on the grounds ahove and
further ask that the present land
held by the Defence Department
be released to North Fremantle
Council as compensation for the
dwindling ratable area in that
locality?

. BRAND replied:

I am informed that road traffic is
delayed for a maximum of 10
minutes at a time. Airangements
exist to pass urgent road traffic to
the rear of the battery if neces-
sary. No disruption to railway
services has heen experienced as
lookouts are posted and firing is
stopped when {rains approach.
Sea traffic is disrupted for a maxi-
mum of two to three hours at a
time. At least one week's warn-
ing is given to harbour authorities.
Firing takes place once a year and
is spread over three days.

I have received no information
that the explosions are a public
nuisance and a mental health haz-
ard, although obviously some in-
convenience must result.

I am informed that the Leighton
battery is sited where it can best
carry out its wartime role. The
expense invoived precludes its be-
ing moved to Rottnest Island. If
it were sited on Rottnest Island,
firing would ke towards the main-
land and would constitute a dan-
ger to people and installations on
the mainland.

There is merit in the suggestion
that the land should be made
available for civil use provided it
is not required for defence pur-
poses. In the view of Headquar-
ters, Western Command, the
necessity for the Leighton battery
being sited where it is is such that
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the Defence Department in Can-
berra is unlikely to entertain any
idea of moving it. The matter
would appear to be one for dis-
cussion with the Defence Depart-
ment by the Federal member con-
cerned.

TOMATOES

Freight on Shooks from Collie and
Argyle to Geraldion

Mr. SEWELL asked the Minister for
Railways:

(1) What was the old freight rate per
ton on tomato shooks from Collie
and Argyle to Geraldton?

What is the new rate per ton on
tomato shooks from these centres
to Geraldton?

(2}

Freight on Shooks from Manji-
mup end Nyamup lo
Geraldton

What was the old freight rate for
shooks from Manjimup and Nya-
mup per ton to Geraldton?

What is the new rate to Gerald-
ton per ton?

(3}

(4}

Export freight from Geraldton
to Perth, Kualgoorlie, and
Melbourne

What was the old rate per ton on
tomataes loaded at Geraldton for
Perth markets, and what is the
new rate?

What was the old freight rate on
tomatoes loaded at Geraldton to
Kalgoorlie and what will the new
rate be per ton?

What is the rate per ton for
tomatoes carried by rail from
Kalgoorlie to Melbourne?

Has there been any increase in
the Kalgoorlie to Melbourne rate
this season?

. COURT replied:

Collie—0Old Rate—T77s. 5d. per ton.

Argyle—Old Rate—177s. Td. per ton.

Collie—New Rate—93s. 2d. per ton.

Argyle—New Rate—83s. 2d. per
ton,

Manfimup—0Old Rate—82s. 5d. per
ton.

Nyamup—0Old Rate—82s. 5d. per
ton.

(5}

(6)

7D

€3]

1

)

L&)

{1) Manjimup—New Rate—98s. 9d. per
ton.

Nyvamup—New Rate—98s. 9d. per
ton

Perth—0Old Rate—82s, 3d. per ton
minimum 5 tons; 108s. 11d. less
than 5 tons.

Perth—New Rate—955. per ton
minimum 5 tons; 120s, less than
5 tons.

(5

11,

13.

14.

1.
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(6) Kalgoorlie—Old Rate—113s. 6d.
per ton minimum 5 tons; 151s.
9d. less than 5 tons.

Kalgoorlie—New Rate 131s. per ton
minimum 5 tons; 168s. less than

5 tons.
(7> 292s, 11d. per ton minimum 5 tons.

(8) No.

and 12, These questions were post-
poned,

CAUSEWAY ALTERATIONS
Proposals and Purpose

Mr. ANDREW asked the Minister for
Works:

(1) Are there any contemplated pro-
posals for alterations at the east-
ern end of the Causeway?

If so, would these proposals have
for their main purpose the easing
of traffic flow as between the
Great Eastern Highway and Can-
ning Highway without interfering
with the traffic on the roundabout
at that end of the Causeway?
Would he give full details of the
proposals?

WILD replied:
No.
and (3) Answered by No. (1).

POLICE STATIONS

Mundaring, Parkerville, Naval Base,
and Rotinest

Mr, CROMMELIN asked the Minister

for Police.

(1) Are any established police stations
situated at Mundaring Weir, Par-
kerville, Naval Base, or Rottnest?
If not, where are the police stat-
ions established nearest to the
above-mentioned places and what
distance are they from them?
Are police available on call all day
on Sundays at these stations?

. PERKINS replied:

No.
Mundaring, 5 miles from Mundar-
ing Weir; Mundaring, 3 miles from

Parkerville; Fremantle, 12 miles
from Rottnest; Medina, 4 miles
from Naval Base.

(3) Yes.

BILLS (2)—FIRST KEADING

Noxious Weeds Act Amendment Bill.

On motions hy Mr. Nalder (Minister
for Agriculture}, Bill introduced and
read a firs{ time,

.Married Persons (Summary Rellef)
Bill.

On motions by Mr. Watts (Attorney-
General), Bill introduced and read
a first time.

2)

(3}

Mr.
1
(2>

2)

3

1)
2)
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CHEVRON-HILTON HOTEL
AGREEMENT BILL

Third Reading

On motion by Mr. Brand (Premier), Bill
read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.

WORKERS’' COMPENSATION ACT
Amending Legislation

Debate resumed from the 7th Septem-
ber on the following motion by Mr. W.
Hegney:—

That in the opinion of this House
the Government should introduce dur-
ing the present session of Parliament
appropriate and necessary amend-
ments to the Workers’ Compensation
Act, including among others, the
following :—

(1> Removal of limit on hospital
and medical expenses.

(2) Removal of restriction of
three years in the matter of
claiming compensation for in-
dustrial diseases.

(3) Insurance cover to he provided
for workers travelling to and
from place of residence and
place of employment.

(4) Substantial increases in com-
pensation and other payments
referred to in the Act (includ-
ing schedules).

(5) The provision of more reason-
able treatment for incapaci-
tated warkers in certain cir-
cumstances.

MRE. CRAIG (Toodyay) [4.45]1: I was
very interested in the various points which
the member for Mt. Hawthorn raised when
introducing this motion. Like him, I feel
that considerable improvement is neces-
sary to our present Act to provide for
greater compensation to an injured worker.

I do not necessarily agree with all his
points of view, particularly those conveyed
in his motion. For instance, he suggests
the removal of the limit on hospital and
medical expenses. I believe that the em-
plover is just as much entitled to protec-
tion as the employee and that there must
be some limitation, although the present
limit of £150 for hospital expenses and
£100 for medical expenses is nowhere near
sufficient to meet the costs which would
be incurred.

The honourable member also suggested
the removal of the restriction of three
years in the matter of claiming compensa-
tion for industrial diseases. I agree with
that provision to a certain extent, and
some progress is being made in that regard
so far as silicosis is concerned. However,
there are a lot of other industrial diseases
which, in all probability, do not make

[ASSEMBLY.]

themselves apparent for quite a number
of vears; hence the reasens behind this
particular suggestion in the motion.

But then again, we have to keep in mind
the fact that a worker who would possibly
claim some henefit under the provision
proposed by the member for Mt. Hawthorn,
might have been employed by a number
of people over a period of, say, two years.
I should imagine that, if he contracted
an industrial disease three or four years
later, it would be rather difficult to deter-
mine with which employer he was working
when he contracted the disease.

The member for Mt. Hawthorn suggests
that an insurance cover be provided for
workers traveliing to and from their place
of residence and place of employment. A
worker will travel t¢ work by the shortest
possible route, but in many cases the same
necessity for haste does not exist on the
return journey; and, as the honourable
member himself pointed out, some people
take a circuitous route home or enjoy a
little ale on the way. Possibly the risk of
injury on the return journey would be
greater than that on the journey to work.

The positian could arise, too, where an
employer wanted to engage an employee
and he would take into consideration the
mode of travel of the applicant and the
risk he would run of being injured on his
way to work or home, in comparison to
the risk involved with another applicant.

So far as the suggestion of substantial
increases in compensation and other pay-
ments referred to in the Act are concerned,
I agree wholeheartedly, The present scale
is far too low to adequately compensate for
the loss and suffering incurred by the in-
jured waorker.

I was interested to hear the Minister for
Labour intimate that the Government pro-
poses to introduce %o this Chamber quite
a number of amendments to the Act; and
I cannot help but feel that the Govern-
ment will display a very sympathetic atti-
tude—or even a compassionate one—to-
wards the requirements of compensatineg,
in a commensurate manner, the loss in-
curred by a worker suffering frcm am in-
jury received in the course of his employ-
ment.

No doubt the Government will keep in
mind the interests of the employer. It is
only natural that there is a certain limit
to which industry—both primary and sec-
ondary—can go with respect to any in-
creased premiums as a result of the in-
creased benefits—if I ¢an call them that—
that it is proposed to give to the worker.

Having these things in mind, I would like
to be in the position—as no doubt other
members would, too—to learn of the pro-
posals that are to be submitted by the
Government. They may possibly cut
across those mentioned by the member for
Mt. Hawthorn; and then again, some of
the honourable member’s proposals might
be at cross-purposes with those submitted
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by the Government. In order that the
House may be in a position to learn of
those proposals, I move—

That the motion be amended by de-
leting all words after the word *'that”
in the first line with a view to sub-
stituting the following words.—

this House notes with satisfac-
tion the Government's intention to
introduce important amendments
to the Workers’ Compensation Act
with the object of providing im-
proved conditions for workers in-
jured by accident (as defined by
the Act) arising out of or in the
course of their employment, with-
out imposing excessive costs upon
industry.

MR, W. HEGNEY (Mi, Hawthorn—on
amendment) [4.531: I cannot accept the
amendment, which says—

This House notes with satisfaction
the Government’'s intention to intro-
duce important amendments to the
Workers' Compensation Act.

I know the honourable member is inex-
perienced—he cannot help that—but I
suggest that if he read the Minister's
speech, he will immediately see how weak
his amendment is. It is usual for Minis-
ters, at the second reading stage of a Bill,
to outline the provisions of the measure
being introduced. The Minister for Labour,
during the course of his speech, indicated
that he was not in a position to give to the
House the contents ¢of his proposed Bill;
and no-ohe expected him to.

He mentioned that the matters with
which he was dealing, and which he en-
visaged as amendments to the Act, would
necessarily have to be adopted, or altered,
by Cabinet. Nobody quarrels with that, I
did not expect the Minister, when he was
speaking, to outline his amendments; and
I repeat that I would not expect him to
outline the proposed amendments even if
Cabinet had agreed to them, because it
would be the prerogative of the Minister to
ei:plain his Bill at the second reading
stage.

How can the member for Toodyay, un-
less he has definite information from the
Minister—which I have not got—as to
what will be introduced, note with satis-
faction the Government's intention to in-
troduce important amendments to the
Workers' Compensation Act with the ob-
jeet of providing improved conditions for
workers injured by accident? How does he
know what the amendments are?

I accept the Minister's statement that
the amendments will be introduced; but
when he introduces the amendments, the
House will not have the opportunity of dis-
cussing the contents of my motion because,
Mr. Speaker, you know, with your excep-
tienally wide knowledge of Standing Ord-
ers, that if the Minister introduced certain
amendments and I sought to speak on some
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aspect of compensation which was not cov-
ered by the subject matter of the Bill, you
would rule me out of order; and quite
rightly so. So how can the member for
Toodyay note with satisfaction that impor-
tant amendments are to be introduced?

We have the Minister's word for what he
will do. However, we had Ministers’ words
during the last session, but they were not
carried out. I am not going to suggest
that the Minister will not introduce legis-
lation during this session; because 12
months ago, on the 30th September, 1959,
I asked the Minister for Labour whether
it was the intention of the Government
to introduce legislation; and whether he
was aware that a number of the provisions,
which I enumerated in my question, were
by comparison with the other Siates out-
moded; and he agreed.

On the opening day of this session I
asked a similar series of gquestions, and I
received the reply that it was the intention
of the Government to introduce legislation;
but we have not seen it yet. I do not know
what the Minister is going to introduce,
other than this—and I make this state-
ment in fairness to him—that he did make
some reference to introdueing an amend-
ment to remove the three-year limitation
in the matter of claiming for the indus-
trial diseases mentioned by the member
for Toodyay.

The Minister also said that I had a
dragnet clause at the end of my motion,
Well, the Workers’ Compensation Act
deals largely with ineapacitated workers,
and the last paragraph of my motion sug-
gests that more generous treatment should
be egiven to incapacitated workers in
certain eases. We do not know what will
be in the Minister's Bill; but I certainly
cannot agree to the amendment.

All I have sought to do is to focus the
attention of the Government on the
necessity to effect some worth-while and
necessary amendments to this important
Act. The first is the removal of the limit
of hospital and medical expenses. The
member for Toodyay mentioned that point.
I believe—without going into any detail
now, because I have already explained the
reasons—that no injured worker who is
obliged to be involved in medical and hos-
pital expenses should be legally liable for
any portion of those expenses. Can the
member for Toodyay say the Minister for
Labour-is going to alter that provision in
any way?

Mr. Craig: He said so the other evening.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: He said he could not
give particulars of his amendments until
the second reading stage of the Bill. Can
the member for Toodyay say that the
matter of insurance cover for workers
travelling to and from work will be in-
cluded?

Mr. Craig: He also mentioned that.
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Mr. W. HEGNEY: I do not want to
quote what the Minister said, but he stated
that he could not be expected to give
details of what the Bill would contain. In
passing, all that I said when speaking to
my motion was that some people averred
that sometimes workers proceeded from
their place of employment to their homes
by & circuitous route and were ofien de-
layed along the way; and somebody said,
“Why should the insurance company or the
employer be liable?” I stated that that
aspect could be covered and the various
parties protected. The Minister mentioned
certain payments; but I will not deal with
them, because the question has no relation
to the amendment.

The member for Toodyay said that he
was sure the Government would show a
sympathetic attitude in regard to the loss
suffered by workers during their lapse of
employment. I tell the member for
Toodyay—and he can read it in Hensard—
that for many years, when we were the
Government, efforts were made every
session to effect some substantial and
necessary amendments to this Act. But
the then Opposition—now the Government
of which he is a supporter—resolutely
opposed the provision, and time after time
our efforts to amend the Act were defeated
in another place by members of the parties
now constituting the Government.

Therefore, I cannot become aver-
enthusiastic when the member for Toodyay
says that the Government is going to
adopt a sympathetic attitude towards the
workers of this State. What the workers
of the State want is a just attitude and
a sufficient measure of social justice. They
are not asking for sympathy or com-
passion. The workers do not want that,
but justice. I suggest that the member for
Toodyay either has substantial knowledge
of what the amending Bill will eontain, or
he has moved this amendment with a view
to sidestepping the motion. That is all
I can deduce from the amendment. I
canh only hope his amendment will he de-
feated and trust that the motion will he
duly carried.

If the Government intends to introduce
some worth-while amendments to the
Workers' Compensation Act, it will he an
indication that our efforts, over a number
of years, have not been entirely fruitless.
Apparently the Government, as a result of
the persistence of the members of the
Cpposition, is going to take some action
which will show that our efforts have met
with some measure of success and that the
waorkers of Western Australia will have
written into the Workers’ Compensation
Act provisions which will meet the altered
times in which we are now living.

MR. PERKINS (Roce—Minister for
Labour—on amendment) (5.2]: The ap-
proach made by the member for Toodyay
to this guestion has been more realistic
than that made by the member for M¢t.
Hawthorn.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Mr. Hawke: Surely not!

Mr. PERKINS: Obviously, if the mem-
ber for Mt. Hawthorn were realistic in his
approach to this matter, he would agree
to holding his motion over until I had
the opportunity to introduce the proposed
Bill, The member for Mt. Hawthorn in-
troduces his motion and asks the House
to agree to propositions contained in it
without giving me the opportunity to con-
vey to the House all the information on
the implication of some of the suggestions
he has made, The first one is in regard
to the removal of the limit of the amount
allowed for hospital and medical expenses.

The member for Mt. Hawthorn would
lead the House to believe that we can re-
move this limit quite easily without any
serious repercussions or without imposing
any undue burdens on industry. This is
one of the most complicated guestions, and
I do not intend to argue it during the
debate on a motion such as this; but I
intend to make a comprehensive state-
ment to the House when I introduce the
Bill.

In such circumstances, surely ihe sug-
gestion I made to the member for Mt.
Hawthorn when he moved his motion—
that he might defer or postpone it until
I had the opportunity to introduce the
Bill—was a reasonable approach! But, of
course, he refused to agree to that sug-
gestion. In the circumstances he can
only expect to have the reaction shown
by responsible members of the House, such
as the reaction he has produced in the
member for Toodyay.

The members on the other side of the
House referred to sidetracking the discus-
sion and that sort of thing. I have been
in this House a good many years; and I
can recall that on many cccasions motions
of a reasonable nature have been intro-
duced by members associated with me, and
those motions have received very scant
courtesy indeed from members now sitting
on the Opposition side of the House.

Mr. Bickerton: Tell us of some!

Mr. PERKINS: I will give the honour-
able member an illustration. On one
occasion I moved a motion in this House
referring to the sale of State hotels. The
terms of my motion were as follows:—

That where a local community de-
sires to take over a State hotel to be
run by it as a community hotel on
a co-operative basis, giving good ser-
vice and using profits for financing
local amenities, this House considers
that the Government should adopt a
policy designed to make possible and
further this objective.

What sort of treatment did my motion
recelve on that particular occasion?

Mr, Moir: The same treatment you
meted out to us last year on the same
question,
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Mr. PERKINS: The member for Warren
at that time (Mr. Hoar) moved to delete
gll the words after the word “that”—
which, in effect, completely nullified the
whole motion; and in liew of the words
struck out, an amendment was moved to
insert the foliowing words:—

this House is of the opinion that
more State-owned hotels should be
established in suitable localities and
that controlling legislation should be
introduced to safeguard the interests
of any community in which the local
community organises to take over or
has already taken over an hotel with
the object of operating it co-opera-
tively for the purpose of rendering
efficient service and devoting surplus
moneys to the expansion of improved
conditions for the community.

The Opposition is now objecting to the
amendment moved by an honourable mem-
ber who holds similar views to those that
I hold; and, in my opinion, his approach
was more realistic than the approach of
the member for Mt. Hawthorn.

Mr. May: You made the member for
Toodyay go red in the face!

Mr, PERKINS: Were there any great
urgency about this matter I could under-
stand the objections of the member for
Mt. Hawthorn, but there has been no sug-
gestion of great urgency. His motion can
wait for a3 month without any grave in-
justice heing meted out to injured workers.
1 should think that if members on the
other side of the Housze were not {rying
to make a political issue out of this and
were more concerned about gaining some
genuine benefit for injured workers, that
would have been the course to be followed
by the member for Mi. Hawthorn.

The member for Boulder knows that,
in the administration of an Act such as
this, and relating particularly to the ques-
tion that has been raised by the member
for Mt. Hawthorn—namely, the limitation
placed on the amount allowed for hospital
and medical expenses—we are exercising
great discretion to ensure that every case
is dealt with justly and with considera-
tion. The member for Boulder knows that,
because he has handled numbers of such
cases.

Mr., Moir: But you do not control the
private insurance companies.

Mr. PERKINS: The State Government
Insurance Office is handling a great num-
ber of workers’ compensation cases, par-
ticularly those which are related to the
mining industry. I have a case in front
of me now, and the file dealing with it
was placed on my table only today. I
decided to bring the file along with me
to the House because it shows that the
member for Boulder, when he was Minister,
had dealt with a case where the limit
allowed for medical expenses had been
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reached and there had been some addi-
tional expenses incurred, involving fares
and so forth, which the member for Gas-
coyne had referred to at some stage. In
this case I intend to agree to an ex gratia
payment heing made in order to ease the
hardship that has been created.

I emphasise that these are very compli-
cated cases, and would point out that a
draft Bill is being considered by Cabinet
at present. But naturally it is necessary
to give careful censideration to all these
guestions, and for me to obtain the best
technical advice to pass on for the in-
formation of Cabinet. Qur object is that,
whilst on the one side we try to ease the
lot of the injured workers, on the other
side we also try to ensure that we do not
impose undue burdens on industry and
perhaps encourage the inflated claim which
can be a bugbear in this particular field
of insurance.

In all the circumstances, I repeat that
the member for Toodyay was exiremely
realistic in his approach to this question,
and the amendment he has moved to delete
most of the words contained in the motion
moved by the member for Mt. Hawthorn
and to substitute other words is a much
better approach to this question than that
made by the member for Mt. Hawthorn
and many of those associated with him on
the other side of the House.

MR. J. HEGNEY (Middle Swan—on
amendment) [5.111: I listened with great
interest to the member for Toodyay when
he spoke in support of the amendment;
and I thought, “Well, at long last this
sympathetic understanding that is to be
shown towards the workers has reached
the other side.” I can tell the member for
Toodyay that I have been in this House
for a long time and supported measures
introduced by Governments that had man-
dates from the people from one election to
the other to give effect to certain principles
that are incorporated in the motion moved
by the member for Mt. Hawthorn; but un-
ceremoniously, the members of the Liberal
Party and the Country Party in another
place rejected those measures.

There is one proposition in the motion
which is referred to as the tlo-and-from
clause. Since I entered this Parliament
in 1930, on every occasion a Lahor Govern-
ment tried to have this proposal incorpor-
ated in the Act by an amending Bill, it
has passed through this House; but when
it reached another place the confreres of
the member for Toodyay unceremoniously
rejected it, nothwithstanding that its im-
plementation was the will of the people.
That has been the position down through
the years.

Another feature of this motion is that
the Government presented its future policy
in the Governor's Speech, but not one
word was said in that Speech which in-
dicated it was the policy of the Govern-
ment to introduce legislation to benefit the
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workers of Western Australia. Naturally,
we on this side of the House assumed that
the Government did not intend to do any-
thing to improve the conditions of the
workers by amending the Workers’ Com-
pensation Act.

I know the member for Toodyay comes
from industry; and when he moved his
amendment, I thought, “He knows some-
thing about industry; and, at long last,
it is his influence on the Government that
has led to his moving this amendment.” I
do not know whether that is correct, but I
Thope that before this motion is finalised he
will show a generous approach to the work-
€rs’ compensation law. In regard to the
to-and-from clause, I know of several men
in my electorate who, over past years, have
set out from their homes in the morning
to go to their places of employment; but
who, before their destination was reached,
were killed.

In one case I know of, the man had a wife
and four children, and very little of this
world’s goods. The wife could get no com-
pensation at all. If a man were killed in
industry there would be provision for his
wife and next of kin. But in these several
cases, in my experience, the dependent wife
and children were not entitled to compen-
sation at all, which meant that, immedi-
ately, the wife and the dependent children
became a liability on the Child Welfare
Department. That is the experience of
the past.

The provision in question is included in
the compensation laws of a number of
States of the Commonwealth. We talk
about our position vis-a-vis the standard
States, in regard to improvements and so
forth; but I would point out that in so far
Aas compensation law is concerned, we are
sadly behind the other States of the Com-
monwealth. The member for Toodyay
says that he notes with satisfaction the
Government's intention to introduce im-
portant amendments to the Workers' Com-
pensation Act. But the honourable mem-
ber will not know what the Bill contains
until it is introduced into this House.

The Minister himself has informed the
House this evening that he does not know
what will be in the Bill, He is waiting for
his advisers to suggest proposed amend-
ments. After he has considered and
agreed to those amendments, they must
then run the gauntlet of Cabinet endorse-
ment. It will be very interesting to know
how the Minister for Industrial Develop-
ment will react to the proposals when they
come before Cabinet; because in the years
when he represented the then Opposition,
‘he fought tooth and nail any amendments
that were introduced to the Compensation
Act; he did all he could to prevent such
amendments being effected. All the
amendments sought to do was to provide
some benefit for the injured worker. So it
will be interesting to see what will be the
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position after the Bill has been reviewed by
Cabinet. It has been the policy of mem-
bers on the other side of the House to
thwart at every opportunity possible any
attempt to amend the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Act for the benefit of injured workers.

Mr. Mann: What nonsense!

Mr. J. HEGNEY: Let the member for
Avon Valley get up and tell us just what
nonsense there is in my statement. The
honourable member sits and mumbles away
to himself; but he has no sympathetic cord
in his make-up for the workers of this
country; he is concerned only about ex-
ploiting them,

In New South Wales, Queensland, Vic-
toria, and Tasmania, improvements in the
compensation laws are due largely to the
influence of Labor Governments. When
other than Labor Governments were in
power, they dared not whittle away the
provisions that had been incorporated in
the law. So it will be interesting to see
how the traditional policy of the Liheral
Party and the Country Party will react to
this proposition when it is brought before
the House. I will wait with a great deal of
interest to see what is in the Bill that is to
be intreduced by the Minister, Members
on the other side of the House, together
with their confreres in another place, have
always fought tooth and nail to prevent
the injured worker from receiving any
benefit under the Act.

The reason why the member for Mt,
Hawthorn moved his motion is that there
was no reference at all in the Governor’s
Speech to workers’ compensation. I would
suggest that the only reason the Minister
indicated that he would introduce similar
legislation was the fact that this motion
was brought before the House.

Mr. Perkins:
ment long ago.

Mr, J. HEGNEY: The member for Tood-
yay hoped that the Government would give
sympathetic consideration to this matter,
I have had experience of this in the past.
When I first came into this Parliament the
compensation law provided an amount of
£1 for medical henefits. -If I remembher
correctly, it was a Lahor Minister who pro=
vided cover for miners under the compen-
sation Act, notwithstanding the fact that
it was unlawful to do so at the time. Even-
tually premiums were paid and cover was
provided for such workers. The people who
opposed that move at the time are the
same people who will oppose it now.

We made an announce-

I represent an industrial constituency,
and I have worked in industry for most of
my life. My particular concern is the diffi-
culties that have confronted boilermakers
for a number of years. I know many such
men who, because of their industry, have
gone stone deaf; and they are not entitled
to compensation under the present law.
‘This aspect has been referred to in the
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mation moved by the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn; but the amendment moved by the
member for Toodyay now seeks to circum-
vent that provision.

There is no reason why the motion
should not be agreed to; and when the
Minister brings down his Bill, we can deal
with it on its merits. All the motion seeks
0 do—that is, the motion moved by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn—is to provide
adeqguate protection for workers in this
country.

MR. MOIR (Boulder—on amendment)
[5.21]1: I am sorry to see that the Minister
has been in such an irritable mood
recently.

Mr. May: Haven't you got used to that
yet?

Mr. MOIR: One would have thought
that with the bountiful rains we have had
he would have been in a happier frame of
mind. It would seem he is one of those
who take their pleasures sadly.

Mr. Brand: We are very pleased with
the rains.

Mr. Hawke: He is worried about the
storage problem.

Mr. MOIR: I cannot agree with the
amendment moved by the member for
Toodyay, because we have no knowledge
at all of what, is contained in the legisla-
tion that the Minister proposes to bring
before the House. If we accepted the
amendment moved by the member for
Toodvay we would be actually endorsing
a blank cheque, and giving our approveal
to something of which we know very little
at this juncture.

Mr. Norton: Of which we know nothing
at all.

Mr. MOIR: The motion moved by the
member for Mf{. Hawthorn is clear and
concise. We know what it means, and the
subjects it covers. We know the short-
comings of the Workers' Compensation
Act, because when the motion was moved
and debated, various speakers pointed
them out. They are many and grievous.

The Minister is in & position to know
what the shortcomings of the Act are: but
we are not in a position to know what the
Minijster’s intentions are at this stage in
regard to the Act. It is true that he did
give an indication that strong considera-
tion was being given to eliminating the
three-year qualifying period in regard to
industrial disease. It must be appreciated,
however, that an amendment to the Act
can be brought down; and though it may
have some desirable features, it may also
possess other undesirable features which
completely outweigh any that may be de-
sirable. It does not make sense at all to
ask us &t this juncture to give unqualified
approval to what the Minister may intro-
duce in his Bill.
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I am surprised at the member for
Toodyay moving such an amendment at
all. I can only conclude that he did so
because he is a comparatively new mem-
ber in this House; because he would know
the previous attitude of the parties that
now represent the Government; he would
know that the members on that side of
the House have always been very hostile
to improvements that have been sought by
Labor Governments to the Workers’ Com-
pensation Act,

The member for Toodyay should know
that very worth-while proposals have been
brought down by the Labor Governments
in the past—even this very one of remov-
ing the three-year provisions has been
strongly opposed by the people who now
constitute the Government. One can only
hope that there has been a change of
heart s¢ far as that and all other aspects
of workers’ compensation are concerned.

When the Minister was addressing the
House onh this amendment, he said there
was no urgency in the matter. He made
reference to the fact that he was dealing
with a case before him—submitted by
myself—to which he was giving favourable
consideration. I appreciate that greatly;
and I want to say that so far as the State
Government Insurance Ofllce is concerned,
in quite & number of cases it has dealt
very sympathetically with matters that are
outside the Act.

I would point out further that Ministers
of either political complexion have always
given sympathetic consideration to matters
that have come under their notice in re-
lation to workers’ compensation. But their
jurisdiction is limited. There are numer-
ous other insurance companies, however,
which undertake workers’ compensation
insurance; and the same problems arise
there. But it is a different story alto-
gether when one approaches any one of
those private companies on behalf of an
injured worker in relation to er gratia
payments; or on the question of sym-
pathetic consideration being given on some
matter that is slightly outside the Act.
One finds that these people, who are in
the business to make profits, are not pre-
pared to go outside the Act. They stick
rigidly to the letter of the law.

So when the Minister says there is no
urgency in this matter, I must state most
emphatically that there is an urgency: a
very definite wurgency. Hospital and
medical expenses are not exceeded only
in the cases of injured workers who happen
to be covered by the State Insurance Office.
That also occurs in relation to other
workers, irrespective of with whom they
are insured. If they have exceeded the
statutory allowance, the private companies.
are very reluctant to do anything about it.
I will go so far as to say that I know of
no case where the private companies have
stretched a point and have paid something
extra on bills presented by workers. They
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invariably stick to the letter of the law.
So in that context alone this matter is of
great urgency; and something should be
done about it. In moving his amendment,
the member for Toodyay pointed out that
in his opinion the medical and hospital
expenses were inadequate, and suggested
something should be done about that.

The Minister chided the member for Mt.
Hawthorn for moving his motion. He said
the honourable member should have waited
to see what the Government was prepared
to do. But I would point out—as was
mentioned by the member for Middle Swan
—that the Government gave no indication,
in the Governor's Speech, that it was con-
sidering bringing down amendments to the
Workers’ Compensation Act. Parliament
met on the 28th July, and today is the
14th September.

Mr. May: We also met here last year.

Mr. MOIR: We know that when the
matter was under debate a few days ago
the Minister indicated that it was his in-
tention to bring down amendments to the
Workers’ Compensation Act. Accordingly,
there has been no previous indication—
and it must be admitted that there has
been plenty of time afforded the Govern-
ment to give such an indication—that it
intended to bring down amendments to
that Act.

The amendments the Government pro-
poses to introduce in its Bill may cover
some of the matters listed in the motion
moved by the member for Mt. Hawthorn;
then again, they may only deal with other
matters. It could be very debatable whether
the Government’s ideas of improvements
to the Workers’ Compensation Act would
coincide with the ideas of the Opposition.
We know from experience that the Gov-
ernment tends to look more at one side
of the question—the side of the employers.
It does not give the same thought to the
injured workers.

I know that in administration the Min-
isters under the McLarty-Watis Govern-
ment gave sympathetic consideration to
problems that argse under the Workers'
Compensation Act; and I have no doubt
that the present Minister also gives those
matters sympathetic consideration. How-
ever, there is such a thing as injured
workers receiving these benefits as a right
and not being dependent upon the good
offices, good nature, or sympathetic con-
sideration of the Minister who habppens
to be in power at the time they are injured
and require that something extra be done.

I think it has been pointed out by various
speakers that in the case of medical and
hospital fees a medical authority should
be set up to judge and make an order
when a payment is required to be made in
excess of the amounts laid down. In my
opinion that is necessary because of the
fact that other insurance companies are
involved besides the State Government
Insurance Office. We know the Minister
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has no jurisdiction over those companies.
In my opinion the amendment moved by
the member for Toodyay is political gerry-
mandering of the worst type. He is trying
te do something politically smart; and
attempting to relieve the Government of
having to take notice of an expression of
opinion of this House.

MR. MAY (Collie—on amendment)
[5.32]: I oppose this amendment. Surely
the Government and those members sup-
porting it are not of the opinion that we
on this side of the House are still in the
kindergarten stage! That is what the
amendment implies. I was rather amazed
that the member for Toodyay should allow
himself to be the stooge of the Govern-
ment in connection with this matter.

Mr. Court; Nothing of the sort!

Mr. MAY: I had other ideas about the
member for Toodyay, If the Government
is sincere ahout this amendment, why did
not the Minister concerned move it?
Everybody in this House, including mem-
bers of the Government, know that this
amendment was moved last year. But
what did the Government do in regard to
workers’ compensation? Not a thing! It
was not until the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn moved his motion that the
Minister considered it was necessary to
take some political action in connection
with the matter.

Mr, Perkins: I made the announcement
ages ago.

Mr. MAY: Had it not been for the
motion moved hy the member for Mt.
Hawthorn the Minister would say the
same thing next year. Surely he knows
that we on this side of the House under-
stand what workers’ compensation means
to industry. Does any member of the Gov-
ernment believe that the burden of loss
of employment, injury, and that sort of
thing sustained by workers in industry
should be carried by employees and that
they should not receive equitable com-
pensation? That is what the Minister’s
statement amounted to. Surely he does
not expect that to happen! I repeat: It
is very obvious why this amendment has
been brought forward by the Government.
It is purely a bit of political chicanery
on the part of the Government. No
wonder the member for Toodyay was red
in the face when he was queried in con-
nection with it.

Mr, Mann: It was sunburn,

Mr, MAY: He must have zot sunburnt
in this Chamber,

Mr, Toms: Too much hot air.

Mr. MAY:; He was not sunburnt when
he came into the Chamber this afternoon.
I am rather amazed that the member for
Toodyay should be caught up in a matter
like this. I do not think this is some-
thing which the Government should have
put across a new member of the House,
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particularly when there are older mem-
bers present, including the Minister and
the member for Avon Valley. They could
have done this service instead of the Gov-
ernment picking on a brand-new member
who does not understand the ins and outs
of political precedure to the extent that
some of us on this side of the House do.

We remember the attempts made by the
present Opposition to have amendments
effected to the Workers' Compensation Act.
Those attempts were made year after year;
but our efforts received scant support from
the then Opposition, which now comprises
the Government. When the then Opposi-
tion did give way on any particular point,
it very guickly made arrangements to make
sure that the provisions went out of the
window in another place.

Year after year we tried to improve the
lot of injured workers; and year after year
members of the present Government re-
ligiously made sure that no such amend-
ments would be carried. Is it any wonder
that the member for Mt. Hawthorn took
the initiative on this o¢ccasion—even
though he is a member of the Opposition
—to bring forward the question of suitable
compensation to injured workers?

Had he not done so, I guarantee no Bill
would be coming forward from the present
Government. I am sure it had no inten-
tion of introducing such a Bill. If the
Government was so concerned ahout in-
Jured workers, why did it not introduce
a Bill last year? The matter was not
mentioned. That is why this subject has
been brought forward this year by a mem-
ber on this side of the House in order to
bring it to the notice of the Government.
However, the Government has said, “We
cannot allow members of the Opposition
to get the credit for this. Not on your
life! We will have to take some political
action.” As a consequence, the Govern-
ment has made the member for Toodyay
a stooge in connection with this matter.

Mr. Brand: Get on with the motion,

Mr. MAY: I can imagine the member
for Avon Valley being approached by the
Government to see if he would do this
job. He would say, “Not on your life!”
He is too long in the tooth for that!

Mr. Hawke: He would say more than
that to the present Minister for Labour!

Mr. Mann: Don’'t embarrass me!

Mr, MAY: I do not want to do that.
Even at this stage I hope that some mem-
bers on the Government side will realise
why the amendmeni has been moved and
will vote against it, as I intend to do.

MR. FLETCHER (Fremantle—on amend-
ment) [5.38): I wish to oppose the amend-
ment moved by the member for Toodyay.
The honourable member stated that he
noted with satisfaction the possible intro-
duction of a hypothetical Bill in connec-
tion with workers’' compensation. I say,
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“hypothetical” because we on this side of
the House do not know what will he in
the proposed Bill; but it is reasonable to
assume that the member for Toodyay does,
It is also reasonable for the Oppoesition
to adopt the attitude of not noting with
satisfaction something it does not know
anything about. However, I note with
approval the provisions contained in the
motion moved by the member for Mt.
Hawthorn,

I think each and every one of the points
in the motion is commendable. Each point
is something for which we have striven
for years; and in which we have been
frustrated for years. I repeat: I note with
approval the contents of the mofion moved
by the member for Mt. Hawthorn, It con-
tains something concrete—something sub-
stantial. Therefore, the member for Mt.
Hawthorn is to be commended for intro-
ducing his motion.

What has been promised by the Gov-
ernment? We do not know what the
Minister proposes to include in the Eill
which he says he intends to introduce.
‘Therefore, we would be buying a pig in
a poke, The removal of limits on hospital
and medical expenses is something which
we have tried to achieve for years, Any
benefits that may acerue to employees from
the provisions we wish to see incorporated
in legislation of this nature would not cost
the employer very much, There would be
some slight increase in the insurance pre-
mium to obtain extra coverage for injured
workers which the employer would be
called upon to pay; but it would repre-
sent a very slight impact on industry.

The agitation and hostility of the Min-
ister to the fact that we on this side of
the House stole the initiative in infroduc-
ing this motion, were very noticeable. His
hostility is due to the fact that the Oppo-
sition has stolen the Government’s thunder
in that respect. The Minister mentioned
that this is a political issue. It is not a
political issue; it is an Industrial issue.
The Minister says it is not urgent and
that we should defer it. It is urgent. It
is something for which we on this side
have agitated for years. On the other
hand the Minister would like to push inte
the backeround our proposed measures for
an indefinite period, but I will not con-
done that.

I now wish to refer to &n article which
appeared in The West Ausirglian of the
8th SBeptember under the heading “Wide
Changes Promised in Waorkers' Act”. The
article states—

Broad changes would be made to the
Workers’ Compensation Act during
this session, Labour Minister Perkins
told the Legislative Assembly last
night.

That headline appeared akove the points
in the motion which is now before us. The
West Ausirelian newspaper is aiding and
abetting the Minister and the Government
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by stating that the changes were promised
by the Minister for Labour. I suggest
that that was done deliberately.

Two working people mentioned to me
that it seemed strange that political lollies
were being handed out at this stage of
the session; and that if the Government
wanted to enhance its prospects at the
forthcoming election it would wait and
hand out those political lollies during the
next session of Parliament, The only
reference to the member for Mt. Hawihorn
in the article was made in very small print,
It siated that the Minister was speaking
to a motion moved by Mr, W. Hegney
(Lab., Mt. Hawthorn) urging comprehen-
sive amendment of the Act. The article
did not mention that the points listed
were contzined in the motion moved by
the member for Mt. Hawthorn.

Mr. Perkins: Of course it didn't! I have
had them under consideration for months.

Mr, FLETCHER: I am pleased to hear
the Minister say that; and I hope they
will be contained in the Bill which the
Minister says will be introduced. If so,
I will commend the Minister. It seems
strange that the Minister should be hostile
because of the introduction of this motion.
He should commehd us instead of having
the member for Toodyay move his amend-
ment, It seems that the Government
wants to keep the credit on that side of
the House,

Mr. Perkins:
statements.
fic Bill.

Mr. FLETCHER: In the meantime, X
oppose the amendment hecause there is
nothing concrete associated with it. But
hert:e before us we have something con-
crete.

Those are only general
I have to bring down a speci-

MR. TONKIN (Melville—on amendment)
[5.461: The amendment of the member
for Toodyay is based on the assumption
that the Governmentf, will introduce a Bill
to amend the Workers' Compensation Act.
That assumption may or may not be cor-
rect. I submit to the member for Toodyay
that he has no real reason for believing
that the Government will introduce a Bill.

I have read carefully what the Minister
said with regard to this, to see whether I
could satisfy myself that it is the Govern-
ment’s intention to introduce a Bill. This
is what the Minister said—

From time to time I have made an-
nouncements of Government policy;
and during this session I made a state-
ment that I would be introducing a
Bill to the House.

What the Minister really meant to say was
that at the present moment it is his inten-
tion to intreduce 2 Bill to the House. He
does not know whether he will be intro-
ducing it or not, because he has already
said that Cabinet has made no decision on
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it. When it is taken to Cabinet, Cabinet
may decide it will not let the Minister in-
troduce the Bill; it may not approve the
proposals which the Minister submits. The
Minister said this—
I can give an assurance to the
House.

Of course, we know what such assurances
are worth. We have good reasons for
knowing what they are worth. The Min-
ister stated-—-
I can give an assurance to the House
that all of these matiers are being con-
sidered by the Government.

That does not mean anything. If a mem-
ber writes to a Minister and puts up a pro-
position, he will get a reply, “The matter is
being considered.” That does not mean
that anything is going to be done ahout it.
How often have we written letters and re-
ceived replies to the effect that, “The mat-
ter is being considered”, and subsequently
no action has been taken! And how often
have we ourselves replied to submissions to
the effect that the matter is being consid-
ered; and, after it has been considered, no
action has been taken!

Therefore, the Minister’s statement does
not mean that the Government intends to
introduce a Bill. It eannot be construed
that way in any shape or form. The Min-
ister continued-—

In fact, I do not know at this stage
because obviously any recommenda-
tions which I may make will have to
be decided by Cabinet,

3o the Minister is merely in a position that
he has an intention of making some recom-
mendations to Cabinet. That is all the
member for Toodyay can go on. The fact
that the Minister has made a public state-
ment about Government policy does not
mean anything. The Premier made a pub-
lic statement that he would not fire any-
body.

Mr. Hawke: I remember that.

Mr. TONKIN: But it did not stop the
Government from sacking hundreds. The
Premier made a public statement that the
State’s instrumentalities would be built up
and then be put on the Stock Exchange.
See how the State Engineering Works have
been built up; and the State Building Sup-
plies! That was a public statement; and
it is nat worth a flick of the fingers.

Mr. Fletcher: Sabotage!

Mr. TONKIN: We now have this gem by
which the member for Toodyay moves this
amendment on, I say, a completely wrong
assumption. The Minister said—and 1
qugte from Hansard Vol. 7, of 1960, page
1004.—

I think that he should either with-
draw the motion temporarily or else
hold it in abeyance until such time as
the legislation which the Government
is considering at present is introduced.
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So it is only at the stage of being consid-
ered by the Government. That is all.
There is no guarantee that the Govern-
ment will decide to proceed with it; no
guarantee whatever. I am not prepared to
accept a statement that the matter is
under contemplation by the Government.
The Minister also said—and I quote from
the same volume, page 1003:—

However, I have made a public an-
nouncement that the Government con-
templates recognising the possibility
that in some cases damage to the lungs
by silica dust may not show up in the
first three years.

Let us analyse that. “The Government
contemnplates recognising the possibility”.
That is, the Government is thinking about
it. That is precisely what the Attorney-
General sald with regard to the proclama-
tion under the Electoral Districts Act.
When he said the onus was on the Gov-
ernment to issue it, what he really meant
was that the onus was on the Government
to think about it, to contemplate it, and
then do nothing.

Mr. Fletcher: The same with this.

Mr. TONKIN: That is all that is meant
here: that the Government is going to
contemplate some amendments. I suggest
it would be far better for the House to de-
bate the motion of the member for Mt.
Hawthorn; and, if it agreed with the pro-
posals, give a lead to the Government that
this is the type of legislation we want.

But the member for Toodyay runs away
from it. He will not stand up to a dis-
cussion on these proposals; he wanis to
dodge it. And he proposes to dodge it on
an assumption that the Minister will in-
troduce a Bill, when there is no evidence
whatever, or any proof, that the Minister
will introduce a Bill

By way of illustration I will show mem-
bers how we have fto take the words that
are uttered by Ministers and then put our
own value on them., The Aftorney-General,
on a former occasion, said this—and I
guote from Hansard Vol. 152 (1959) page

One of two courses has to be
pursued.

From my understanding of the English
language, that gives no other alternative.
There is a distinct obligation that either
one course ar the other has to be pursued;
not that one might think about it or that
one might have it under contemplation or
might give it consideration. The Attorney-
General went on—

There has to be either a proclama-
tion by the Government or a resolu-
tion of the Legislative Assembly.

Up to date, Mr. Speaker, you know we
have had neither.

i‘;_Mr. Bovell: You have got proclamation-
15.
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Mr. TONKIN: I know the Minister does
not like it; but he has got to take it, be-
cause he is a party to this deceit and
deception.

Mr. Bovell:
deception.

Mr. TONKIN: Yes there is! If a Min-
ister stands up and says that a thing has
to be done and will be done, and that the
onus is on the Government to do it, does
that mean that all the Minister has to do
is to think about it, or dream aboui it?
The Minister for Lands has to accept the
responsibility for this deceit and decep~
tion the same as every other member on
the front bench, and every member sitting
behind the Government.

Mr. I. W. Manning: There is no deceit
behind the Government.

Mr, TONKIN: No; but you are support-
ing deceit.

Mr. I. W. Manning: We have not been
able to find it yet.

Mr. TONKIN: The honourable member
would not bhe able to find anything; 1
cannot be blamed for that. ‘The cheek of
a Minister talking, under existing cireum-
stances, about assurances! How they have
the cheek to stand up here and in another
place and talk about assurances aiter the
Government’s performance already, I do
not know.

Mr. I. W. Manning: How the Opposition
has the cheek to refuse us pairs after all
the pairs we granfed, I do not know.

Mr. TONKIN: That ufterance ofi the
member for Harvey shows that he has no
perception of the true position. The
amendment is based on the assumption
that the Government will introduce a Bill;
and that assumption is based on an assur-
ance which the Minister has given. I am
trying to show that no member can place
any reliance on assurances given by the
front benech.

There is no deceit and

Mr. J. Hegney: A solemn undertaking.

Mr. TONKIN: And I have good reason
for saying that—as we gll have. I am
going to repeat this so-called assurance of
the Minister for Police. He said—

I can give an assurance to the House
that all of these matters are being
considered.

He means “being thought about,” like the
proclamation.

Mr. Mann: He is making some Progress
there, isn’'t he?

Mr. TONKIN: These matters are being
considered: that is the assurance which
the Minister gives. But that is not an
assurance that the Minister will bring a
Bill here.

Mr. Mann: How do you know?
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Mr. TONKIN: How do I know? It is
perfectly obvious. That is not an assur-
ance that the Minister will bring a Bill
here; it is an assurance that the Govern-
ment will think ahbout it—like its proclama-
tion. But that does not get us anywhere;
and it is results we are looking for—not
thoughts on the part of the Government.

We have come to the sorry pass, unfor-
tunately, where we can place no reliance
on Government assurances, because they
are so often abrogated. The one in regard
to the proclamation is not an isolated in-
stance. When I referred recently to an
assurance given by the Minister for Town
Planning in gnother place last year, the
Premier looked at me and asked, “How
could the assurance be carried out?”

That is not my responsibility. It it
cannot be carried out, the Minister had
no right to give it. But he gave it; and
what is more, he influenced the votes of
members by giving it. But there has been
no attempt to ecarry it out; it is just
wiped aside. And so I say that no matter
what assurance is given on the Govern-
ment side, under existing circumstances,
until the Government corrects the position,
I refuse absolutely to place any reliance
upon it, because the Government's per-
formance in this regard is absolutely de-
plerable.

If we debate the proposals in this
motion, we can indicate to the Govern-
ment whether or not the House believes
that these are the lines upon which legis-
lation ought to be introduced,; it will give
the Government some more things to con-
sider and think about. But to ask us, as
responsible members, to defer discussion on
this motion on nothing more than an
undertaking from the Minister that
Cabinet will give consideration to it, and
that it has certain things in contemplation,
is asking me to do more than I am pre-
pared to do.

I think every member ought to be in
the same position, If the Minister would
give us a written undertaking that the
Government had decided to introduce a
Bill it would be a different matter; but
all the Minister has decided to do is put
certain proposals bhefore Cabinet which
Cabinet will consider, and the Bill may or
may not come here. The Minister may
change his mind; the Government may
change its mind, as Governments do with
legislation. If that is done there will be
no¢ Bill, or there will be a Bill with amend-
ments of such a trivial and inconseguential
nature that it will be a waste of time to
discuss them.

We are being asked to defer considera-
tion of something of substance for a
proposition of that kind—a nebulous pro-
posal which could amount to absclutely
naught, and on past experience is likely
to do so. Therefore, I urge members to
reject the amendment.

(ASSEMBLY.]

MR. HALL
[6.21:

(Albany—on amendment)
Because of the condition of my

‘voice, I did not intend to speak tonight.

But when the member for Toodyay moved
the amendment I felt that everyone on
this side should air his grievances,

Mr. Andrew: And complaints.

Mr. HALL: Just complaints. On looking
at the motion moved by the member for
Mt. Hawthorn I can see nothing but good
in it. If one looks closely at the operations
of most of our modern factories today, one
sees that they are using the same sort of
procedure that is being adopted by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn with this
motion—that is, the suggestion-box system,
where suggestions are put forward for the
betterment of industry. In this case sug-
gestions are being put forward for the
benefit of workers in industry. There are
many features about this matter which I
feel sure the Minister would not be
acquainted with, and one with which I
was associated was the industry of dyeing.

Mr. Roberts: You sound as though that
is what you are doing.

Mr. HALL: That industry is not even
covered. Take the waterside workers who
are handling grain affected by mould. The
workers in that industry, and the medical
people are particularly worried about this
matter, as can be seen from a report in
The Albany Advertiser, Dr, Lethan visited
the port and examined these workers. He
spoke of the conditions and what effect
they could have on workers in & few years
because insufficient atiention was being
given to them.

Many similar cases could be quoted; and
I should like to refer to one in particular,
wnere a widow was deprived of her income
because of her son’s demise. There was a
fatality at the place where he worked;
and, because of bad representation—the
claim was not submitted correctly—that
widow was deprived of her just rights.
She would not have been entitled to a full
claim, but she would have heen entitled to
a partial claim. However, she was de-
prived of it because of bad representation
of the case.

The suggestion-box idea put forward by
the member for Mt. Hawthorn could have
no harmful effects, and the member for
Toodyay rather staggered me when he
moved his amendment, Had debate on the
motion as originally moved by the member
for Mt. Hawthorn been allowed to con-
tinue many heipful suggestions could have
been put forward, and that would have
enabled the Government to present a
better Bill to Parliament.

MRER. BRADY (Guildford-Midland—on
amendment) [65]1: I oppose the amend-
ment moved by the member for Toodyay,
and I helieve he did himself less than
justice by moving it. Probably he will
realise later on that by doing so he was
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not assisting many of his electors, and
those who voted for him during the recent
State elections. In some respects he has
contradicted himself in the amendment he
has moved.

I understood him to compliment the
member for Mt. Hawthorn who suggested
that increases should be made in the sums
allowed for hospital and medical expenses;
but by this amendment he seems to have
contradicted that, His amendment reads—

This House notes with satisfaction
the Government's intention to intro-
duce important amendments to the
Workers' Compensation Act—
We do not know whether those amend-
ments are important, or whether they are
worthy of consideration. The amendmen§
goes on—

—with the object of providing im-

proved conditions—
How does the honourable member know
about this? Nobody has seen the Bill;
the Government has always said that no-
body sees a Bill until the second reading
is moved. Yet the member for Toodyay
indicates that the Bill will provide for im-
proved conditions. But we do not know
anything about it, and therefore I can
see no alternative but to oppose the amend-
ment. He continues—

—for workers injured by accident (as

defined by the Act)—
The member for Mt. Hawthorn has already
indicated in the motion that we on this
side want something over and above what
is defined in the Act. It indicates that the
member for Tocdyay has not given a lot of
thought to his amendment, and for that
reason it should be opposed.

I know of a very bad case in my elector-
ate. It is so bad that I hope that when
this amending legislation comes before the
House—-if it comes before the House—the
improved conditions will be made retro-
spective. The young fellow concerned lives
in my electorate; and travelling to work
one morning, he met with an accident
and lost 4 leg, He sued in an effort to
get third party insurance, but lost the case.
He was liable for £520 expenses, and he
has paid £250 but still owes £270. Because
he was travelling to work he could not
make a claim under the Workers' Compen-
sation Act. He would have been better off
on the dole, or on social service henefits.
But because he was going to do an honest
day’s work to earn money to rear his family
he found himself £520 behind seratch; and
in addition, he has lost a leg.

That in itself indicates that the time
is overdue for the Workers’ Compensation
Act to be reviewed and workers to be given
some semblance of justice., We have heard
the Premier say in this House that he
intends to introduce certain reforms in
regard to child welfare payments to
migrant children, because the Grants Com-
mission is penalising the State. I should
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like to point out that various indusiries
in the Eastern States are being penalised
because this State is not paying the same
workers’ compensation as is being paid in
the other States, and industry and com-
merce in this State have an advantage over
those in the Eastern States. Therefore, if
the Government is consistent it will hurty
on with the introduction of these amend-
ments to the Act and let us see what they
are,

As other members have said, we had
nothing in the way of an amendment last
year, and there was no indication in the
Governor's Speech that anything was in-
tended for this year. Therefore, as an
Opposition we have some responsibility to
indicate to the Government that we want
some early action taken in this matter,

I would remind members opposite, and
the electors of Western Australia who may
read Hansard, that this State would be
paying the same compensation rates as
the Eastern States if it were not for the
existence of the Legislative Council in this
State which is not sympathetic to Labor’s
atfitude on these matters, Invariably
that House has turned down our proposals.

There is another reason why we would
like to see this legislation introduced as
early as possible. If it is introduced late
in the session, as invariably happens the
Bill will he referred to a conference of
managers and justice will not be done. As
far as I can recollect, since I have been
a member of this House Bills to amend
the Workers' Compensation Act have
finished up at a conference of managers.
It would appear that that is done by de-
sign; and, as a consequence, the workers
of this State are suffering. Therefore, I
have no option but to oppose strongly the
amendment moved by the member for
Toodyay.

Later on, when the amendment is lost
—as I hope it will ke—I wish to submit
2 number of cases which have occurred
in my electorate in recent months where
workers have already spent more than their
allowance under the Act for hospital and
medical expenses. They are personally
responsible for the excess payments even
though they are working in industry, and
have incurred their injuries in industry.
They are working to produce goods which
will help to improve the economic position
of this State, but they have to carry per-
sonally any payments in excess of £100
for medical expenses and £150 for hospital
expenses.

It is wrong for the member for Toodyay
to move an amendment of this kind., As
I said, even in his own interests, and par-
ticularly in the interests of the many
hundreds of workers in his electorate who
are working in the brickyards, the railways,
the quarries, the fruit-growing industry,
and in various other industries, he should
support the motion moved by the member
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for Mt. Hawthorn. By moving this amend-
ment he did himself less than justice. In-
stead of helping the Government by mov-
ing the amendment he has highlighted the
fact that the Government has done very
little sbout improving the Workers’ Com-
pensation Act, which is long overdue for
amendment.

One has only to go through the Act—
as I have done tonight to refresh my
memory—to see that a horse and é&art
could be driven through most of the sec-
tions dealing with concessions, or alleged
concessions, which are given to workers.
Many aspects of workers’ compensation are
not covered at all, such as travelling to
and frem work. I mentioned that aspect
earlier.

I know the case of another man who,
while going to work, was killed. His widow
could get nothing because it was said that
the worker was not on the factory premises
when he was killed. But he was on the
railway line which led into the factory,
and there was no other way for him to
travel to¢ work. But the widow got nothing
in that case, which was contested and
finally went to the Full Court. The man
concerned was a very keen worker and
a good family man; but his family was
denied justice because of the wording of
the Act.

When I speak to the motion itself, after
the amendment has been lost, I intend
to guote a half dozen other cases. I know
of chemists in my area who are carrying
the baby; they have supplied £30—and
others could reach £40 and even £50—
worth of goods, and they have Buckley’s
chance of getting the money, simply be-
cause of the wording of the Aect, which
restricts the amount allowable for medical
benefits.

Hospital charges are increasing; and the
sum of £150 which might have been suf-
ficient four years ago, when that figure
was put into the Act, is not sufficient now,
because £150 today would only buy what
£100 bought four years ago. The price of
everything has gone up, and returns from
goods marketed overseas are higher than
they used to be. As the workers produce
those goods, their benefits under workers’
compensation should be increased.

I oppose the amendment and hope that
the motion put forward on behalf of this
side of the House by the member for Mt.
Hawthorn will be carried, so that the
Government will be seized with the neces-
sity of deing something at an early date
to amend the Act.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

MR. ROWBERRY (Warren—on amend-
ment) [7.301: I have read very carefully
the amendment moved by the member for
Toodyay. In reply to some allegations
made by interjection to the effect that the
Attorney-General could have been respon-
sible for the framing of the amendment, in

{ASSEMBLY.]

my opinion the wording of the amendment
does not do the Attorney-General justice.
The reason I came to that conclusion was
that not a sentence in the amendment be-
egins with a conjunction; therefore, the
%ttomey-General could not have framed
1L,

Mr. Watts: I am glad you arrived at
that conclusion.

Mr. ROWBERRY: I believe the Minister
for Transport concocted this amendment,
because it reads very much like his com-
position. He -believes in bheing realistic,
but he gives us no foundation for his re-
alismm. I advise the member for Toodyay
to examine very carefully any material
given to him hy the Minister for Transport
in the future.

If there is one Minister against whom
this allegation could be levelled for con-
tributing something to the amendment, it
is the Minister for Industrial Development.
The amendment, states—

This House notes with satisfaction
the Government’s intention to intro-
duce amendments to the Workers'
Compensation Act with the object of
providing improved conditions for
workers injured by accident as defined
by the Act, arising out of or in the
course of their employment—

Here we find the cold, clammy hand of the

Minister for Industrial Development—
—without imposing eXcessive cost upen
industry.

It has been amply demonstrated in the
debates in this House that industry does
not bear the impact of increased costs. It
passes them on to the consumer. In this
case the increased cost of workers’ com-
pensation will be passed on to the com-
munity at large. I cannot imagine for one
moment that industry will bear this in-
crease itself.

Mr. Craig: What about the farmer who
has to meet his increased costs?

Mr. ROWBERRY: The farmer may be
in a peculiar predicament. As the honour-
able member has several farmers in his
electorate, I have no doubt he was think-
ing about them when he moved this
amendment. The principles of workers’
compensation denote that the welfare and
security of the worker in industry, are the
first charges upon that industry. The
mation moved by the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn contains principles which satisfy my
opinion of what workers' compensation
ought to be, especially the portion of the
motion which seeks to remove the limita-
tion on hospital and medical expenses.

I want to refer to one case I know of
personally. This afternoon I visited a
neighbour of mine who has heen in
hospital since last Christmas. He suffered
an accident which was almost fatal on the
day before the last Christmas breakup,
and 80 per cent. of his time since has been
spent in hospital. He has now expended
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all his medical and hospital allowances
provided under the Act. He has a wife and
four children. His worry over his ability to
meet the expenses when he comes out of
hospital is delaying his recovery.

¥or that reason I submit in all honesty
and sincerity that the motion should be
supported, and the amendment should be
opposed. The amendment amounts to
nothing; it is composed merely of words,
words, and words, Someone has taken the
trouble to calculate that up to the present
about 3,500,000 wards have been spoken in
this Parllament this session.

1er. Mann: Spoken by members on your
side.

Mr, ROWBERRY: About the best con-
tribution made by the honourable member
to the number of words spoken in this
Chamber was the interjection by him when
he said, *“Well, well, well."”

Mr, Watts: At least he has not been
responsible for contributing very much to
the 3,500,000 words.

Mr. ROWBERRY: As the member for
Albany suggested, one of the functions of
government is to listen to sugpgestions made
in this House. By gdoing so the Govern-
ment will not reduce its status; on the
other hand, it will be enhancing its status
if it listens to the words of wisdom from
members on this side. One of the true
criticisms which has been levelled against
this Government is that it will not listen to
suggestions. It seems to adopt an attitude
similar to the divine right of kings. It
thinks, “We are the Government. We will
do what we like. We can do no wrong.”
That appeals to the Premier. The Gov-
ernment ought to listen and pay due heed
to the words of wisdom coming from mem-
bers on this side.

It has bheen said that we have put for-
ward suggestions merely as propaganda. 1
suggest that propaganda serves a legifi-
mate purpose in a properly-constituted
Government and a properly-constituted
democracy. Propaganda c¢an be honest,
truthful, and sincere. I helieve the purpose
behind the member for Mt. Hawthorn in
putting the motion before the House con-
tained all these attributes. I oppose the
amendment.

MR. ANDREW (Victoria Park—on
smendment) [7.40]1: I am wondering why
the Government engineered this amend-
ment to the motion moved by the member
for Mt, Hawthorn. I do not know whether
these tactics are in the Government’s in-
terests, because quite a number of mem-
bers spoke to the mation and only a
limited number remain to speak on it. By
getting one of its junior supporters to
move an amendment, the Government is
cpening up the whole debate and thus
allowing members who previously spoke
to the motion to enter the ring once again
and make further contributions.
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In my opinion, the Government did not
use good tactics. The member for Tood-
yay amazed me when he moved the amend-
ment; because, until he moved it, he made
quite a good speech in support of the
motion. He supported everything in the
motion and submitted arguments that the
motion warranted support in Parliament;
but before he sat down, he moved his
amendment. If a person had any logic he
would not support a motion and then move
an amendment to it. That was what the
honourable member did. Let us see what
the amendment amounts to.

There is something concrete in the five
paragraphs of the motion, but there s
nothing concrete in the amendment. It
starts off by saying that this House notes
with satisfaction the Governments in-
tention to introduce important amend-
ments with the object of providing im-
proved conditions to workers. He is in
favour of the improved conditions in the
motion, yet he moved the amendment.

Mr, Craig: Not to the full extent,

Mr. ANDREW: He has only one small
proviso to the amendment; that is, if those
improved conditions do not impose exces-
sive costs on industry. I suggest there
would be no excessive costs to industry.
As we all know, workers’ compensation
Bills have heen debated in this House on
numergus occasions, I want to quote some
fizures which were published in the
Monthly Review of Business Statistics
relating to the years, 1955 and 1956, These
are the latest figures in regard to the
cost to employers. The article states
that for the year 1955 premiums paid
to insurance c¢ompanies amounted to
£13,213,000 on wages amounting to
£800,000,000, and the compensation paid
was £6,232,000. The compensation paid
under the to-and-from clause was £489,000.
For 1956 the premiums amounted to
£14,283,000 on wages which reached
£880,000,000 odd. The compensation paid
was £6,949,000, while the compensation
paid on the tio-and-from clause was
£520,000.

That {llustrates that in the State I am
quoting—New South Wales: the only
State about which I could obtain any
figures and in which the to-and-jfrom
clause operates—the gross figure for 1956
was £6,981,000 to the insurers, The profit
in 1956 was over £7,000,000 to the insurers.
Therefore I cannot see how any burden
would be placed on the employers when
the amount paid in premiums is over
double that paid in compensation. That
fully covers the proviso outlined by the
member for Toadyay. Therefore he should
support the motion. As a matter of fact,
bhis remarks made one think he was going
to support it.

Has he any objection to the provision
in the motion eoncerning the limit on hos-
pital and medical expenses? I know of a
young fellow who lost his leg, and his
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hospital expenses amounted to £750 be-
cause complications set in. First of all the
doctors were not going to remove his leg;
then they removed it below the knee.
Ultimately, after quite a few months had
passed, his leg was removed from above
the knee; and, as I have said, his expenses
were over £750. Yet what allowance is
payable? Then it was £150; and I under-
stand it is now £174.

- I also know that many doctors have
stated that they keep the medical
expenses down below £100 on workers’
compensation cases because they have said
that they knew if they did not do so the
workers they were treating would have to
paiy a big proportion of the amounts them-
selves.

I have mentioned a case from Victoria
Park before, but it is worth referring to
again. A well-known man who worked in
a certain occupation which brought him
in touch with the public, lost his leg.
Complications se¢t in and he was a long
time off wark. He should have recejved
£1,100 for the loss of his leg, but it was
all spent in expenses of one sort and
ancther, and he did not receive a penny.

That is how the compensation Act works
today, and we are endeavouring to rectify
the position. The member for Toodyay
agrees that we should; but after telling
us so, he moved an amendment. If he had
his way, we would be placed in a blind
spot. We do not know what provisions
the Minister intends to introduce; there-
fore we do not know whether the sugges-
tions in the motion moved by the member
for Mt, Hawthorn will be included. How-
ever, the member for Toodyay says, “Trust
the Minister, because he will do an
adequate job”, or words to that effect.
Actually, I do noi know whether he did
mean that, and I am doubtful whether he
knew what he meant himself. I believe
that his party instructed him to move his
amendment, so hs had five bob each way.
He praised the motion and then tried to
undermine it. If he votes in accordance
with the way he spoke, he will support the
motion and not his amendment.

We know of many grave injustices which
are being inflicted on workers under the
Workers' Compensation Act. We read
every week of people who have accidents
and who apply to the civil courts and
obtain anything from £15,000 to £25,000;
and I rememkter reading of one case of
£34,000. I think that the other day a
lady who had lost her husband received
£15,000; hut had she been applying under
the Workers’ Compensation Act, she would
have received only ahout £3,000, which is
the amount provided for a wife whose
hushand is killed while at work. Yet we
are asked to forgo our motion and support
the amendment. I do not know how the
member for Toodyay can ask us to do
that, kecause we know the policy of the
members of the Government in the past.

[ASSEMBLY.]

When I first came into this Parliament.
the ccmpensation for a dependant of a
person killed while at work was £1,750.
The Labor Party introduced a Bill for the
purpose of raising the amount to £2,800,
and that measure was bitterly opposed by
the parties which form the Government
today. We did manage to have the amount
raised on that occasion to £2,250. We have
had several bites since, and ultimately it
was raised to the £3,000 mark, How can
we, if we leave this matter to the Minister,
expect that the policy of the Government
will be any different from that which it
has been in the past?

There is no doubt that a grave injustice
is done to workers when there is a limit
placed on the amount of hospital and
medical expenses they can receive under
the Act. Why should a worker have o
pay a bportion of the expenses himself
when he is injured during his employment?

In actual fact, a differentiation is made
between workers. One who suffers a dis-
ability through an accident receives the
full benefit of his compensation when no
complications arise and he is able to be
brought back to health comparatively
guickly., However, because a worker suffer-
ing from a similar accident is not so0
fortunate and is involved in complications,
all his compensation money is spent on
medical expenses and suchlike, and he re-
ceives for himself not one penny.

There is no justification for a limit be-
ing placed on the amount of hospital or
medical expenses a worker should receive
if he is injured during his employment.
In the legislation which the Labor Party
introduced, provision was made for the
Compensation Board to be the adjudica-
tors in regard to the expenses.

I do not believe that anyone could rightly
object to the second provision in the
motion which is for the removal of the
restrietion of three years in the matter
of claiming compensation for industrial
diseases. I think the member for Leeder-
ville would agree modern research has
proved that many diseases do not become
manifest until after three years has
elapsed. For that reascon I do not see that
any member with a sense of justice could
oppose that provision,

The third provision in this motion, which
I am supporting, is for an insurance cover
to be provided for workers traveiling to
and from their places of residence and
employment. That provision already exists
in a number of States in Australia; and
whether this Government likes it or not,
ultimately it will he incorporated in the
workers' compensation legislation in this
State. That is because it is being recog-
nised that the workers should receive com-
pensation for injuries sustained while
travelling to or from their places of em-
ployment.
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Mr,
while.

Mr, ANDREW: As a matter of fact, the
amount paid out in compensation under
this clause in New South Wales, the State
about which I was speaking before, is
infinitesimal.

I have already referred to the fourth
provision dealing with the substantial in-
creases in compensation and other pay-
ments referred to in the Act. They de-
finitely are far too low at the moment;
because under the civil tribunals of this
and other States, people suffering from
the same disabilities receive two, three,
and four times as much as people claim-
ing compensation wunder the Waorkers'
Compensation Act. If we approach this
matter with any fair sense of judgment,
we canngt fail to support that provision.

The fifth provision—that for more
reasonable treatment for incapacitated
workers in certain circumstances—is very
important. It may not seem very import-
ant, really; buf again I can quote a case
about which I perscnally have some know-
ledge. A man was hurt, and the doctors
stated that he had a 40 per cent. to 50
per cent. permanent injury. Because of
that injury, he cculd not obtain a job.
I was in contact with him for quite a
while and he received £1,100—if I remem-
ber rightly—in compensation.

I then made some inquiries from the
Commonwealth Employment Service and
was informed that he could not receive any
unemployment benefit because he had
cbtained the £1,100. Therefore it meant
he had fo keep himself on that money until
it cut out kefore he could cbtain any un-
employment benefit. I believe he should
have received the same treatment as a
person would receive if he went to a
civil court. I have not seen that person
for some time, but I hope he has improved
sufficiently physically to have obtained
employment.

Crommelin: It could be a long

One of the points raised by Government
members has been that the employers
could not stand the payment of more
generous compensation. However, em-
ployers actually do not pay the compensa-
tion themselves. As everyone knows, they
pay premiums {p the insurance companies;
and at present the rate of premium is, as
I have mentioned earlier in my speech,
nowhere near the lesser amount paid in
compensation. If any increase in pre-
miums was required, it would be only a
smail one. Therefore the submission of
members in that regard falls to the ground.

I know the member for Toocdyay has
been used on this occasion. He has not
had the experience of other members who
have been in the House longer. I hope his
amendment will not be carried, and that
when he himself is voting he will do so
along the lines of his speech.
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MR. SEWELL (Geraldton—on amend-
ment) [7.58]: I oppose the amendment
because I think it is unnecessary. 1 agree
with the other speakers who have stated
that the motion moved by the member for
Mt. Hawthorn should be carried. In my
opinion our compensation Act is lagging
behind those existing in the other States.
The Minister has told us now that it is
the intention of the Government to intro-
duce amending legisiation. However, I
cannot see any reason why the House
should not pass the motion of the member
for Mt. Hawthorn, It would perhaps ex-
pedite the Government's work in preparing
the Bill to amend the Act.

We have heard varicus speaKers on
this side of the House mention the diffi-
culties in which workers find themselves
after heing injured in the course of their
employment. We could continue quoting
such cases, and I would like to mention
briefly the trouble that workers in the
wheat industry have experienced in man-
ning silos. Some of the workers, after
being on the silos for some time, suffer
from chest complaints that are not com-~
pensable under the Act. We also have the

ase of men working in mines. I come

oss mineworkers in my district, al-
though not in the same proportion as do
members representing the goldfields areas.

The matter of injury sustained by
workers when travelling to and from work
has always struck me as being something
that should be regulated by statute. I do
not think it is any credit to the present
Government to know that when it was in
opposition it continually opposed any pro-
visions we tried to have included in the
Act to allow men travelling to and from
work to be compensated when injured
during such travelling.

Recently in Geraldton an employer at
5 p.m. one day ordered a man to be back
at work at 6 o’clock. This man went home
on his bicycle and had tea; and when he
was returning to his place of employment
about 6 o’clock, he was knocked down by
a utility and died frem the injury he then
sustained. His family received no com-
pensation for the death of that man,

Those of us whoe do the work of workers
know that nearly every day somewhere a
breadwinner is killed on the job because
of accidents in connection with machinery
and so on; but we find that the amount, of
£3.000 compensation due to the widows
and families—even though it might
sound a lot—is not a great deal when
the breadwinner is lost and the widow is
left to fend for herself and perhaps three,
four, or five young children. The sum of
£3,000 would hardly bhuy a decent home at
present prices. That is why we on this
side of the House support anything that
will improve the lot of the workers who
are injured or killed at their work.
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We have heard before, from some of
those who are Ministers today, the old
parrot cry that industry cannot afford to
pay any more t0 those workers and their
dependants. I say that industry can and
must pay more, because there is nobody
else to pay it; and surely to goodness in
a country like this the least we can do is
to see that the widow and children of a
deceased worker are properly cared for;
or that a person totally incapacitated at
work receives reasonable and fair com-
pensation for the injuries received! I
oppose the amendment,

MR. CURRAN (South Fremantle—on
amendment) [8.4]1: I oppose the amend-
ment, and support the motion moved by
the member for Mt. Hawthorn. I was
surprised to hear the Minister treat this
matter so lightly and say there was no
great urgency regarding the introduction
of legislation of this kind. If he believes
there is no great urgency, then the amend-
ment becomes a complete sham, Let us
look at the amendment. It has nothing
concrete attached to it; it just states that
there are intentions. Does that mean there
are intentions now, next month, or next
year; or are the intentions to become,
plank of the platform at the next ele
tion campaign? That is the situation with
the amendment at present.

I have no intention of doubting the
sincerity of the member for Toodyay, be-
cause I understand that he is a com-
paratively new member like me. But I
cannot say the same for his colleagues in
another place who have repeatedly over the
years thrown out of the window legislation
dealing with proposals similar to those
mentioned in the meotion moved by the
member for Mi. Hawthorn. I speak on
behalf of a large working-class electorate;
and all the workers in that area are
greatly concerned about the need for
amendments to the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Act.

Mr. Crommelin: Are the waterside
workers concerned with the rolling strikes
that they carry on?

Mr. CURRAN: I will come to that in a
moment. Now that the honourable mem-
her has mentioned waterside workers, I
point out that I represent them as a spokes-
man in this Chamber, and I can tell the
honourahle member that the waterside
workers' industry has the highest accident
rate in the Commonwealth. I defy any
member here to contradiet that statement,
because it received wide publicity not only
in The West Ausiralian but in newspapers
in other States.

I wish to speak on the guestion of cover-
ing workers travelling to and from work,
I can quote an incident that took place
on the waterfront. A man was severely
injured about five yards from his place of
employment. Those five yards separated the
ramp proper from the main highway. The
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man was receiving cargo on the ramp,;
and immediately after the whistle had
blown, he stepped off the ramp and pro-
ceeded to get his bieycle from the other
side of the road where it was standing in
the rack, and he was injured severely hy
a truck.

It took 12 months to establish that that
man was injured in the course of his em-
ployment, because it was considered that
he was injured on a public higshway. It
was only by accident, the Harbour Trust
having gates across that thoroughfare, that
the Harbour Trust hecame liable for com-
pensation under the Act. Had there been
no gates so that the thoroughfare could
not be closed to traffic, that man would
not have received one penny of compensa-
tion. That is an example of what can
happen if a man is not covered under some
provision dealing with a worker travelling
to and from work.

Let us have a look at Dalgety’s wool
stores which are situated on one of the
bhusiest highways in Fremantle. Going
from the wool stores to the traffic bridge
there is a continual stream of traffic along
the main highway, and the workers have
to walk across that highway.

I wish now to deal with the question
of hospital and medical allowances.
any member doubts what I am about to
say, I can supply proof. We have had a
number of examples of workers who have
received a percentage disability, and have
exhausted their hospital and medical al-
lowances; and then they have had to pay
for treatment out of their own pocket and
return to work with a permanent disability
that was sustained during their e¢mploy-
ment.

What is going to happen? Dcees the
Government propose to delay the introduc-
tion of a Bill until we become the last
State to bring this legislation up to date?
There are three States which have put
their Workers’ Compensation Act into a
more humane form hy providing for com-
pensation for workers injured in the course
of travelling to and from their employ-
ment. But evidently the Minister is going
to wait until Western Ausiralia is the last
State to improve its conditions.

If we have sympathy for the workers, as
expressed by the member for Toodyay, we
should not be persisting in an amendment
to the motion. The honourable member
expressed so much sympathy that he
should support wholeheartedly the motion
moved by the member for Mt. Hawthorn.

I wish now to speak about the suggested
increase from £3,000 to £4,000 to bring this
matter into line with the provision in the
Workers' Compensation Act of Tasmania.
I have a sheaf of letters which I showed
to the member for Mt. Hawthorn, describ-
ing the situation that exists in Western
Australia. I wish to refer to a Mrs. Parrin
of Spearwood whose husband was killed
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on the waterfront. This woman received
£2,999 and some shillings. Mrs. Parrin
does not speak English; neither does she
write nor understand English. When she
received her final settlement, she was
confronted with a bill for £53 for funeral
€X[Eenses,

That gives some idea of how ignorant
people can he played on; and it shows
how unjust the present provision is in re-
gard to the dependants of a man killed in
the course of his employment. If the
amount had been raised to £4,000, the
widow would at least have received some
compensation. But she evidently finished
up £63 in debt after the Housing Commis-
sion had taken its proportion and other
creditors had taken theirs,

I hope the Government will take cog-
nisance of the proposals that have been
put forward tonight; but I believe it will
show solid resistance to them, because I
think it is not the intention of the Govern-
ment to amend the Act. At least I he-
lieve it will keep up its sleeve the amend-
ments it proposes until such time as it is
able to win the sympathy or confid-
ence of some misguided people by inclua-
ing these proposals as a plank in its plai-
form at the next elections.

MR. NORTON (Gascoyne—on amend-
ment) [8.12]: I spoke in favour of the
motion, and I feel it would not be right to
let the opportunity pass without oppos-
ing the amendment., By agreeing to the
amendment to delete the words mentioned
by the member for Toodyay, we would be
acting contrary to what I supported pre-
viously.

When the member for Toodyay spoke on
the motion, one would have thought he
was totally in favour of it with the excep-
tion of one small item, that item being the
removal of the limit of hospital expenses.
The honourable member did not agree with
the total removal of those expenses, but
he did agree they should be lifted; he
agreed that the hospital expenses were
far too light. If that was his main ob-
jection, and if he was interested in look-
ing after the employers, as he said, then
he could easily have moved to amend the
motion by including some limits.

I point ocut to the member for Toodyay
that the Minister, when speaking to the
motion, said that only .03 per cens. of in-
surance cases exceeded the statutory limii
for medical and hospital expenses. That
means that in any one year there would
be approximately only 25 injured persons
who exceeded the allowance. So, spread
gver industry throughout the State, there
would not need to be a very great increase
in premiums, if any at all; because the
insurance companies do not operate at a
loss; and, as we know, the State Govern-
ment Insurance Office shows quite a con-
siderable profit.
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Several times the Minister has made
play about ez grotia payments to in-
surahce cases. That might sound all very
well to a person who does not realise just
what it means. Who pays the ex gratic
payments? 1s it only the State Govern-
ment Insurance Office, or are they paid
by all the insurance companies? If they
are paid only by the State Government
Insurance OQOffice, it means that only a
small percentage of workers whose medical
and hospital expenses exceed the limib
allowed under the Act would receive er
gratia payments, I am certain that er
grotie payments are made only by the
State Government Insurance Qffice. There~
fore, the Minister has been very mislead-
ing in using the term.

A motion such as that moved by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn should be wel-
comed by the Government and its Minis-
ters because it gives members on hoth
sides of the House an opportunity to put
hefore the Minister recommendations for
amendments to the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Act and, in particular, those items
which are set out in the motion. It also
gives members an opportunity to put
before the Minister the reasons why such
amendments should be made.

It affords an opportunity to his officers
and to those employed in private insurance
companies to study such proposed amend-
ments; and if necessary to submit to the
Minister valuable information concerning
them. I am sure the Minister must agree
that even during this debate several mem-
bers have cited individual ecases which
could be quoted as examples in support
of amendments being made to the Aect.

Mr. Perkins: I do not think that one
case has been mentioned about which I
would not have some evidence, or evidence
of a case similar to it.

Mr. NORTON: I will challenge the
Minister’s statement by referring to a case
in Carnarvon. I mentioned it briefly in
my previous speech. I have also discussed
it with the member for Leederville; and,
as far as I can find out from medical men,
it is a case which is the only one of its
kind and is not referred to in the medical
textbooks. I will not go into the details of
that case now, because they are very long
and complicated; but if the Minister wishes
te know more about it I will be willing to
submit to him all the information; and,
further, I can supply him with the names
}Jf E.he doctors who can substantiate the

acts.

Mr. Perkins: That case would be known
to the Workers’ Compensation Board.

Mr. NORTON: For all T know, it may
or may not be.

Mr. Perkins: It must be.
Mr., NORTON: It was a private in-

surance company case; and once the limit
allowed for medical and hospital expenses
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has been reached—as it was in this case—
a private insurance company would not
worry about making an ex gratic payment.
It would do only what was required of it
under the Act, and then wipe its hands of
the case. It would not know the final
result of this particular case, because the
final result was that the man lost his leg.
The extra time he spent in hospital and
the additional medical and hospital ex-
penses incurred were not inquired into.
That man was not compensated for the
maximum expenses incurred as a resulb
of the injury to his leg, or the loss of it;
the company merely paid as little as it
could to settle the case.

After completing my speech the other
night—which I curtailed somewhat after
the Minister assured us he would intreduce
a Bill—I was looking through the second
schedule to the Act; and I found that
if a person loses his right arm, such per-
son receives more compensation than a
person who lases his left arm. Why
skould this he? A man could be either
left-handed or right-handed. He could
also be ambidextrous and therefare, to
him, each arm would have the same value.
Also, if a person is left-handed, such per-
son should be paid the same compensation
as would be paid to a right-handed per-
son who lost his right arm.

Mr. Watts: That is what the Act has
provided since 1945,

Mr. NORTON: As I read the schedule,
it definitely stipulates the left and right
arm and provides for different amounts
of compensation for each.

The Minister stated that if we waited
only another month he would bring down
a Bill. We are now getting towards the
end of September; and by the time the
Minister has introduced his Bill we will
be approaching the end of October. The
members of the House—particularly the
Government members—will be looking for-
ward to the House rising at the end of
November. Therefore, what time would
the Minister have to introduce his Bill
and have it debated in the House? Also,
if he did introduce it, no time would be
left to introduce other amendments.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, members on
this side of the House cannot introduce
a private member’'s Bill to amend the
Workers’ Compensation Act because such
a measure would require a Message from
His Excellency the Governor. Therefore,
only a Minister of the Crown can intro-
duce such a Bill. By continually delaying
the introduction of the Bill, the Minister
is not giving this House, the workers, or
anybody else, a fair chance of studying the
proposed amendments, and of having
ample time to criticise them, and perhaps
request the inclusion of other amend-
ments,
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MR. TOMS {(Maylands—on amend-
ment) [8.22]: I also raise my voice in
protest against the amendment moved by
the member for Toodyay. To me, it seems
rather despicable that a young member of
this House, who has never heard a debate
in this Chamber on workers’ compensation,
should be the one chosen to move an
amendinent against the proposals which
we on this side of the House, year after
year over a considerable period, have
fried o have incorporated in the Workers’
Compensation Act. I am beginning to
wonder how far the Government is pre-
pared to go in playing party politics, be-
cause this is nothing else but that.

Mr. Court: Coming from that side, that
is really humorous.

Mr. TOMS: It is mighty fine hearing a
statement such as that coming from the
Minister for Industrial Development. I
have been a member of this House long
enough to have seen him sitting on this
side of the House, and he is just about
the last one who should make such a
statement.

_I was hoping to have an opportunity to
discuss fully the motion moved by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn. However, I
do not propose to delay the House tonight,
because I feel the Government is adopting,
motre and more, the Gilbert and Sullivan
touch with many of its actions. As one
who has come from active industry I find
it rather frustrating when we are pre-
vented from attempting to do something
for the benefit of the working class of this
State by increasing the payments made
under the Workers’ Compensation Act,
which increases have been necessary for
many years. Anybody who has studied
the schedules of the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Act would have realised that the pay-
ments allowed under those schedules do
not in any way compare with today’s costs
and values.

In New South Wales, in 1954, a pro-
vision was inserted in the workers' com-
pensation legislation in that State for
compensation to be paid for deafness
caused in indusiry. Yet in Western Aus-
tralia, in 1960, no such provision exists
in our Act: not because members on this
side of the House have not atitempted to
get that provision put into the Act, but
because the powers that be in another
place—as indicated by the member for
South Fremantle—did not give the question
proper thoueght; otherwise they would not
have left the Act so wide open.

In my electorate there is a man who
retired from the railways about two or
three years ago, and who is suffering from
boilermaker’s deafness. He has attended
about five general medical practitioners
and three specialists, all of whom are
prepared to vouch that his deafness has
been caused in industry. This man is in
the best of condition so far as his general
healith is concerned. He has tried all sorts
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of hearing aids, but none has proved
effective. As a result, he is ostracised
from society, as it were, merely because
he followed a particular vecation, and has
contracted that disability after serving
many years in industry.

The amount of compensation paid for
deafness could not be too high, because
every member in this Chamber can realise
what it would be like to try to lip-read
or to converse with hand-movements, Yet
the position in regard te deafness so far
as our Act is concerned is as I have out-
lined. When the Labhor Government was
in office it tried, on many occasions, to
have these extra disabilities written into
the Act; but as the member for Toodyay
would not know, we saw all our attempts
frustrated.

Mr. Watts: Do you say there is no pro-
vision for compensation for deafness in the
Act?

Mr. TOMS: There is no provision for
boilermaker’s deafness: but it is deafness
whether it is boilermaker’s deafness or any
other kind of deafness.

Mr. Watts: I should think so. I know
that deafness is definitely placed in the
schedule.

Mr. TOMS: I have a letter here from
the Minister for Railways which explains
the facts of the case I have just guoted.
The Minister's letter is dated the 18th
Januatry, 1960, and it reads as foliows:—

Dear Mr, Howden,

My apologies for not answering your
zl'ith December, 1959, letter earlier than
this.

Following your representations to me
in September, I had the question of
your request for a claim in respect of
your hearing carefully examined but
I am afraid there is nothing I can
do to assist you.

You will appreciate that each of
these cases has to be determined in
accordance with the current Awards
and relevant Law and as far as I can
see, no provision is made for a claim
such as yours to be admitted.

I will further discuss the matter with
the Commissioner during the next few
days but T cannot hold out any hope
of a claim being established.

Whilst I appreciate your position, I
am afraid it is not possible to treat
your case as a special one, In a ser-
vige as large as the W.A. Government
Railways, the question of precedent is
very important for reasons which you
with your experience in the Railways
will appreciate.

I have tried to indicate that we on this
side of the House, if we could accept the
assurance of the Minister—which, as the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has indi-
cated, is not worth very much—that he will
introduce a Bill to amend the Workers'
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Compensation Act, would be very pleased
indeed to see the introduction of such a
Bill embodying the five principles con-
tained in the motion moved by the member
for Mt. Hawthorn.

After the member for Toodyay took the
adjournment of the debate, and before he
moved his amendment, I had high hopes
that he would support the motion. In fact,
he dealt with every paragraph in the
motion moved by the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn apart from the to-and-from pro-
vision. His words were such that they led
one to believe he intended to support the
motion. Then, of course, in front of him
was Dplaced a little bit of paper—and I
would not believe that the member for
Toodyay was the author of it: and subse-
quently he moved his amendment and
dumbfounded me with his following re-
marks. I doubt the sincerity of the Gov-
ernment in this move; and with every other
member on this side of the House, I oppose
the amendment.

MR. BICKERTON (Pilbara—on amend-
ment) [8.30]: I oppose the amendment
moved by the member for Toodyay, because
I think it is a party-political manoeuvre
intended to drown the original motion put
forward by the member for Mt. Hawthorn.
There is nothing at all wrong with the
original motion; and if it were against the
Government's grain to accept it, the Gov-
ernment should have voted against it. But
it seems to have taken a rather childish
course in this matter, and cooked up an
amendment which, in actual fact, makes
the original motion quite ineffective.

The member for Mt. Hawthorn has been
very specific with the points he has out-
lined, as to what he considers would be of
assistance to the Workers’ Compensation
Act; and I think the majority of members
in this House, regardless of the side on
which they sit, if they were fo be quite
truthful would agree that those points
would be an advantage if they were in-
corporated in the Act. However, the Min-
ister, who says it is his intention to intro-
duce a Bill, apparently felt in his own mind
that if this motion were carried, it would
take the credit away from him of making
worth-while amendments to the Workers’
Compensation Act, and would give that
credit to the member for Mt, Hawthorn.

So possibly the object of the member
for Toodyay in securing the adjournment
in the first place would have been to en-
able the Government to save face by hand-
ing to the member for Toodyay an amend-
ment which in actual fact would take the
initiative back to the Government side
rather than leave it with the Opposition.
That is the way I view it.

Mr. Nalder: It sounds as though you are
an old hand at this.
Mr. BICKERTON: If the Minister for

Agriculture could assure me I am incorrect,
it would surprise me. It is a childish thing
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to do; because the motion moved by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn is very solid,
and the matter it brings before this House
to be included in the Workers' Compensa-
tion Act should be incorporated in that
Act. The Government would probably
agree with it, but does not seermn to want
to admit that at this stage.

The very fact that the Government did
not defeat this motion is a sien that my
assumptions are correct. I do not believe
that the amendment itself is a very good
one, because it expresses satisfaction at
what the Government is doing before the
Government has actually done it. I think
that is the main weakness in the amend-
ment. If that course were to be followed
with regard to all matters in this House,
then whenever a Minister introduced a
Bill, or gave notice of his intention to do
so0, one of the back-bench members on the
Government side would get up and express
satisfaction at the Government’s having
done so.

I have not much more to say except
that I think the action of the Government
in moving this amendment for the sole
purpose of killing the motion put forward
by the member for Mt. Hawthorn was
rather childish.

MR. HAWKE (Northam-—on amend-
ment) [8.341: The Minister for Labour
gave as his reason for supporting the
amendment, and therefore for opposing the
motion, the viewpoint that the amendment
is realistic and the motion unrealistic. Let
us examine briefly this claim by the Minis-
ter. What does the amendment contain
that is realistic? In my view it does not
contain anything at all that is realistic.
The amendment states that this House
notes with satisfaction the intention of
the Government to introduce important
amendments to the Workers' Compensa-
tion Act. It then goes on to make some
reference to the ability of industry to bear
such additional charges as these fore-
shadowed, or which talked-about amend-
ments might impose.

Can the member for Toodyay, who moved
this amendment, name one important
amendment which this talked-about Bill
will introduce into Parliament? Can he
name one? I invite him to name one.

Mr. Fletcher: He knows some, but he will
not name them.

Mr. HAWKE: Can the Minister name
one?

Mr. Perkins: I will name them when I
introduce the Bill.

Mr. HAWKE: Of course the Minister will
name them when he introduces the Bill.
However, I am dealing with the claim by
the Minister that the amendment put for-
ward by the member for Toodyay, and the
additional amendments foreshadowed by
him, are realistic, while the motion is un-
realistic. I am inviting the Minister to
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indicate to what degree the amendment is
realistic. He is not able to do so. The
member for Toodyay has not even men-
tioned one important amendment which
the Government might introduce into Par-
liament; so obviously the amendment is
not realistic at all, It is just a shell; just
a shadow. There is no substance in it at
all.

When the Deputy Leader of the Opposi-
tion spoke he was able to quote from what
the Minister said to this House a few days
ago, in relation to a possible amendment
which the Government might decide to
introduce into Parliament this year. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition was able
to show clearly that Cabinet, up to that
stage, had not even considered any sug-
gested amendments from the Minister for
Labour; and certainly had not decided for
or against any of them. So obviously
there is no substance, and no reality at all
at this stage, in the amendment moved by
the member for Toodyay, and the one fore-
shadowed by the Minister, There is no
substance and no reality in them,

Yet the Minister for Labour has the hide
to stand up and tell us that he chooses
the amendment moved by the member for
Toodyay in preference to the motion
moved by the member for Mt. Hawthorn,
because the amendment has reality in it.
I again invite the Minister to indicate
where that reality is in the amendment.
His silence shows very clearly that he
knows in the back of his mind—right at
the back of it—that there is no reality at
all in the amendment.

Mr. Perkins: It deals with something
that the Government is going to do. The
motion of the member for Mt. Hawthorn
is only a collection of words.

Mr. HAWKE: I will deal with the motion
of the member for Mt. Hawthorn in a
moment. At the present time I am examin-
ing the spurious claim by the Minister for
Labour that the amendment has reality.

Mr. Perkins: I think it has.

Mr. HAWKE: T think what I have said
indicates very clearly that there is no
reality at all in the amendment.

Mr. Perkins: I am sorry I cannot agree
with yau.

Mr. HAWKE: I am not expecting the
Minister to agree; I am trying in a logical
manner to prove that the amendment has
no reality; and therefore to indicate that
the Minister’s claim, which is the basis
of his cheice, is one which has no substance
in it at all. Accordingly the Minister’s
reasoning in the matter is not logical, even
though he may stick to his claim from now
till Doomsday. We know that he is that
type of person.

The motion moved by the member for
Mt. Hawthorn does deal with issues which
are either already covered, to some extent,
in the Workers' Compensation Act, or are
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directly related to the injuries which work-
ing people suffer in the course of their em-
ployment, or arising out of their employ-
ment. The motion deals firstly with the
question of the prevailing legal limit on
hospital and medical expenses. I think we
might all agree that the existing limit is
too low; that it is far too low.

I am not one of those who would advo-
cate or support an action which would
give all doctors the right to write their
own ticket, as it were; to charge whatever
they pleased or decided upon without any
limit, as their fees to a worker who was in-
jured on the job, and who was covered by
the provisions of the Workers' Compensa-
tion Act. However, the existing limit
should be very substantially raised. If it
were removed altogether, then there should
be some tribunal with legal power to check
and, where thought fair and just, to cut
down the medical accounts which might he
tendered in particular cases. The same
prineiple could apply in regard to hospital
expenses; although I should hope there
would be very few, if any, hospital manage-
ments in Australia which would seek, fin-
ancially, to exploit a situation in which the
patient concerned was a patient injured
during the course of his employment, and
who came under the provisions of the Act
we are discussing.

The next point dealt with in the motion
moved by the member for Mt. Hawthorn
has to do with an existing legal restriction
of three years in relation to claims for
compensation under the Act in respect of
industrial diseases. I understand the Min-
ister for Labour himself agrees that some
action is neecessary here. Accordingly there
is no further need to discuss the seeond
item in the motion.

The third item in the motion covers the
question of providing workers’ compensa-
tion for employees who are injured on the
way from their homes to their emplaoy-
ment; or on the way from their employ-
ment to their homes. It has been pointed
out that this principle of compensation al-
ready operates in at least one other State
of Australia. The fourth item in the
motion deals with the question of a sub-
stantial increase being required and justi-
fled in connection with payments now pay-
able under the Act in relation to various
injuries and disabilities, including all the
payments which are provided for at present
in the various schedules which are attach-
ed to and are part of the Workers’ Com-~
pensation Act itself.

The last item in the motion asks for more
reasonable treatment for handicapped
workers in certain circumstances. So,
clearly, the motion is practical; it is re-
alistic. It deals with matters in all but
one instance which already come under the
Workers' Compensation Act, even though
they come inadequately under the Act at
the present time. The other item dealing
with the necessify to provide insurance
cover under the Act for workers travelling
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from their homes to their places of em-
ployment, and returning, is a principle
which has a great deal of merif, and in
favour of which much could be said.

So, on the facts of the situation as be-
tween the amendment and the motion, the
motion is realistic because it deals with
clear-cut issues associated witn workers’
compensation, and the amendment is un=
realistic because it is not even hased on
fact. How can we note with satisfaction
the intention of the Government to intro=-
duce important amendments to the Work-
ers’ Compensation Act, when we know
nothing about them? The member for
Toodyay could not even mention one, let
alone several, and the Minister could not
mention one. I understand he is not in
the position to mention one, because Cab-
inet has not yet finalised its consideration
of the proposals.

So the claim of the Minister for Labour,
which he put forward as his excuse—and
it was only an excuse—f{or supporting the
amendment in preference to the motion is
a claim which falls to the ground—and
falls completely to the ground. I was very
surprised to hear the Minister say that
the question of making important amend-
ments to the Workers' Compensation Act is
nof urgent. Why is it not urgent? I think
it is extremely urgent. We have seen Bills
introduced into this House this session
which have not been in the slightest de-
gree urgent, nor in the slightest degree im-
portant. They have been tiddly-winking
pifly Bills which have not been worth the
paper they were printed upon.

B_{tl‘Ir. J. Hegney: The Marketing of Onions
ill.

Mr. HAWKE: Yet we have the Minister
for Labour, this evening, in relation to a
vital subject like workers’ compensstion,
telling us the making of important amend-
ments is not an urgent matter. I say it is
urgent plus; and the sooner the Minister
realises that and submits for consideration
by Cabinet all the suggestions which he
has to put before the Ministers and the
Government, the better.

Mr. Perkins: It will be a big improve-
ment if we can get it through this session.
It will ke more than anything the previous
Government did.

Mr. HAWKE: I think the Minister for
Labour would be foolish to put forward
that point of view, as the Minister for
Labour was one of those who bitterly op-
posed moves made by the previous Govern-
ment to make important amendments to
the Workers’ Compensation Act. In some
respects the Minister led the opposition.

Mr. J. Hegney: And the Minister for
Railways.

Mr, HAWKE: The Minister for Labour
would be well advised to keep silent on that
angle of the situation; because he, as much
as any other member of this Parliament,
has been responsible for depriving injured
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workers of this country and their depend-
ants of their just dues. He should be
ashamed of being guilty of that offence.
Mr. Perkins: Your proposals were not
realistic and they did not get through
Parliament. :

Mr. HAWKE: T have heard the quéstion
raised during this debate as to the ability
of industry to meet the insurance costs
which are involved in meeting workers’
compensation. I have heard of the con-
cern of some members on the Government
side regarding what they considered might
be excessive costs which would be loaded
upon industry if the improvements to be
made to the Workers’ Compensation Act,
at any time, were too good. That is an
over-conservative approach on the part of
the members who put it forward., Who
pays if industry does not pay? If an
injured worker does not receive adequate,
fair, and just compensation, then who
pays if industry does not pay?

Mr. J. Hegney: The worker himself.

Mr. HAWKE: Obviously the injured
worker must pay. and his dependants, if
he has any, must pay. The same thing
applies, too, in relation to a worker who
is injured and comes under the Workers’
Compensation Act and, subsequently, as &
result of his injury, dies. Who pays in
respect to his dependants, if industry does
not pay? Of course his widow and his
dependants pay in the deprivation and
sufferings which they have to undergo be-
cause Parliament has not established com-
pensation payments adequate to the
situation.

Mr. J. Hegney: Man’s inhumanity to
man.

Mr, HAWKE: I say, without any qual-
ification, that it is the responsibility of
industry to pay, and not the responsibility
of the injured worker. It is not the re-
sponsibility of his dependants to pay.
There is a good deal of not very sincere
talk indulged in regarding the ability of
industry to pay. Surely if there is one
thing more than another that industry
has the ability to pay, and should pay, it
is an adequate compensation to all workers
injured in the course of their employment;
and to widows and children of employees
who die as a result of injury suffered in
the course of their employment. There-
fore, on that point, from my angle, I would
say that industry is not only capable of
meeting whatever additional premium
payments insurance companies might re-
quire, but should be made to pay by the
decisions of Parliament.

I have no doubi that should the Gov-
ernment introduce important amendments
to the Workers' Compensation Aet and
have them passed through both Houses
of Parliament, the additional burden upon
industry as a whole will be small; and a
greater depree of economic, social, and in-
dustrial justice will be done to the workers
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who suffer accidents in industry, and to
the dependants of those who die as a
re%ult of the accidents from which they
suffer.

One speaker made a comparison be-
tween awards made in the civil courts in
regard to road accidents, where a bread-
winner is killed, as compared with the
maximum payments under our Workers’
Compensation Act. He was able to show
in the comparisons which he made that
compensation awarded in the civil courts
to widows and dependants of men killed
in accidents on the roads are payments
many times greater than the maximum
payments provided under the provisions of
the Workers’ Compensation Act.

I see no difference in principle. There
is certainly no difference in so far as the
needs of the dependants and widow are
concerned, irrespective of whether the
breadwinner loses his life as a result of a
road accident, or whether he loses his life
in the factory, in the workshop, or in the
mine.

So it seems to me there is an urgent need
for more realistic thinking in connection
with the whole situation as covered by the
workers’ compensation legislation in
Western Australia. Because of that,
members on this side of the House should
certainly reject the amendment, which has
no realism in it at all; and should support
the motion moved by the member for Mt.
Hawthorn, which does deal with issues
directly related to workers’' compensation
—most of the issues, as I said before,
being already covered, although in-
adequately, by the existing provisions of
the Act.

MR. JAMIESON (Beeloo—on amend-
ment) [8.55]: When the member for
Toodyay first rose to address the Chamber
on this metion, one would have helieved
that he at least would be one of the mem-
bers of the Government side who had a
humanitarian outlook on workers’ com-
pensation problems in this State. Indeed,
he went on to mention why improvements
should be made and, in effect, attempted
to spur the Government on to provide
those improvements. Finally, we found
him as the stool pigeon for the Govern-
ment when he moved his amendment
which, in effect, gives a mandate to the
Government to take its time in bringing
about just improvements to the Workers'
Compensation Act.

I wonder whether the Minister for
Labour or the Minister for Immigration,
when they try to persuade migrants to dis-
embark from boats at Fremantle, tell those
migrants that if they work in this State
they will be working under the worst
workers’ compensation conditions in the
Commonwealth. If they do not tell the
migrants that, they are misleading them.
One of those migrants might be unlucky
enough, in the course of his employment,
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to be killed, and his family would then be
stranded under the terms of our Workers'
Compensation Act, as compared with the
more liberal Acts, the benefits of which
they might have enjoyed had they pro-
ceeded o one of the Eastern States. I
guaranftee that that aspect is never men-
tioned.

The Ministers paint a glowing picture of
the prosperity and other features of this
State, but they never dare {0 mention the
provisions under which the workers will
be employed when they try to induce them
to stay in this State. That is a distaste-
ful attitude on the part of those who are
encouraging people to stay on and work
in this State when they were originally
bound for other places which would pro-
vide them with better conditions. If the
Minister for Immigration and the Minister
for Labour wish to rectify the position se
that they can, in all sincerify, claim these
people for the population of this State,
surely they must agree that the motion
moved by the member for Mt. Hawthorn
is a fair and just one,

It is ridiculous fo ask the person who
is injured in the course of his employment
to pay his bill for medical expenses when
the present limitation in our Act expires,
in so far as the amount allowed for the
particular accident in which a person has
been invelved in, is concerned. Industry
must be made to carry these costs. The
highly industrialised States of Queens-
land, South Australia, and Victoria, have
more beneficial compensation Acts than
we have. In many respects, the South
Australian ahd Tasmanian Acfs are better
than ours, although they would not be as
good if the suggestions embodied in the
motion moved by the member for Mt.
Hawthorn were accepted. However, at the
moment, the Acts in the other States are
better than that in this State; and that
is something which is damning on the
people who from time to time in this
Chamber and, more particularly in another
place, have resisted the efforts of those
closely associated with the workers in this
State to improve the workers’ compensa-
tion provisions.

If there are any humanitarian feelings
at all in those members who sit behind
the Government, they must surely support
a move that would spur the Government
on in a&n endeavour to get an equitable
and a just Workers’ Compensation Act on
the statute book of the State; and by
supporting the amendment proposed by
the member for Toodyay, they completely
defeat any effort along those Lines. It
merely gives the Government the right to
carry on in its own sweef time and do
nothing. The lack of effort during last
session to amend the Act would indicate
that the Government is not very anxious
to improve the workers' compensation pro-
visions in this State,
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It seems to me that if there were to
have been any important amendments
made to this Act by the Government,
something to that effect would have been
included in the Governor's Speech at the
beginning of this session. In that Speech
were a number of items listed for legisla-
tive improvement; and surely this, being a
vital one, would have been included in the
Speech for the information of Parliament.
However, I feel that the member for Mt.,
Hawthorn has at least thrown an ember
into the flame of this fire to secure better
compensation conditions. Even if the
amendment is agreed to, we may see some
amendments to the Aect brought before this
House before the end of the session.

At this juncture I see no reason why
the original motion should not be agreed
to. It is not binding on the Government.
It is not a matter of law. It is merely
an opinion of this House that certain im-
provements should be made; and I feel the
motion is far more desirable than the
innocucus amendment proposed by the
member for Toodyay.

With his close association with the
industrial area of Midland Junction, he
should appreciate the early desirability of
improving compensation provisions for
people associated with heavy industry.
There are perhaps more industrial acci-
dents associated with that area—it being
2 railway centre—than are normally asso-
ciated with heavy industry; and his sym-
pathies—if he has any—should be directed
towards any move to improve the Workers”
Compensation Act, and not to stall by
proposing the amendment he has put for-
ward in this Chamber tonight.

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

Ayes—25,

Mr. Bavell Mr. W. A, Manning
Mr. Brand 8ir Ross McLarty

Mr, Burt Mr. Nalder

Mr. Cornell Mr. Nitmo

Mr. Court Mr. O'Connor

Mr. Cralg Mr. O'Neil

Mr. Crommelin Mr. Owsen

Mr, Grayden Mr. Perkins

Mr. Guthrie Mr. Roberts

Dr, Henn Mr. Watts

Mr, Hutchlnsen Mr. Wild

Mr. Lewls Mr. I. W. Manning
My, Mann fTeller.)

Noes—22,

Mr. Bickerton Mr. Eelly

Mr. Brady Mr. Moir

Mr. Curran Mr. Norton
.Mr, Evans Mr. Nulsen

Mr. Fletcher My, Oldfleld

Mr. Hall Mr. Rhatigan

Mr. Hawke Mr. Rowherry

Mr. Heal Mr. Sewell

Mr. J. Hegney Mr. Toms

Mr, W. Hegney Mr. Tonkin

Mr. Jamieson Mr. May

(Teller.)

Majority for—3.

Amendment thus passed.

MR. CRAIG (Toodyay) [9.6)1: I move

an amendment—
That the following be substituted for
the words deleted:-——
this House notes with satisfac-
tion the Government’s intention
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to introduce important amend-
ments to the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Act with the object of pro-
viding improved conditions for
workers injured by accident (as
defined by the Act) arising out of
or in the course of their employ-
ment, without imposing excessive
costs upon industry.

MR. W. HEGNEY (M{, Hawthorn—on
amendment) [9.08): I hope the House will
not agree to the amendment. I propose
to move a further amendment which pos-
sibly, in a large measure, will meet the
wishes of the honourable member.

The SPEAKER: May I have a copy of
the honourable member's amendment?

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I have only a rough
draft., I have not had time to have it
ty¥pedq, since I was interested in the debate
which preceded it, The amendment of
the member for Toodyay begins—"this
House notes with satisfaction the Govern-
ment’s intention to introduce important
amendments to the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Act.” The amendment I propose to
move is—

Thset the amendment be amended
by deleting the words *“with satisfac-
tion:” and including after the words
“Workers' Compensation Act” the
words “during this session”; and add-
ing after the word “session” the fol-
lowing words:—

(1) The removal of legal liabil-
ity on injured workers for medical
and hospital expenses; (2) easing
of restrictions on workers claim-
ing workers' compensation for
industrial disease; (3) insurance
cover for workers during travel
to and from residence and place
of employment; (4) substantial
increase in certain compensation
payments (including schedules):
(5) more favourable consideration
of certain incapacitated workers.

I have taken the opportunity to study
closely the speech of the Minister for
Labour as reported in Hansard. 1 noted
the remarks of the member for Toodyay;
and I would not be surprised if, at this
stage, the Minister for Labour is going
t¢ take some point; and I will be ready
for it. As I interpreted the remarks of
the member for Toodyay, they were to the
effect that the motion should be held over
in view of the fact that the Government
intended to introduce amendments fo the
Workers' Compensation Act. But the
member for Toodyay does not know what
the Bill will contain; neither does any
other member. As a matter of fact, in
the course of his speech last week, the
Minister asked me if I would agree to
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adjourn the metion until his Bill was in-
troduced; and, at the conclusion of his
remarks on the 7th September, the Minis-
ter said—and I quote—

T think that is as far as T can go
at this stage, and I strongly suggest
that the House postpone further dis-
cussion on the matter until I intro-
duce the amending Bill.

He also said—and I quote further—

In those circumstances, therefore,
I hope that the House will not pass
this motion now. I cannot see that it
serves any useful purpose, and I think
it would be very much more proper
for the members of the Opposition
to wait until legislation is introduced.

In a couple of other places the Minister
referred to the advisability of postponing
the motion until his Bill is introduced.
He also mentioned that he hoped his Biil
would be comprehensive enough to cover
many aspects of workers’ compensation.

I reiterate that I do not know what
amendments will be introduced by the
Minister for Labour; but I took special
precautions to enumerate certain import-
ant items concerning the Workers' Com-
pensation Act to which the Government
should give favourable consideration.

The Minister, during his speech, either
designedly or innocently, did not attack to
any great extent the provisions of the
motion. I quite appreciate that he is not
in a position to tell us whether he is going
to introduce amendments regarding items
ir the motion. He did mention one con-
cerning the removal or easing of the limi-
tations on workers claiming compensation
for industrial disease.

The member for Toodyay has mentioned
that the Government is introducing
amendments io the Woarkers” Compensa-
tion Act to provide improved conditions
for workers injured by accident. At this
stage I would like to mention to the mem-
ber for Toodyay, and other comparatively
new members here—and I think this will
give them some satisfaction—that a
motion does not bind the Government.
If the amendment that I have moved on
the amendment is carried, it will not
bind the Government; and new private
members ecan rest assured that they will
not embarrass the Government by sup-
porting it.

It is all very fine for the Minister for
Labour to laugh, but I think it is neces-
sary to indicate that a motion of this
nature does not bind the Government. I
think the Minister for Labour will agree
with that statement. What it will do, or
what I hope it will do—because it might
sink in a bit—is that if the amendment
I have outlined is adopted, it will be an
obligation on the Government, through
the Minister for Labour, to have regard
for the matters which are now under dis-
cussion.
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The member for Toodyay has not
enumerated any of the amendments to
the Act which should be given priority,
or to which the Government should give
attention. But he has mentioned that the
House notes with satisfaction the Gov-
ernment’s intention to introduce import-
ant amendments, I certainly do not pro-
pose to go into any detailed explanation
as to why the Government should have
regard for the matters mentioned. Suffice
it to say in passing that one matter which
was mentioned by the member for Toodyay,
and about which he was a little dubious,
was the question of insurance cover for
workers travelling to and from work,

I have mentioned that in my amend-
ment, and I suggest it is an important
matter. The  Attorney-General  will
agree that 12 years ago, in 1948, the
McLarty-Watts Government introduced a
Bill to amend the Workers' Compensation
Act. It was a comprehensive measure and
included a specific provision covering
workers travelling to and from work. The
Bill passed this Chamber without any
opposition, but that particular provision
was thrown out in another place. Over
the years efforts have been made to have
it incorporated in the Act, but without
Success.

First of all, my proposed amendment
to the amendment seeks top delete the
words ''with satisfaction.” I think the
appropriate wording would be "That this
House notes the Government’s intention”,
because I cannot derive any satisfaction
from any of the remarks made by the

Minister for Labour on this matiter. He
has been a little nebulous., He did not
deal specifically with the items in my

motion; and before I express any satisfac-
tion to the Minister for Labour, or any
other member of this Government, I want
to know clearly and definitely what the
Government proposes to introduce. It
might be that later on we will note with
dissatisfaction; but at this stage I am not
prepared to express my satisfaction at the
indication of the Minister that he proposes
to introduce a Bill. Therefore, I propose
that the words *“with satisfaction” be
deleted.

The next point is that I think the words
“during this session"” should be included.
The Minister has given a promise, or an
undertaking, that legislation will he in-
troduced during this session. If that is
the case, I think this House should express
the opinion that the amending legisiation
should be introduced during this session.
I would go further and say, “It is hoped
that the legislation will be brought down
at a very early date,” because then there
would be no excuse or reason that any mem-
ber of this or another place could suggest
that the legislation be shelved owing to
the lateness of its introduction. I have
had the experience of introducing measures
of this nature comparatively early in the
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session; and, although they have passed
this Chamber owing to the numbers, they
have been peremptorily defeated in another
place.

On one ocecasion a Bill dealing with this
Act was introduced a little late in the
session, and the excuse was that it was
brought down too late in the session for
reasonable consideration to be given to it.
S0 I hope that the words “during this
session” will be included in the amended
motion.

With regard to the items I have men-
ticned, they form a very important phase
of workers’ compensafion, Members have
referred to the need for favourable adjust-
ments to be made to the relative provisions
of the Workers' Compensation Act, but
the Minpister lightly indicated that as far
as he was concerned there was no urgency
about amending the Act. Those who are
concerned with the Workers’ Compensa—
tion Act are Western Australian citizens:
they are the producers in the community;

they are the workers under the provisions
of the Act.

Does the Minister consider that if there
is room for improvement to be made to
the Act there is no degree of urgency
about it? A number of Bills have been
introduced since Parliament opened some
time in July, and a numhber of them cer-
tainly did not have the hallmark of
urgency about them. There was one in
particular, with respect to the marketing
of onions. That was a tiddly-winking
thing, and it would not have mattered
whether it had been introduced during
this or next session. There have heen a
number of other amending Bills slight in
character, innocuous, and of little import-
ance. But they have received precedence.

This Government has been in office since
April 1959, and the Minister says it takes
some time to get all the information col-
lated because ihe Workers’ Compensation
Act is a complex one. But I suggest that
the element of urgency is there, and there
is room for substantial improvement in
the lump-sum payments; in the second
schedule payments: and in pther payments,
such as child allowances, and so forth.
There is also room for improvement in the
allowances for hospital expenses and other
items.

The Attorney-General mentioned tonight
—and I am not criticising him in regard
to this-—that deafness was now covered by
the Act. It is covered in this way: Under
the second schedule, for total loss of hear-
ing the amount set down is £1,440. Actu-
ally it is a little more than that owing to
the basic-wage adjustments; but the dis-
ability must be incurred as the result of
an asccident to one’s ear or bhoth ears.

For the total loss of hearing as the
result of an accident the lump sum men-
tioned in the schedule is payable. But as
the member for Maylands said in the
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course of his remarks, the time has arrived
when there should be some compensation
for a disease known as boilermaker’s deaf-
ness. ‘That disability is not caused by a
sudden accident; it has what is known as
a gradual onset. By virtue of their occupa-
tion, & number of boilermakers over the
years have become deaf, which has serious-
1y affected their social lives.

Mr, Watts: The term *“accident”
Teen very widely interpreted.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I am glad of that
interjection; it is widely interpreted. The
Boilermakers’ Union has endeavoured to
establish that boilermaker’s deafness is a
disahility caused by an accident; but the
union has never been successful, In New
South Wales in 1954 the term ‘'‘hoiler-
maker's deafness” was written info the
Act. However, I helieve a case was taken
t0 court some time afterwards and the court
held that it was not a compensahle disease
under the Act. Since then the Govern-
ment of New South Wales has amended
the Act further to ensure that boiler-
maker’s deainess is a compensable disease.

I mentioned that in passing to show
that the time has arrived when something
substantial should be done; and when the
Minister for Labeour says that there is no
urgency about this matter, and there is
no need to worry ahout it, I do not think
the private members on the Government
side entirely agree with him. I think the
member for Toodyay could well accept that
part of my amendment wherein I suggest
that the Government give favourable
consideration to the items to which I have
referred. I suppose I will have to deal
with this in sections, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER: Yes.

Mr, W. HEGNEY: At this stage I pro-
pose—

The SPEAKER: A{ this stage I would
like to try to advise the honourable mem-
ber., I can go with him part of the way
on these amendments. I think he is en-
titled to delete the words “with satisfac-
tion'" after the word ‘‘notes”; he is en-
titled to insert after the words “Workers’
Compensation Act” the words “‘during this
session’’; but I am afraid the rest of the
amendment is substantially the same as
the words which have just been struck out,
and I think I would have to rule them
out of order under Standing Order No. 181.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: If you will bear with
me for a second, Mr. Speaker, I think I
can convince you that I am quite in order,
because I specially drafted that further
amendment. Standing Order No. 181
reads—

No Question shall be proposed which
is the same in substance as any Ques-
tion which, during the same session,
has been resolved in the affirmative
or negative.

has
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I specially curtailed my motion in the first
place because of that ruling; and you will
notice I mentioned five subjects or five
items of the Workers' Compensation Act.
My motion was—

That in the opinion of this House ’
the Government should introduce dur-
ing the present session of Parliament
appropriate and necessary amendments
to the Workers’ Compensation Act, in-
cluding among others . ., .

The Workers’ Combpensation Act con-
tains ne fewer than 35 sections and three
schedules; and all T did was to select a
few items upon which to focus the atten-
tion of the Government, I purposely put
in the phrase “inecluding among others the
following'. I suggest, Mr. Speaker, in
view of your ruling in regard to the town-
planning legislation last year; and in view
of your rulings since then, that this is
not the same in substance because it is
only a small portion of my motion.

Had I desired to make the motion cum-
bersome I could have submitted ocne which
would have covered two or three sheets, I
purposely mentioned only a few items of
importance: boilermaker’s deafhess was
one, and there are a number of others. I
suggest, with all due respect, Mr. Speaker,
that the words to which you have objected
are in order. I do not know whether you
are going to persist.

The SPEAKER: The honourable mem-
ber will have to move to disagree with
my ruling—because I will rule them out
of order-—when we get to that point.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: If there is any altera-
tion of mind we can deal with it then.

The SPEAKER: The honourable member
may proceed with his amendment to delete
the words “with satisfaction”,

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I move—

That the amendment be amended
by deleting the words “with satisfac-
tion"”.

. MR. CRAIG (Toodyay—on amendment
on the amendment) [9.29]1: I appreciate
the point of view expressed by the mem-
ber for Mt. Hawthorn: but his move to
delete the words “with satisfaction' from
my amendment to his motion comes as a
terrible surprise; because I thought that
the Opposition in particular would be very
satisfied with improvements to the Work-
ers' Compensation Act, in the same way as
we on this side would be.

Mr. W. Hegney: Do you know any of
them?

Mr. CRAIG: I remind the honourable
member that the Minister has given us an
assurance. Despite the comments which
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have been made on his assurance, I want
to refer to what he said. On the 7Tth
September the Minister had this to say—

I can give an assurance to the House
that all of these matters are being
considered by the Government; but I
am not prepared to say, at this stage,
what form the legislation will take.

I do not think members of the House
would expect me to state in advance
what form the legislation will take. It
is a recognised principle of parliamen-
tary practice that Bills are explained
at the second reading stage, and we go
on from there. If members are not
satisfied with the legislation after I
have introduced it, they can then raise
their objections, as they will have
plenty of scope to voice them.

Mr. Jamieson: That is a ministerial
assurance. It is not worth the paper it is
printed on.

Mr. CRAIG: I am one of those—and
there are many on this side of the House—
who are prepared to accept the assurance
of the Minister. I have enough confidence
in the Ministers of this Government to be
assured that they will carry out their
Ppromises.

The reason behind my amendment was
that I wanted to learn what were the pro-
posals to be submitted by the Minister.
We all sympathise with the injured
warker; and I for one would not like to
see the motion carried and thus deprive
us of the opportunity of knowing what the
Government has in mingd on this legisla-
tion,

Members of this House should be made
aware of the Government's proposals. It
is indeed surprising to me to learn that
the Opposition does not view with satisfac-
tion the proposal of the Government to
amend the workers’ compensation legisla-
tion, which will confer an ultimate benefit
on the injured worker.

MR. TONKIN (Melville—on amendment
on the amendment) [9.32]1: What is it that
the previous speaker is satisfled with?

Mr. Watts: We can tell you more easily
what he is dissatisfied with.

Mr. TONKIN: The amendment of the
member for Toodyay does not outline what
he is satisfied with. His amendment is
that this House should express satisfaction
with something. I ask: With what? We
cannot express satisfaction with amend-
ments to the Workers’ Compensation Act,
because we do not know what they are.

Mr. Perkins: You would be more dis-
satisfied if I had said 1 was not going fo
bring forward any legislation.

Mr, TONKIN: That may be the uliimate
result. We do not know.

Mr. Perkins: You are becoming unduly
cynical.
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Mr. TONKIN: The member for Toodyay
says he accepts the assurances of Min-
isters. I ask him which assurances he ac-
cepts. Did he accept the assurance of the
Attorney-General made in the last session?

Mr. Watts: Which he never made. ¥ou
have talked about this for two months and
it is about time you stopped.

Mr. TONKIN: I shall not do so until the
Attorney-General implements his assur-
ance.

Mr, Watts: There was no assurance.

Mr, TONKIN: I am prepared to submit
the wording used by the Attorney-General
to the headmaster of any of the big schools
in the State for an interpretation of the
meaning, and I am prepared to abide by
his interpretation. As a matter of faect,
the Attorney-Genergl made that statement
not once but three or four times. Take
the instance which I quoted this evening
about the two courses which had to be fol-
lowed. Neither of them has been followed;
vet the Attorney-General says he gave us
no assurance. To me that is very strange
reasoning,

Mr. Watts: Not quite as strange as yours.

Mr. TONKIN: The Minister's interpre-
tation, that the onus to do something
means the burden to think about it is the
most astonishing piece of reasoning I have
ever come across, If someone says the
onus is on a person to do something,
surely it does not mean that it is a burden
for that person to think about it. If the
Attorney-General can get out of his assur-
ance in that way, it is the most remarkable
reasoning I know of. That was the way
he attempted to explain away the matter.

The member for Toodyay is asking us
to express satisfaction with the Govern-
ment’s intention, but we cannot express
satisfaction with the amendments in the
proposed Bill hecause we have ne clue as
to what it contains; and neither has the
member for Toodyay. If he writes down
what he thinks the amendments in the Bill
may be, and compares them with what is
contained in the Bill when it is introduced,
I am sure he will be in for a great shock.

Mr. Perkins: How do you know?

Mr. TONKIN: I know from the Minister's
previgus attitude on this matter. He would
have to turn a complete somersault if he
were to act differently.

The SPEAKER: Members should confine
their remarks to the question that the
words “with satisfaction’ he struck out of
the amendment.

Mr. TONKIN: I do not object to doing
that at all. It is not a question of talking
about striking out the words, because we
have already decided to strike them out,
and you are a little behind. We are talk-
ing about the words we want to insert.

The SPEAKER: The question is that
words be struck out of the amendment.
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Mr. TONKIN: Surely the point is that
the proposal of the member for Toodyay
seeks to insert certain words in the motion,
and the member for Mt. Hawthorn has
moved that some of those words be not
inserted. I am attempting to establish
that the reason why we should not insert
all the words propased by the member for
Toodyay is that we cannot be expected to
express satisfaction with the proposed
amendments of the Government because
we do not know what they are.

That only leaves us in the position of ex-
pressing saitisfaction with the Govern-
ment’s intention. What is that intention?
Is it to introduce one, two, or 20 amend-
ments to the Act? Would the member for
Toodyay be safisfied if the Government
introduced one amendment, irrespective. of
what it was?

Mr. Craig: The Minister gave an assur-
ance that he would introduce various
amendments,

Mr. TONKIN: They could amount to
three, and they could be simple and in-
Nocugus.

Mr. Craig: He also assured us that the
points raised by the member for Mt,
Hawthorn would be included. He said
they would be included for consideration.

Mr. TONKIN: Now we are back to the
proclamation proposition! He says they
are to be included for consideration. That
gets us a long way! The Government
could consider them for the next 12
months; but if it decided to do nothing
about the matter how much would we
gain? Would the honourable member be
satisfied if the Government, affer giving
consideration to these proposals, did no-
thing? He is not in a position to know
whether or not the Government will do
anything about the proposals; yet he is
prepared to express satisfaction with a
mere intention to consider. Well, he is
easily satisfied. He will find out when he
is on this side of the House that he will
not bhe so easily satisfied.

Mr. Craig: That will not be for a long
time.

Mr. TONKIN: It may not be as long
as the honourable member thinks. It is
wishful thinking on his part.

Mr. Brand: Not half as much wishful
thinking as goes on among the Opposition
members.

Mr. TONKIN: That is something which
will be proved beyond doubt very soon, We
will not have to rely upon assurances, be-
cause the pecople will make a determina-
tion. We will not be dependent on the
Government's interpretation of the Eng-
lish language.

I suggest it is the height of absurdity
for a representative assembly to express
satisfaction with a mere intention to con-
sider. How many members would be satis-
fied if, after submitting a proposition to z
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Minister, they got from him a reply that
it was the Government’s intention to con-
sider? Would they be satisfied with that
answer? If so, for how long?

There is nothing easier than to give a
reply in the following terms:—"“Your reply
will be considered in due course.” To give
such a reply does not take any brain fag.
According to the honourable member that
is something in respect of which this As-
sembly ought to express satisfaction, be-
cause there is an intention by the Gov-
ernment to consider or contemplaie some
amending Bill which will be introduced.

The Minister for Labour informed this
House that Cabinet had in contempiation
the consideration of these aspects. What
a wonderful undertaking is that! It has
in mind scomething which it will think
about in the futyre; and for that we are
expected to express satisfaction. If the
member for Toodyay is satisfied with that,
he is easily satisfied. I doubt very mmuch
whether many members on the Govern-
ment side are satisfied with that position.
However, they will vote differently be-
cause that suits them for fhe moment.

No member on this side of the House will
express satisfaction with a mere inten-
tion to consider, without having any know-
ledge of what is the likely ouitcome. I sug-
gest the proper course for this House to
follow is to delete the words “with satis-
faction' from the amendment. There can
be very little real satisfaction with a mere
intention to consider.

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

Ayes—22.
Mr. Bickerton Mr. Kelly
Mr. Brady Mr. Molr
Mr. Curran Mr. Norton
Mr. Evans Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Fletcher Mr, Oldfield
Mr, Hali Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Hawke Mr. Rowherry
Mr. Heal Mr. Sewell
Mr. J, Hegney Mr. Toms
Mr. W. Hegney Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Jamieson Mr. May
(Teller.)
Noes—25,
Mr. Bovell Mr, W. A, Manning
Mr. Brand Sir Ross McLarty
Mr. Burt Mr. Nalder
Mr, Cornell Mr. Nimmo
Mr. Court Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Craig Mr. O'Nell
Mr. Crommelln Mr. Owen
Mr. Grayden Mr. Perkins
Mr. Guthrie Mr. Roberts
Dr. Henn Mr. Watts
Mr. Hutchinson Mr. Wild
Mr. Lewis Mr. I. W. Mannin
Mr. Mann ( Teiler.}

Majority against—3.

Amendment on the amendment thns
negatived.
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MR. W. HEGNEY (Mt. Hawthorn—on
amendment) [9.471: Would you, Sir, pre-
fer me to move only for the insertion of
the words “during this session” at this
stage?

The SPEAEKER: Yes.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: It would make it
clearer, I move—

That the amendment be amended by
inserting after the word “Act” in liné
4, the words “during this session.”
Amendment on the amendment put and
passed.

MR. W. HEGNEY (Mt. Hawthorn—on
the amendment as amended) [9481: I
think this is where we have a little differ-
ence of opinion. It is no laughing matter.

Mr, Nalder: You are getting yourself
into a tangle now.

Mr. Watts: How does it read up to
date?

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I move—

That the amendment be amended
by inserting before the word “with"
the following words:—

including—

{1} The removal of legal lia-
bility on iniured workers
for hospital and medical
expenses.

(2) Easing of restriction on
workers claiming compen-
sation for industrial dis-
eases,

(3) Insurance cover for wor-
kers during travel from and
to residence and employ-
ment.

(4) Substantial increases in
compensation payments
(including schedules).

(5) More favourable considera-
tion of certain incapacita-
ted workers.

Do you, Mr. Speaker, propose at this stage
to rule that my amendment is out of
order?

Speaker’s Ruling

The SPEAKER: To clarify the matter,
1 will formally rule the amendment out of
order on the ground that the words are
substantially the same as words struck out
earlier in the evening.

Dissent from Speaker’s Ruling

Mr. W. HEGNEY: 1 move—
That the House dissent from the
Speaker’s ruling.

I am sorry to have to disagree with your
ruling, Sir, but I feel I am justified in de-
ing so. Firstly, as I mentioned a few
moments ago, when I originally considered
drafting this motion I intended to make it
very comprehensive, almost to the extent
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of being cumbersome, However, I was ad-
vised not to and therefore inserted the
phrase “among others”, and then itemised
five points. I have taken the opportunity
of scanning the Act itself. There are
35 sections in it and approximately 130
items, excluding a number of pages of
schedules which contain numerous import-
ant items. In my opinion there are quite &
number of sections and subsections in this
Act which need attention. However, I did
not enumerate them all; but instead, as I
have said, enumerated five items and used
the phrase “among ofhers'’.

Mr. Watts: Are you not losing sight of
the objection? You are asking us to de-
hate an amendment which is substantially
the same as that which we have debated
for four or five hours.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I thank the Attorney-
General for the interjection. The motion
set out five items. I explained the reason
for them and the Minister did not speci-
fically ohject to them. All he suggested—
and with your permission, Sir, I will men-
tion one or two things he suggested—was
that the matter should be adjourned or
delayed, or that it should be held in abey-
ance until the Bill was introduced.

The SPEAKER.: Order! The point at
issue is whether the five items enumerated
in the honourable member’s amendment to
that moved by the member for Toodyay
are substantially the same as the five
points enumerated in the original motion.
This debate will have to be confined to that
issue and not extended to the things which
were left out of the original motion.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I am not disputing
the fact that the five items in my amend-
ment are substantially the same as those
in my original motion,

The SPEAKER: That is the only matter
which can he discussed.

Mr, W. HEGNEY: That was not my
motion. My motion was as follows.—

That in the opinion of this House
the Government should introduce dur-
ing the present session of Parliament
appropriate and mnecessary amend-
ments to the Workers' Compensation
Act, including among others, the fol-
lowing:—

I then set out only five items dealing with
the Workers’ Compensation Act; and I am
saying that there are 120 to 130 items in
the Workers’ Compensation Act, excluding
eight or nine pages of schedules dealing
with very important payments and condi-
tions to apply to incapacitated workers.

The SPEAKER.: That is not the point
at issue. I do not think there is a point
at issue now in view of the honourable
member’s own admission that the five
items enumerated in his amendment are
substantially the same as those in his
motion.
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Mr. W. HEGNEY: You have not allowed
me to proceed, Sir. I am now going fo
deal with a ruling you gave last year—

The SPEAKER: 1 do not think the
honourable member can do that.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: —in a similar case to
this, I am referring to the Bill dealing
with town planning. You ruled on one
occasion that the Bill was substantially the
same a5 a Bill which had previously been
introduced. When the Minister introduced
his third measure, however, with a differ-
ent title—and he admitted that there were
about 40 clauses which were substanifally
the same as those in the previous Bills—
in the final analysis you ruled it was no{
the same. That situation was on all fours
with the present one. If you were to logk
up the rulings you would agree with me.
I have not had a chance of ascertaining
the Minister’s exact words, but he did say
that the third Bill was substantially the
gam\i_1 as those he had previously intro-

uced.

I say that if it was good enough then,
it is good enough now., However, if you
persist, I am not going to labour the point
but regreifully disagree with your ruling.

Mr. PERKINS: I think you, Mr. Speaker,
have shown very wise judgment. in this
matter.

Mr. Jamieson: You’ll get on!

Mr. PERKINS: I was not Chairman of
Committees in this House for six years
without learning something about Stand-
ing Orders; and there were mahy critical
debates on the interpretation of them dur-
ing that time. For as long as I have been
a member of this Chamber—18 years——it
has been accepted that if a Committee or
the House deletes words from =z Bill or mo-
tion, they cannot be reinserted without re-
committing the whole matter.

This House has decided that it does not
want the words which the member for Mt.
Hawthorn now desires to reinsert. A divi-
sion has been taken and the House has
made its decision. Therefore, I think, Mr.
Speaker, you are entirely right in your rul-
ing that it is impossible for the memher
for Mt. Hawthorn to be in order in moving
to reinsert words which the House has
already determined shall be deleted.

Mr. TONKIN: I listened with a great
deal of attention to the remarks just made
by the Minister for Labour. The context
of some of those remarks was that because
of his experience as Chairman of Commit-
tees he had learned that once the House
had decided to take certain words out of
a motion they could not be reinserted.
However, he did not raise a point of order
when you allowed the House a few minutes
ago to replace words which were sub-
stantially the same as those which had
previously been delefed. I refer to the
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words "during the present session” which
weréa included in the original motion which
read—

That in the opinion of this House
the Government should introduce dur-
ing the present session of Parliament
appropriate and necessary amendments
to the Workers' Compensation Act,

¥ou subsequently aliowed fhe member for
Mt. Hawthorn to insert words in the
amendment which were substantially the
same as those deleted from the motion;
and the House agreed. I did not hear the
Minister for Lahour raise a point of order
despite his experience; s0 how can he raise
one now?

Mr. Perkins: I was hot aware at the time
that they had been in the motion.

Mr. TONKIN: The Minister was unaware
of the fact, despite all his previous ex-
perience! Because of that experience he
should have been wide awake to that!
However, he only wakes up now hecause
the insertion of these words does not suit
him, The Governmenf was agreeable to
the words ‘“during this session” being re-
inserted, and the Minister was unaware of
the situation. He was unaware that pre-
viously similar words had been deleted
from the motion.

The words, the reinsertion of which you,
Sir, object to now, are in exactly the same
position as the words which you, and the
House, agreed should be reinserted, inas-
much as they are words which we have
previously agreed to strike out. Surely we
must have some consistency in  this
matter. Actually the words—or the sub-
stance of the words—do not matter. The
point is that once we have decided to strike
out words we cannot reinsert them; and
that is the basis of your ruling. You pre-
viously allowed us to insert words in the
amendment which had been deleted from
the motion. So how ecan you, Mr. Speaker,
discriminate with regard to these other
words?

I maintain that we were not right in
inserting the words “during this session”,
But to be consistent, we should be allowed
to insert the words now under discussion;
that is, of course, if the House aprees.
Surely we are not going to do one thing
one day—or one minute—and something
else the next, just because it suits us to
do so! We cannot run any Assembly on
rules of that nature which are really rules
to suit the situation at the time. I agree
with your contention, Mr. Speaker, that
once the House decides to strike words out,
it cannot reinsert those words. But we
have done it; and having done it, we are
entitled to do it a bit further along in
order to be consistent.

Mr. Hawke: Could we
matter next Wednesday?

Mr, TONKIN: The Minister for Labour
stands up and makes a great show of his
previous experience in the matter; but it

recommit the
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was not sufficient to enable him to tell us
earlier that we were contravening Stand-
ing Orders.

The SPEAKER: On the point raised by
the member for Melville, even if his con-
tention is now correct—and I am mnot
necessarily conceding the point—the time
to raise the point of order was when the
smendment was moved to insert the words.
‘We have now inserted them. If we are to
accept the opinion of the member for
Melville, we should not have the word
“Government” or the words “Workers’
Compensation Act” that were mentioned
in the amendment by the member for
Toodyay. I would point out that whether
the words inserted during this sitting are
in order or not, the point of order should
have been taken at the time; and it was
not taken.

Mr. TONKIN: That is what I told the
Minister for Labour.

Mr. Hawke: Could we recommit the
matter next week?

Motion (to disagree with the Speaker’s
ruling) put and negatived.

Debate Resumed

Amendment, as previously amended, put
and passed.

Motion, as amended, put and passed.

House adjourned at 14.2 p.m.

Legislative Gmwril

Thursday, the 15th September, 1960

CORTENTS
Page
ADDRESS-IN-REPLY—
Presentation 1155
QUESTIONS ON NOTICE—
Char from Collie Coal : Use in coke-burn-
ing stoves and availability 1156
Clay Holes : Filling 1156
Housing—
Cost of homes 1156
Value of building lots ... 1156
Potice Station for Milton Park : Tenders
for construction .... .. 1156
QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE—
Mary Agnes Browne~-
Claim for Damages : Tabling of papers 1155

1155
CONTERTS—coniinued Page
BILLS—
Ah];clzlonding Debiors Act Amendment
Com. ; report .. 1164
Administration Act Amendment Bill :
Further report ... 1157
Chevron-Hilton Hotel Agreement Bill: 2r. 1157
Coroners Act Amendment Bill: 2r. .. 1164
Couniry High School Hostels Authorlt,v
Bill: 2r. ... 1161
Crown Agencies Blll—
2r. “ w1170
Com. .. .. 1170
Evidence Act Amendment Bil: 3r. .. 1157
Firearms and Guns Aci Amendment Bill :
Com. 1162
Marketing of Eggs Act Amendment Biti—
2r. . 1165
Com. ; report 1169

Metropolltan (Perth) Passenger 'l‘ransport
Trust Aet Amendment Bill--
2r. . B ¥ |

Com. ; report 1171
Raglﬂactwe Snbstances Aet Amendment
v | =
2r. ... 1189
Com, ... 1170
Report . 1170
Stock Diseases Act Amendment RBill -
Report 1157
Vermin Act Amendment Bill - 3r. ... 1157
War Service Land Setilement Scheme Act
Amendment Bill : 3r. ... . 1157

The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 2.30
p.m., and read prayers.

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY
Presentation

THE PRESIDENT: I desire to announce
that, accompanied by several members, I
waited on His Excellency the Governor and
presented the Address-in-Reply to His
Excellency’s Speech, agreed to by the
House. His Excellency has been plz2ased
to make the following reply.—

Mr. President and honourable mem-
bers of the Legislative Councii: I
thank you for your expressions of
loyalty to Her Most Gracious Majesty
the Queen, and for your Address-in-
Reply to the Speech with which I
opened Parliament.

QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE
MARY AGNES BROWNE
Claim for Demages: Tabling of Papers

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Mr. Davies
asked me some liftle time ago to
table some papers in the case of
Browne v. Parker, heard in the
Supreme Court. I have been able
to make arrangements to supply
the information to the honourable
member and I am now prepared
to table the papers.

The papers were tabled,



