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Wednesday, 24 August 1983

The PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths) took
the Chair at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

THE LATE MR JIM COX

Condolence
THE PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths):

Honourable members, it is with deep regret that I
advise the House of the death this morning of Mr
Jim Cox who was the Chief Hansard Reporter
until his retirement approximately two years ago.

It is my intention to write to Mrs Cox and I am
sure honourable members would wish to be as-
sociated with the expressions of sympathy I shall
extend in that letter.

Members: Hear, hear!

WORKERS' COMPENSATION AND
ASSISTANCE AMENDMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion by the Hon. D. K.

Dans (Minister for Industrial Relations), and
read a first time.

TEMPORARY REDUCTION OF REMUNER-
ATION (SENIOR PUBLIC OFFICERS) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 23 August.

I-ON. FRED McKENZIE (North-East Metro-
politani) [2.38 p.m.]: Yesterday I listened to the
contributions from members on both sides of the
House. In particular I listened to the contri-
butions from members on the other side of the
House, and in many respects they annoyed
me-and quite naturally so. I have no doubt that
after those members have heard what I have to
say they will be quite annoyed with my contri-
bution.

I make it clear from the outset that I have not
heard any of my colleagues at any time malign
people in the Public Service. I was a public ser-
vant for many years and I know the calibre of
these people, both blue and white collar workers,
in the Public Service.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You are prepared to dis-
criminate against some of them.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Of course l am, and
I will come back to that matter. It is one of the
reasons I am on my feet.

1, like other members, have received letters
from public servants and in my replies I have
made it clear why I support the Government in its
decision to bring in pay cuts for some people in
the Civil Service. The Government is the em-
ployer of the public servants. There is only so
much money in Government coffers, and decisions
must be made.

Hon. Tom Knight: But what happens in private
employment is that workers apply for pay in-
creases, and you back them up. You do it all the
time.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Of course, but de-
spite a just claim they sack them; that is probably
one of the reasons we have so much unemploy-
ment. Mr Knight cannot tell me the Government
has attempted to sack anybody simply because it
is short of money. On this occasion, it has at-
tempted another method of bringing the economy
under control. It is seeking to take money from
those people who can most afford it.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: Do you agree that private en-
terprise should cut pay rather than sack workers?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: It cannot cut below
the award rate.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: But what are you doing to
these people?

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You are to cut their salaries
below the level set by arbitration.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: That is right, but
surely it is far better to do that than to sack them.
The difference is that private enterprise would
sack them; we all know that. However, we are not
doing that.

Hon. 1. 0. Pratt: Would you prefer that private
enterprise cut wages, rather than sack people?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: No.
Hon. 1. 0. Pratt: Yet at the same time you ap-

prove of the Government doing this.
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I am not going to

get involved in that argument.
Hon. A. A. Lewis: You are being fairly selec-

tive.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I wish to make quite
clear my reasons for supporting the Bill; it is not
an easy decision. Certainly the legislation was not
dreamed up by me; however, I go along with it.

Hon. 1. G. Medcalf: Who did dream it up?
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I do not know where

it came from; I know only that it was presented to
us by the Premier.

Hon. Tom Knight: It was dreamed up by one of
his multitude of advisers.
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Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I support the prop-
osition. Nobody receiving less than $29 500 will
be affected, and above that level the reduction
will be scaled in, with the 10 per cent applying to
our salary level of about $34 000, If sacrifices are
to be made in our community, they should be
made by those people at the higher end of the
scale. I fully support that principle.

In my opinion, we have far too many wage fix-
ing tribunals in ibis country. If everybody were
under the Industrial Commission-as most blue
collar workers are-perhaps the gap between the
highest paid and the lowest paid would not be as
great as it is today. In my opinion-I emphasise it
is my opinion; it may not be the opinion of my
party-the gap between the highest paid and the
lowest paid is too great. Therefore, it was quite
easy for me to make a decision to support the lop-
ping of public servants' salaries.

As I say, we have far too many wage fixing
tribunals in Australia today. We have the Public
Service Arbitrator, the tribunal which deals with
teachers, the Industrial Commission, and the
tribunal which deals with the salaries of members
of Parliament and other high ranking civil ser-
vants and which, in my belief, is the best of them
all.

Hon. Tom Knight: You say they are the best,
but you do not agree with the salaries they set.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The very people who
are making the decision on our wages are those
who will be affected by this legislation. What is
the reason members of Parliament are in with this
select group of public servants? Only a handful of
employees have their salaries set by the tribunal
to which I refer.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Who is on that tribunal?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: If we look at the-

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Who is on the tribunal?
Hon. Tom Stephens: You can read, can't you?

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Who is on the tribunal?
The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Who is on the tribunal?
Hon. Tom Stephens: You are a pathetic little

creature. Just shut up.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Hon. Fred
McKenzie should direct more of his comments to
the Chair.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I would like to, Mr
President; I know you will listen to what I have to
say. One of the members of the tribunal is a for-
mer Treasurer; he is not on peanuts. The rest of
the members form a very select little group. Why
do we not go down to the Industrial Commission

and see whether that body would award us
$34 000 a year?

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You would get more.
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: If that is the ease,

how much would the people Mr Masters maligned
yesterday receive?

Hon. G. E. Masters: Whom did I malign?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Mr Masters talked
about bus drivers, and other employees of the
Metropolitan Transport Trust; he talked about
employees covered by the Federated Engine
Drivers' and Firemen's Association of Aus-
tralasia; he referred to people working in hospitals
and in a number of other areas, and implied that
the Government should not give these people the
wages they deserve. None of those people is on
$29 500 a year.

Hon. G, E. Masters: You are buying industrial
peace. You do it all the time.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Why did they not
get their increase? It was because of the wages
freeze imposed by the previous Government.

Hon, G. E. Masters: And supported by you, I
would have thought. Have you dropped the wages
freeze? The legislation is still on the Statute book.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The previous
Government's objective with its wages freeze
legislation was to set one group of workers against
another.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Have you dropped the
wages freeze?

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. G. E. Masters: Have you dropped the
wages freeze?

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask the honourable
member to cease interjecting when I call for
order. To ignore me is to sail dangerously close to
the wind.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Perhaps what I am
saying is wrong in the eyes of some people; how-
ever, it is my honest opinion that in this country,
the gap between the highest paid and the lowest
paid is too great and that we should be under the
one wage fixing tribunal, instead of having this
multitude of tribunals across the country.

Hon. Tom Knight: Why didn't the Labor Party
support Liberal members when they took a volun-
tary pay cut?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The reason mem-
bers of Parliament have thei r salaries considered
by this tribunal which also considers the salaries
of only a select group of senior public servants is
that, previously, we used to set our own salaries.
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We had the public laying down the law as to what
they thought our salaries should be, and making
things difficult for us. So, what did we do? We
did not go to the Industrial Commission; we got
into that very select little group. That is what is
wrong with this society. We are going through
harsh economic limes and because of that, some
people must give up something, and it cannot be
the people on the bottom who must make the sac-
rifice. They cannot afford to give up anything.
Nobody receiving less than $29 $00 a year will be
affected by this Bill and, because of the elasticity
of its provisions, the deduction will be scaled in
above that figure. These higher paid civil servants
are in a better position than others to give up part
of their salaries.

Like other members, I do not agree with the
principle of selecting a particular group in the
community, but I emphasise my opinion that the
gap between the highest and lowest paid workers
is too great. It is high time this matter was
brought to the surface. The important thing is
that we should all come under the same umpi re.

Perhaps Mr MacKinnon was right in what he
said yesterday. The indications are that the public
have accepted this legislation. Of course, those
people who are affected are opposed to it; that is
always the case. However, the cut is for only 12
months, and I made my decision on that basis. I
make my position quite clear that I would not
support an extension of the cut beyond a period of
12 months, to apply selectively to that particular
group of public servants. I give notice that I will
support any move aimed at bringing us all under
the one wage ixing umbrella.

I support the Bill.

Point of Order

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I have received a legal op-
inion on this Bill, in the form of a document from
the Association of Professional Engineers of Aus-
tralia, which is supported by what purports to be
a legal opinion which states-

We have had legal advice that this Bill
may be deemed to be unconstitutional as in
Clause 9 (3) the moneys to be saved are di-
rected to specific purposes, that is are appro-
priated. The same Bill refers to other mat-
ters, and this is in contravention of the Con-
stitution Acts Amendment Act.

I ask you, Mr President, to examine the legal op-
inion and rule whether it is in order to proceed
with debate on this Bill.

The PRESIDENT: The point of order raised
by the Hon. P. H. Wells will require me to leave
the Chair in order to consider the matter. I have

no alternative but to leave the Chair until the
ringing of the bells, at which time I shall make a
ruling.

Sitting suspended from 2.51 to 3.09 p.m.

President's Ruling

The PRESIDENT: The question is whether the
Temporary Reduction of Remuneration (Senior
Public Officers) Bill is one which the Legislative
Council may amend, having regard to the pro-
visions of section 46(2) of the Constitution Acts
Amendment Act.

The Bill's object is to reduce, by varying per-
centages, the salaries of identifiable persons hold-
ing public office. The reductions last for one year.
effective from I September 1983.

The Bill involves an appropriation of public
money in two ways-

(a) Certain salaries paid from public money
are reduced by 10 per cent, 12 per cent
or 15 per cent as the case may be;

(b) the destination of the amount by which
each salary is reduced is altered; instead
of going into the affected person's pay
packet, it goes back into the Consoli-
dated Revenue Fund.

The Clerk of the Legislative Assembly has
certified that a Governor's message rec-
ommending an appropriation has been received;
that is. section 46(8) has been satisfied. The mere
fact that this Bill involves an appropriation does
not, by itself, oblige me to conclude that it is a
Bill that may not be amended in this House.

The relevant part of section 46(2) prohibits the
Council from amending Bills ". . . appropriating
revenue or moneys for the ordinary annual ser-
vices of the Government". There can be no doubt
that a Bill may appropriate money without appro-
priating money "for the ordinary annual services
of the Government". For example, a Bill may pro-
pose the creation of an administrative agency and
provide that its operations are to be funded from
money appropriated by Parliament, but it could
not be said that such a Bill is for the ordinary
annual services of the Government.

I must emphasise the point that the Council's
powers of amendment, so far as they relate to ap-
propriations. are curtailed, but within a very re-
stricted area. The legislative history of section 46
of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act, and the
substantially similar section 53 of the Federal
Constitution supports the view that it is to be read
narrowly. This view is supported, not only by
commentators on the Federal Constitution and
conclusions of Senate committees, but also by the
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reports of joint committees of this Parliament
since 1915.

It is to be regretted that this House has tended
to treat any Bill involving an appropriation as one
caught by the amendment prohibition in section
46(2). In my view, it is open to this House to
amend any Bill containing a financial provision
provided that the financial provision is not itself
amended so as to increase any burden or charge
on the people.

Turning to the Bill in question, I note that the
money intended to pay the salaries affected has
already been authorised for payment by the
Supply Act 1983. There can be no suggestion that
this Bill appropriates money to pay those salaries.
If such were the case, the Bill would run foul of
the taxing prohibition in section 46(6) and be
ruled out of order on that ground. In fact, the Bill
reduces the amounts payable under the authority
of the Supply Act. Rather than support the view
that this Bill appropriates money for the ordinary
annual services of the Government, I would have
to observe that the purpose of this Bill is unusual.

In my opinion, the annual Appropriation Bill,
and Bills such as Supply, are those falling within
the ambit of section 46(2); but I am not prepared
to hold that a Bill, such as the one in issue, is also
caught by reason only of the fact that an appro-
priation is involved. Accordingly, I rule that the
Bill is one which the Council may amend.

I should point out that the provision which was
the subject of the opinion provided to the Hon.
Peter Wells is no longer in the Bill as introduced
in this House. In any event, my decision would
have been the same whether or not the provision
had remained in the Bill.

Debate Resumed

HON. N. F. MOORE (Lower North) [3.15
p.m.]: I wish to make a small contribution to the
debate on this legislation. I was originally going to
commence by congratulating the Hon. Robert
Hetherington on being the first and perhaps only
Government backbencher to make a contribution
to this legislation in either House, but I have since
been proved wrong; the Hon. Fred McKenzie
made a very short contribution to this debate.

I can understand why the Hon. Fred McKenzie
made a very short contribution; he finds this legis-
lation most repugnant. Being a former union ad-
viser and one of the Few on the other side of the
House in that category, he would find this sort of
legislation completely unacceptable; yet he has
come into this House and given what I consider to
be probably the worst performance I have heard
from Mr McKenzie since I have been here.

He has made some very important contri-
butions to the debates of the House, yet his
speech was not in keeping with his normal en-
thusiasm for a particular subject. That is under-
standable; his heart was not in it. The Hon.
Robert Hetherington had the same problem when
he spoke on this subject last night.

In my opinion this Bill is unprincipled, unfair,
unnecessary, and unacceptable. I will speak about
those four points in turn and explain why I con-
sider this Bill falls within those categories.

It is unprincipled because it involves an abro-
gation of two basic principles of wage and salary
determination: First, that independent tribunals
have been set up to provide or decide on wage and
salary levels for the majority of workers and em-
ployees in this State and in Australia: second, that
we do not cut salaries or wages. Those two prin-
ciples have been abrogated in this legislation. I
suggest that had we brought in legislation like this
while in Goverament, the then Opposition mem-
bers would have been screaming their heads off
about what a terrible piece of legislation it was
and that it was opposed to workers' rights; and we
would have heard all the arguments we have
heard from them for so many years. So it abro-
gates those two basic principles of wage and sal-
ary determination-that independent tribunals
must be permitted to make decisions which then
must be allowed to stand, and secondly that wages
and salaries should not be cut arbitrarily by a
Government, upsetting the decisions of its
tribunals.

When I was locking at the question of indepen-
dent tribunals I was tempted to look back at the
foundation of the tribunal which sets our salaries.
I went back to 1967 when the Parliamentary
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, the forerunner
of our present tribunal, was set up. I looked at
some of the speeches made at the time by mem-
bers of the Labor Party on the topic of parliamen-
tary salaries. I would like to quote Mr Arthur
Bickerton from Hansard of 24 November 1967
when he spoke about the Parliamentary Salaries
and Allowances Bill in the following terms-

I believe this system of a permanent
tribunal which takes this matter completely
out of the hands of members of Parliament
and gives them no say in the amount of in-
crease or decrease, and makes adjustments
automatic will be more acceptable.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: He was a Labor fellow.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: Yes, he became a Minis-
ter.

Several members interjected.
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Hon. J. M. Brown: He was Minister for Hous-
ing in the Tonkin Government. It was a very good
Government.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I agree with what Mr
Bickerton said on that occasion. I would like to
quote from the speech of Mr .Jamieson, who is
still a member of the Legislative Assembly.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.

Wordsworth): Order! I will not have members
interjecting across the Chamber.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: Mr Jamieson said in the
same debate-

If the valuation of money changed so con-
siderably that it warranted a change or alter-
ation in salary downwards, it might be a dif-
ferent matter; but I do not think we should
be singled out, and I think we should have
some safeguard so that there cannot be a
worsening of our conditions.

That was the attitude of a present member of the
Labor Party. That was the attitude of Labor
members at the time the independent tribunal was
set up to fix parliamentarians' salaries, bearing in
mind that prior to that salaries were set by mem-
bers themselves.

if Governments do not like the decisions of
tribunals set up by various Acts of Parliament it is
their job to do something about the tribunals, not
about their decisions. They should change the
rules under which the tribunals operate if they
consider their decisions are not satisfactory or in
line with what the Government thinks is necessary
for the economy. The principle which has been
abrogated in this instance by the Government's
making a decision against the decisions of
tribunals is totally unacceptable.

Why does the Government want to cut
salaries? Let us refer to the Minister's second
reading speech. It is hard to find much said about
why the Bill is necessary. In the first paragraph of
the second reading speech, the Minister said-L

This Bill is presented to give effect to one
of the central elements of the Government's
cost-cutting measures designed to strengthen
the State's financial position.

Then he went on to talk about the legislation.
Later in the speech the Minister said-

The Government recognises that the
introduction of these proposals is possibly the
most serious and unprecedented action taken
by a Government since the 1930s.

There is no question about that, because Govern-
ments just do not go about the business of cutting
salaries. It is rare. In fact, when the President

made his ruling, he said that this sort of legis-
lation is "most unusual", using the sort of under-
statement that the President is wont to use from
time to time. It is most unusual; it is practically
unprecedented.

The Government claims to represent the work-
ing people; but it brings down this sort of legis-
lation which goes against the principles of inde-
pendent tribunals and cuts salaries.

The second ground on which I am opposed to
the legislation is that it is unfair. It is unfair, first
of all, because it is selective and discriminatory. It
applies only to public servants who earn more
than $29 500 per annum. Public servants who
earn more than that salary will be discriminated
against while those who earn below that level will
not be affected. In addition, the Bill does not
apply to all officers within the Public Service. In
the Minister's second reading speech, he told us
that certain categories of officers will be ex-
cluded, as follows-

This recognises the judiciary's special pos-
ition under the Constitution of this State
although, at the same time, the Government
has accepted voluntary offers of a reduction
in remuneration initiated by the judiciary.

I would like the Minister to tell me when he
replies-presumably he will do so, unlike the
Premier in the other place-whether the Govern-
ment had any power to reduce the salaries of the
j .udiciary. It is interesting that the staff of the
universities, the Western Australian Institute of
Technology, and the Western Australian College
of Advanced Education have been excluded be-
cause the money that they receive comes from the
Commonwealth; and the State did not want a
reduction in its funds from the Commonwealth.
Perhaps we ought to organise some way in which
the Parliament of Western Australia is funded by
the Commonwealth so we do not have to have our
salaries cut. Perhaps the schools in Western Aus-
tralia should receive their funds from the Com-
monwealth so the salaries of the teachers do not
have to be cut. It is incredible that, because of the
financial arrangements between the Common-
wealth and the States, some officers are not in-
cluded in the legislation.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: There is a logical
reason for it.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I am sure the reason is
logical; but it is not fair. I am talking about what
is fair and reasonable. The legislation is not fair,
and it will not be if all officers are not included.

Only public servants under State awards are af-
fected by this legislation; so in that respect, the
Bill is discriminatory and selective. It applies only

1418



[Wednesday, 24 August 19831 11

to the Public Service and it does not apply to the
public sector. It does not apply to all public ser-
vants either. It is a very selective and discriminat-
ory piece of legislation.

If we consider what should have happened, we
see that instead of selectively taking away part of
the salaries of various officers of the Public Ser-
vice, the Government should have aimed at other
ways and means of achieving its purposes. Vari-
ous things have been mentioned already, such as
continuing the wages freeze, or the removal of the
171/ per cent leave loading, or some other more
equitable arrangement.

The legislation is unfair in the sense that it ig-
nores all existing relativities between various oc-
cupations within the Public Service, and it ignores
the reasons for those relativities. This is one part
of the legislation which makes me very angry be-
cause it ignores the reason that some people earn
more money than others. It forgets that some
people spend more time studying to obtain a par-
ticular qualification in order to be given a job.
They spend more time on very low incomes-in
fact, on no incomes at all if they are tertiary
students trying to obtain qualifications. Other
people spend many years in country towns or re-
mote localities because they know they must do so
in order to be promoted. They do not sit on their
bottoms in the city, as some people do, and just
wait for things to happen. They go out and are
prepared to put up with difficult conditions in
order to improve their positions.

They are the sort of people who are prepared to
seek promotion, because they wish to improve
themselves. They wish to make a contribution to
the Public Service in which they work. They are
prepared to study during their service-attend in-
service courses-to improve their qualifications.
They have tremendous dedication and application
to their positions.

I am a former school teacher. Were I still a
teacher, I would be in the same position as I am
in now, taking a 10 per cent pay cut because, pre-
sumnably, my salary would be in that range had I
continued with promotion in the way that I had
begun. I was promoted because I spent seven of
my first 10 years teaching in remote areas, ac-
cepting the sort of conditions that people living in
the cities do not know about and do not seem to
care about too much. Some people in the Public
Service and the teaching profession are prepared
to get off their tails and go out and do something,
and they are the ones who receive promotions,
and whose salaries are to be cut. They are the
ones that this legislation is getting at. In my op-
inion, that is most unfair. The Bill is throwing the
question of relativities out of balance.

The relativities have been established and
worked out by various tribunals over the years.
They have put certain people on certain salaries
by comparison with other salaries. For very good
and necessary reasons the relativities have been
built up over long periods. The legislation throws
those relativities completely out of kilter.

The legislation is unfair also because some
officers on lower incomes in fact will lose more
money in real terms than some of their more
highly paid colleagues. For example, the principal
of a Class I District High School, whose gross
salary is S33 699, will have a loss after taxation of
$1 820. This information appears in The Western
Teacher of 8 July 1983 on page 6. The principal
of a special school, Class IA, who earns $35 288,
will lose $1 906 in actual terms. Yet the principal
of a senior high school with over 600 students,
earning $36 288, will lose only $1 452 in real
money. We find that the more highly paid teacher
of the three examples I have quoted will receive
the least reduction in actual money. In that re-
spect, the legislation is unfair.

The legislation is also unnecessary. Earlier we
considered the Government's reasons for
introducing the Bill. I accept the need For Govern-
ments to cut expenditure. At the Federal and
State levels it is necessary for Governments of all
kinds to look seriously at reducing overall Govern-
ment expenditure in a major way. When the
Government introduced this legislation, if it had
said, "We're going to save $11 million; we are not
going to spend it on anything else; we will just
save that $11 million", that would have been the
end of the matter, and we could have supported it.
But what is the Government going to do with the
S I 1 million that will be saved?

Hon. P. H. Wells: They are going to put it into
that big, abysmal hole called CRF!

I-on. N. F. MOORE: Let us look at a few of
the actions the Government has taken since
coming into office. We have heard much about
the great advisory bureaucracy which is being de-
veloped. It is rather ironic that it is being devel-
oped at the expense of the higher paid public ser-
vants. It is interesting to look at some of the fig-
ures involved here. If one multiplies the
$3 400-which each member of Parliament will
lose as a result of this salary cut-by the number
of members of Parliament, one gets a total of
$295 000. If one looks at the list of advisers em-
ployed in the Department of the Premier and
Cabinet, and totals the salaries they will receive,
one arrives at the figure of $294 000. Therefore,
members of Parliament should be very pleased to
know that the salary which they will forgo will
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pay for all the advisers in the Department of the
Premier and Cabinet.

When one looks at some of the various Govern-
ment systems that operate around the world-in
Sweden and so on-and one finds Parliament is
really an unnecessary appendage to the whole
system, Government advisers really run the
country and Parliament is irrelevant, one sees
some relationship between this legislation and
what has happened in those places.

Similarly, I understand the Government is set-
ting up a very large and expensive media monitor-
ing system in the Superannuation Building. Of
course, we have all heard about the reopening of
the Fremantle-Perth railway line and various
other Government expenditures which, in my
judgment, are unnecessary.

The Government has not been able to convince
moe that at least the $6 million or so that I just
mentioned was a necessary expenditure, yet it Is
taking away $11I million from public servants to
pay for things which, as I have said, are unnecess-
ary.

This is really not a genuine attempt to solve the
problems of the State, even though that is the im-
plied reason for the legislation. It is a political
stunt and it was used to divert attention from all
the increased charges announced by the Govern-
ment at the same time as this Proposed salary
reduction was mooted.

As the Hon. Gordon Masters mentioned last
night, there is a long list of broken promises as-
sociated with the Government's increased charges.
Someone called this piece of legislation "a
brilliant piece of strategy". At the time it was de-
signed the intention was to divert the public's at-
tention from what the Government was doing by
way of increasing charges. However, the Govern-
ment will not get away with that ploy, because
people will find they have to pay the increased
charges and when they write their cheques they
will realise the Government's promises were
broken and that this Government tried to divert
attention from what it was doing.

The people who will lose 10 per cent of their
salaries, which will amount to $30, $40, or $50 a
week, will remember this Government. Where is
the Government's mandate to do this? This
Government talks about its mandate to do this
and that; where is its mandate to take this action?
I cannot find it mentioned anywhere in the
Government's policy speech or platform.

This Bill is unacceptable. If one reads it in con-
junction with everything else the Government is
doing, particularly the actions of Mr Dans in his
capacity as "giver of increases" to various, shall

we say, lower paid Government employees, one
finds, as other members have said, the whole
question of a redistribution of wealth is raised.

Redistribution of wealth is one of the basic
tenets of the socialist system. It is blatant social-
ism and I do not accept blatant socialism. I be-
lieve people should be paid according to how
much work they do, the responsibilities they hold,
the places at which they work, and for a variety of
other reasons. People should not all receive the
same levels of salary. This Government seeks to
cut the pay of higher paid officers and to increase
the pay of lower paid officers in an attempt to
even out salaries in the Public Service.

I was rather interested by an interjection made
by the I-on. Fred McKenzie last night when the
Hon. Gordon Masters was talking about bus
drivers. The Hon. Fred McKenzie asked why bus
drivers in Western Australia should not get the
same as their Victorian counterparts. As far as
that member is concerned, it is okay for bus
drivers in Western Australia to get a pay rise to
keep them in line with their counterparts in Vic-
toria, but it is not okay for senior public servants
in this State to receive the same salaries as public
servants in other States. Indeed, as far as the
Hon. Fred McKenzie is concerned, it is okay for
some public servants here to have 10 per cent
chopped off their salaries.

This legislation is unacceptable because it is
blatant socialism and I am opposed to that.
Socialism has been one of the worst political
systems in the world.

Several members interjected.
Hion. N. F. MOORE: An interesting aspect of

the present Government is that it acts like a con-
servative, Liberal-type Government; it talks about
supporting private enterprise; it makes all the
right sorts of noises; and yet, at the same time, it
produces a blatantly socialistic piece of legislation
like this which perhaps is designed to throw
people off the beat.

Hon. G. E. Masters: It is the First of many.
Hon. N. F. MOORE: Perhaps the member is

right, and it is the First of many pieces of legis-
lation of this type.

This legislation is designed to kill incentive, and
that is one of its greatest problems. The legis-
lation will kill incentive to people in the Public
Service. What really annoys me about this legis-
lation is the attitude adopted by some of the
people who do not yet receive $29 500; for
example, members of the Teachers' Union and
the Trades and Labor Council. I will not include
the Civil Service Association in this category, be-
cause it has made its point of view well known.
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However, members of the TIC and the Teachers'
Union have been very lukewarm in their support
of members involved in this cut, because they can-
not see past their noses to the day when their
salaries will increase. Doubtless at some time or
other in the future, if they work hard, they will re-
ceive a salary in excess of $29 500. We have to
have a system which provides incentive. Incentive
is the only way in which we can get people to
improve themselves. If no incentive exists, people
will just do the minimum amount of work re-
quired. This legislation removes incentive.

As I say, the pathetic support given by the TLC
and the Teachers' Union to their members affec-
ted by this legislation is most regrettable.

I was interested to read in this morning's Press
that the CSA has decided to drop its campaign in
respect of this matter because of a deal that has
been done with the Premier in respect of certain
future salary increases. As I understand it, the
Government has already agreed that it will sup-
port the four per cent national wage i ncrease.
Now, on top of this, we Find the Premier has given
a further undertaking as reported on page 2 of
this morning's The West Australian. The extract
reads as follows-

In a statement last night, the association
said that the campaign was being dropped
after an understanding had been reached
with the Premier, Mr Burke.

This was that the association's 8.35 per
cent wage claim would proceed once the Ar-
bitration Commission handed down its
national wage decision.

One can assume from this article that the Premier
has indicated to the CSA that he will not oppose
the proposed 8.3 per cent salary increase. If we
add that salary request to the proposed four per
cent national wage increase it gives us a total in-
crease of 12.3 per cent. Thiat is the level of the in-
crease that can be expected by public servants if
things go according to plan.

Of course, the CSA has decided to drop its
campaign in view of the prospect of a 12.3 per
cent pay rise being granted. Let us take the case
of people whose salaries it is proposed to cut in
this legislation. In September 1984, when they are
due to receive back the 10 per cent reduction,
they will get the 12.3 per cent increase I have just
mentioned, plus the possibility of a further seven
per cent increase next year. Perhaps there is some
reason for them to teed a little better, because in
September next year they will get a pay rise of
approximately 30 per cent.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: All of that is very
interesting, but, as you pointed out, it is based on
an assumption.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: It is very interesting and
it will also be very expensive. Could the Attorney
General tell me by way of interjection whether he
supports the four per cent national wage case in-
crease for public servants?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is a matter to be
considered when the case is dealt with.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: Let us assume that the
four per cent will flow on to the Public Service.
Let us assume that the 8.3 per cent, which is the
subject of this deal done with the Premier, will be
awarded also.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Why should you assume
that?

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I am making an assump-
tion.

Hon. JI. M. Berinson: How often do employers,
Government or otherwise, concede claims in
total?

Hon. 1.0G. Pratt: Just look at Mr Dans' record.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I certainly hope my as-
sumptions are incorrect, because I do not believe
this State will be able to afford an increase of
12.3 per cent which I am assuming might be given
and which,' according to the figures given to me.
will amount to a total increase in costs of $170
million per annum just in the Public Service
alone.

If we add to that, and I am still making as-
sumptions-

Hon. J. My. Berinson: That is what makes the
whole exercise so limited.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: We will work it out as we
go along. We could have hypothetically the situ-
ation in September next year of the public ser-
vants to be affected by the 10 per cent cut receiv-
ing a 30 per cent increase in their salaries. What
sort of cost will that put on the Government? It
says this measure is only temporary, and designed
to get the Government over a short-term problem,
yet we have the possibility of wage increases of
this magnitude coming up in 12 months. How the
Government will manage that situation at that
time is quite beyond my comprehension.

Let us assume that none of that happens. The
Minister would have us believe that the reason for
the cut is the problem the Government now has,
but I doubt whether he could tell the House that
in all certainty in 12 months the Government will
be able to afford to give back the 10 per cent to
be taken. Why will our situation be better in 1 2
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months than it is now? Most or the economic indi-
cators say it will not be better then.

I-on. J. M. Berinson: Which indicators are you
referring to?

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I refer to a wide variety
of them, but I do not intend to be specific now.
When the Government talks about this legislation
as being temporary I wonder how temporary it
will be. The Hon. J. M. Berinson suggested I am
making assumptions when I talk about possible
wage increases, but I suggest he makes large as-
sumptions by suggesting that the economy of
Western Australia, or the financial circumstances
of this Government, will have improved enough in
12 months to give this money back to the public
servants.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: With or without an econ-
omic improvement the effects of this Bill will not
be extended.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I take it the Government
will get the money from somewhere else?

IHon.]J. M. Berinson: It will, if necessary.
Hon. N. F. MOORE: We will find another

group bearing the brunt of the Government's
problem.

IHeo. A. A. Lewis: Instead of those earning
$29 500, it will be those on $10 000.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: The member is probably
right. Another effect of the Bill will be to transfer
several million dollars from the Federal Govern-
ment's coffers to this Government's coffers in the
form of a decrease in taxation collected by the
Federal Government. I do not know how many
millions of dollars will be involved, but I wonder
what the reaction of Mr Keating has been. I take
it the Federal Government will lose approximately
$4 million in a year, which means, in effect, the
Federal Government is to give this Government
$4 million. I do not argue with that, and I would
like to witness the State Government's receipt of
more money from the Federal Government, but I
wonder also whether the Federal Government has
sought some compensation in some form so that
the Commonwealth will not lose any money. I am
sure the Commonwealth would be a bit unwilling
to give away money for stunts like the one this
Bill represents.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I think that is another as-
sumption you need not make.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I am glad to hear that.
Apart from the Commonwealth's financing part
of the $11 million-and we can assume that part
will be $4 million-the other $7 million is to be
taken from the pockets of Western Australian
public servants. They are consumers, people who

spend their money on their families and various
activities in which they are involved in their lives.
Yet here we have a Government which says. "We
will take that money from you and we will spend
it". It is another example of this Government's
saying, "We know better than you about how to
spend your money".

The money will go back into circulation to be
part of the economy of Australia and, in particu-
lar, the economy of Western Australia, but will be
put into the economy by the Government, not by
the people who earned it and have the right to
spend it. As I have said, this is another example of
the Government's saying that it knows best how
to spend the money of others.

I will conclude by quoting from a letter written
by the Premier to a member of the public. It gives
some indication of the Premier's personal attitude
as at 14 June 1983 towards these sorts of matters,
but between that date and when the announce-
ment was made that this legislation would be
introduced, the Premier had a massive change of
his view. The letter states-

You are no doubt aware that a large pro-
portion of employees in the private sector in
this State arc covered by Awards which de-
termine their terms and conditions of em-
ployment. These awards are within the
jurisdiction or the Industrial Commission, an
independent tribunal established under the
Industrial Arbitration Act, 1979-1982. One
of the objects of this Act is to safeguard mat-
ters relating to employment, the liberties and
rights of the individual.

My Government holds the view that it
would be inappropriate for Governments to
seek to take from workers conditions that
they have acquired through the Commission.

That is the Premier saying those things.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 p.m.
Hon. N. F. MOORE: The letter goes on to

state-
In view of the foregoing, the spirit of a

united approach taken by all parties at the
recent economic summit, and the expectation
that individuals will adhere to the wage
pause my Government would not favour a
lessening of conditions of service.

Those are the words of the Premier, Mr Brian
Burke, in a letter written on 14 June 1983. Eight
days later he announced 10 per cent pay cuts for
public servants earning above $29 500. There is
an obvious discrepancy between the point of view
he expressed on 14 June and his subsequent an-
nouncement in respect of pay cuts.

1422



[Wednesday, 24 August 1983] 12

I propose to vote against this legislation for all
the reasons I have mentioned today. It would be
unfortunate if a member of Parliament in this
House who voted against this legislation were ac-
cused of doing so because of his own situation. It
would not be beyond some people to suggest that
a member of Parliament voting against this Bill is
doing so because he does not want to lose 10 per
cent of his salary. Like many of my colleagues I
do not wish to lose 10 per cent of my salary, but I
am prepared to make a sacrifice. Indeed, in the
six years I have been here. I have made such sac-
rifices; I have taken a wage freeze on three oc-
casions, and 1 cannot recall the last pay rise.
However, that is not the reason I intend to oppose
this Bill. I have outlined all the other reasons I
think this legislation is unnecessary.

I wish to refer again to the remarks of the Hon.
Arthur Bickerton in 1967, in the debate on the
parliamentary salaries and allowances legislation.
He had this to say about members of Parlia-
ment-

We all know that one only gets what he
pays for, and we do not want to put ourselves
in a position where we have members of Par-
liament who consider that their services are
not worth much anyway.

There is an old saying, "If you want monkeys feed
them peanuts". Regrettably, that is the attitude of
some people towards members of Parliament. In
my opinion, the salaries of members of Parlia-
nient-even prior to the 10 per cent cut-are
insufficient for the work the vast majority of
members do. Rather than suffer a 10 per cent pay
cut, in my judgment, members of Parliament
should receive a significant increase.

Today's issue of the Daily News contains an
article under the heading '*Burke warns of new
tax hikes", which states-

The State Government will be forced to in-
crease other taxes and charges if the wage-
cuts legislation is rejected in Parliament, ac-
cording to the Premier.

That approach by the Premier is threatening and
intimidatory. He is saying to this House, "if you
do not do what I want you to do I am going to put
the charges up for everybody else".

Hon. P. G. Pendal: He is the best new bleeder
in Australia.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: There is no question
about that.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: The Gallup polls show
that, don't they?

Hon. P. G. Pendal: They certainly do.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: In effect, the Premier is
saying he is prepared to increase the charges
again, on top of the massive increases we have
already had to pay for the whims to which I
referred earlier; namely the reopening of the
Fremantle-Perth railway line at an annual cost of
about $5 million, which can be described only as a
social decision; the decision to appoint countless
advisors to Ministers of the Crown, the full extent
of which we are yet to learn; and, the establish-
ment of a massive media monitoring set-up. All
these things I consider to be unnecessary, yet the
Premier is prepared to threaten this House that if
it does not pass his legislation, he will increase
charges again to pay for them.

I oppose the Bill.
HON. TOM McNEIL (Upper West) [4.05

p.m.]: I oppose the legislation. In doing so, I can-
not help but express complete confusion over the
different principles which seem to be involved in
respect of it. When I First came to the Parliament
as a new member, I recall Sir Charles Court tell-
ing us in the party room that it would be a good
idea if we were to take a voluntary wages pause.
At the time, I recall an article was written by
John Arthur which appeared in The West Aus-
tralian of 18 April 1977, and which stated-

State MPs will get their $297-a-year pay
rise.. . whether they want it or not.

But those who agree with Sir Charles
Court's plea to reject the increase can pay it
back into general revenue.

The Premier wants all MP's to suspend
their pay rise during the wages and prices
freeze.

The article goes on to say-
Opposition Leader Mr Jamieson said

yesterday that MP's would still have to pay
tax on the increase even if they gave it back
to State Treasury because it was not a tax
exempt charity.

And Deputy Labor leader Mr Malcolm
Bryce said: "it is quite pathetic-a shallow
political stunt."

That proposal was acceptable to me at the time. I
suppose, as a new member, I was full of elation at
having finally made the grade, and becoming a
member of Parliament. Having left a small
business, at a time when I always had a dollar in
my pocket whenever I needed it, it did not seem
very important to me. However, I cannot recall
the name of one then Opposition member who de-
cided to take a voluntary cut or to impose a volun-
tary freeze on his salary.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Not one.
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Hon, TOM McNEIL: However, 1 do know that
the situation became a little repugnant to many
members after a time. We were trying to set an
example, but it was not being followed by the Op-
position.

In The West Australian of 22 April 1977 the
following article appeared-

Members of the Parliamentary Liberal
Party decided unanimously yesterday to de-
cline a 5297-a-year pay rise and higher al-
lowances for the three months of the pro-
posed wages and prices freeze.

The decision was later endorsed at a joint
meeting of the Government parties.

The pay rise and increased allowances
were determined by the Salaries and Allow-
ances Tribunal and were to apply from April
1,

They were gazetted on April 7 before the
decision to implement a wages and prices
pause.

The article went on to say-
Labor MP's are not due to meet till May

4. However, many ALP members have said
that they will not reject the increase.

Some have described the proposed wages
and prices freeze as a political stunt; and
others say that it would be beyond the law
and would create taxation problems for MP's
if they rejected the i ncrease.

On 8 July 1981 the Daily News contained the fol-
lowing article-

A WA Liberal MP is urging his colleagues
to dcfer any special pay rise for 12 months.

Mr Philip Pendal, MIC for South-East
Metropolitan Province, put the idea in a let-
ter to the Premier. Sir Charles Court, last
Thursday.

He released a copy today and said: "if we
want others to be restrained in their grab for
wages, we have now got the chance to show
the necessary leadership."

In an article by John Arthur which appeared in
the Daily News of 10 July 1981 under the head-
ing -WA MPs miss the big rise" the following
statement is made-

WA politicans will not get a flow-on of 'the
huge pay increases granted to Federal M Ps.

It is believed the local increase could be as
low as three per cent.

This compares with the 20 per cent in-
crease given last week to Federal politicians.

The rise has been decided by the three-
member WA Salaries and Allowances
Tribunal, which publishes its findings at 3.45
p.m. today.

However, the tribunal's chairman, Mr Ken
Townsing, today confirmed that the increases
for the politicians, 75 top public servants and
statutory heads, judges and magistrates
would be modest.

"I believe that what we propose is modest
and will be accepted as such by most people,"
he said.

In The West Australian of I1I July 198 1, in an
article by Mr Barker under the heading "WA
MPs get rise-but not till October", the following
appears-

WA politicians have been granted a 3.7
per cent pay increase, but it will be deferred
till October I because of the State's Budget
problems.

It is the second time this year that the
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has rec-
ommended increases to MPs but deferred
them.

The article goes on to refer to the Victorian
system in the following terms-

The Tribunal rejected suggestions by both
the Parliamentary Liberal Party and the Par-
liamentary Labor Party that WA should
apply the Victorian system of ixing basic
salaries.

In Victoria, back-bench MIPs get the basic
salary given to Federal M Ps, less $500.

As a result of that article I was even further con-
fused than I was before because at the same time
as we were being exhorted to take a wage pause,
we saw an article which seemed to suggest that
members of both major political parties believed
they were not getting enough and should, in fact,
be tied to the Federal salary. Later in the same
article, Mr Townsing was reported as saying-

.. that salaries for WA NIPs could not be
held indefinitely well below rates elsewhere.

He said that the new federal basic salary
of $36 000 could be disallowed by the Feder-
al Parliament, but such action would not
alter the WA determination.

In The West Australian of t4 July 1981. in an
article by Mr Barker under the heading -WA
Cabinet defers pay rise till June", the following
appears-

WA Government ministers will forgo a
pay rise awarded by the Salaries and Allow-
ances Tribunal.
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The tribunal decided last Friday to give
MPs a 3.77 per cent increase, lifting their
basic salaries by Si1055 to $29 032 a year.

The point I am trying to make is that I find the
legislation before the House to be most unaccept-
able. I feel members are in a catch 22 situation in
that no matter which way we go. we will be seen
to be looking after our own interests. I am not like
Bill Grayden. I do not have 10 children; I am not
like Ray O*Connor, who has seven children. How-
ever, 1 do have six children, and I do not like to
see the money disappearing. However, I do reel
for the people in the Public Service, who have
worked for years to get where they are and on
whose standard of living this legislation will have
a very serious effect. I do not disagree with the
Government's assertion that the more affluent
section or our community should make the sacri-
flee, rather than the lower wage earners. How-
ever, this legislation is selecive, and flies in the
face of everything the Labor Party would accept,
were it in Opposition.

I can do nothing but express my strong oppo-
sition to the measure. I resent the implications
contained in the media over the last few weeks
that if the Legislative Council does not go along
with this Bill, it will bc seen as being obstructive.
I do not agree with all legislation which comes
into this place. I have not been here long, and i
suppose I can be kicked out quite easily. However,
as members would know, since I have been in this
place 1 have always followed my principles. On
occasions, I have crossed the floor against my own
Government. to vote against legislation which 1
believed was crook. 1 opposed legislation relating
to teachers, to the Electoral Act, and to homosex-
uals; 1 was opposed to the suggestion that we have
more members of Parliament and more Ministers.

One should have a look at what the Govern-
ment is trying to do. No sooner had it got into
office than it decided it wanted to give country
Ministers a better go. so it gave their wives an
extra 12 return flights each year and one of their
children an extra six return flights.

As a married man with six children, I would
appreciate such consideration, because my terri-
tory extends from Perth to Kalbarri. On many oc-
casions I have had to leave my family at home
when coming to Perth to attend meetings and the
like.

Several members interjected.
Hon. TOM McNEIL: Perhaps I am wrong

and, if so, I shall be corrected by the Government.
However, I understand, where applicable, wives of
country Ministers are entitled to 12 return flights
a year and one child is entitled to six return

flights. The Leader of the House nay indicate the
exact situation.

The point I am trying to make is, when I leave
this place, people will say, "'McNeil voted against
that Bill. Obviously he was looking after himself'.
That is okay; I do not mind that. However, I op-
pose the Bill on the principle that it is selective.

This is a House of Review and it should act as
such. 1 hope we may live to see the day that party
politics do not exist in this House; when it is a
true House of Review; and when we revise legis-
lation coming from another place, look at it on its
merits, and decide what action we should take.

I have indicated the course I propose to take
tonight. I shall oppose this legislation come what
may-whatever the threats may be. That is it.

In conclusion. I make one other point: The ploy
adopted by the Government of very conveniently
leaking that the fat eats would be hit reminded
me of the situation that eventuates when one gives
one's child a dose of medicine. One shows the
child a lolly, puts the medicine in the child's
mouth, then whacks the ]oily in afterwards. That
is exactly what the Government did in this in-
stance. It leaked the information that it intended
to hit the fat cats and tall poppies; it slipped in
the increased charges: and then it whacked on
these proposed reductions.

HON. MARGARET N'CALEER (Upper West)
[4.t7 p.m.1: 1 should like to make a few comments
on the Bill, although it will be difficult not to
cover some of the ground which has been covered
already. When the legislation was first an-
nounced, the Confederation of Western Aus-
tralian Industry (Inc.), or some such body, hailed
it as a courageous move. It said the Government
was courageous in being prepared to adopt this
measure.

I believe the Government has been far more
courageous than it intended to be, because, in-
stead of upsetting some 3 000 or 4 000 civil ser-
vants along with their spouses who, together, may
number some 6 000 or 7 000 people, the Govern-
ment has managed to upset all of the members of
the Civil Service and, no doubt, their spouses as
well, which is a very fair percentage of the popu-
lation.

In choosing, from the options which the
Government claims were open to it, the opt ion to
reduce the salaries of civil servants who receive
more than $29 500. undoubtedly the Government
thought it was making a great stroke by alienat-
ing only a comparatively small percentage of the
people. Of course, the reality is it has alienated a
great many.
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I am sure many people in private employment
and people who are self-employed congratulate
the Government on its move. They are conscious
or the hazards of unemployment which have been
pointed out by the Government, and over the past
years, certainly in the recent past years. many of
them have had to tighten their belts and reduce
their expectations. It is natural to Find some
comfort in the feeling that the other fellow has
had 10 suffer the same fate.

However, even among these people are a
number who condemn the Government's move as
being immoral and unjust. "Immoral" and
..unjust"~ are very strong words to apply, es-
pecially to a piece of legislation which the
Government claims it is bringing forward to
honour its firm commitment to manage the
State's finances to ensure that all Western Aus-
tralians live within their means.

There is no doubt that this is a very laudable
aim, but the words "immoral" and "unjust" are
used by people among the general public and by
public servants themselves because they do not
believe that the end justifies the means and, more
strongly, because they are very far from being
convinced that the end-the object which the
Government proposed publicly-is in fact the real
object.

I ask members: Why do they doubt this? The
reason is that, firstly, the Government has, since
taking office, confused the issue by bringing for-
ward a series of ever-changing, fuzzy Figures and,
secondly, it is hard to believe the Government
would consider the gain of $11 million was worth
the dislocation and ill will it was bound to cause
by taking this move.

Let us suppose the Government really believes
what it says and it has set out to lower the level of
salaries, because it believes that the senior Public
Service is overpriced, more or less in line with the
argument put forward by the Hon. Fred
McKenzie. How does one evaluate jobs such as
those performed by senior public servants? Is
there any other way than by comparing them with
similar jobs in comparable places? Members of
the WA Public Service are not as highly paid as
their colleagues in other States and the Common-
wealth.

Many years ago, say in my father's time, no
promising young man wanted to go into the Pub-
lic Service, because the pay was poor and it was
considered to be most unattractive. In recent
years salaries and conditions have been improved
greatly and recruitment has been good, although I
believe it has fallen off most recently.

Even though private enterprise is now able to
and does offer higher salaries and tries to entice
the more talented senior public servants into its
employment, many of therm resist, because the
salaries are considered to be adequate and the dif-
ferences between the Public Service salaries and
the private ones are compensated for by job sat is-
faction and, of course, the security offered.

Given the present measure, it is very hard for
public servants to feel they are appreciated or
prized or to believe the work they do for the State
is valuable and valued, especially since, without
consultation, they are being singled out for this
salary reduction. Perhaps just as disheartening
and certainly, in many areas, hurtful is the feeling
that the Government has exposed them to public
ridicule by allowing chem to be depicted publicly
as fat cats. It would be bad enough if most of
them were wealthy, but how many of them are in
the $29 500 to $33 900 category? Certainly those
in that category cannot be spoken of as tycoons,
giants in the Financial world, and so on.

Some public servants ask, "Did we as teachers,
policemen, or nurses spend time working out in
the bush, subject to transfer, without permanent
homes, often without much in the way of ameni-
ties, often needing to send our children away to
school, just to be called fat cats and then have our
salaries cut without warning as well?"

The lack of warning of this proposed salary
reduction has made it extremely difficult for
many people who will be affected by this legis-
lation. It has been made difficult for them to ad-
just their budgets and honour their various com-
mitments, bearing in mind the lack of warning
given. For instance, one of my constituents who
lives in a rather remote town and has been obliged
to send his children away to school because there
is no senior high school within reach, is now
placed in the position that he will have to let his
wife set up their home in Perth so that the chil-
dren may go to day school and he will simply
commute from the country town at weekends.

of course, not only is that a deprivation for him
and a hardship for the whole family, but also it is
something which is very bad for country towns be-
cause it breaks up the community group.

Of course, most of the senior civil servants
involved in these salary cuts will not starve and
they will not go without a roof over their heads.
Indeed, the Government has made some provision
for cases of hardship which occur. However, quite
a number of these senior public servants are likely
to be seriously embarrassed because, as everyone
knows, when one earns a certain salary, one lives
up to it, and one makes commitments. Banks ad-
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vance loans on the basis of the salary earned and
nobody would really have considered it possible
that those salaries would be reduced in this way
so quickly.

It makes it so much worse that this has in fact
been done by this Government. No better com-
ment can be made than one by the Hon. Peter
Dowding who is reported in Hansard of
Wednesday, 22 December, as saying, "What
other employer can, across the board, deprive
specified categories of employees of their wages?"
Of course, the I-on. Peter Dowding said that with
a great deal of fire and feeling, but at that time
he was not referring to the Public Service.

Some of the public servants affected may leave
the service. No doubt some already have and
some will in the future if they can. Possibly the
Government is banking on the fact that it may be
difficult in the present economic climate to do so
but, in many cases, further recruitment of the tal-
ented will become more difficult because they will
look elsewhere for other employers. What is
worse, in the future there will be a lack of trust
and confidence in the Government as an em-
ployer.

In spite of the Government's unwillingness or
inability to explain just why it needs this money, I
still consider this to be an appropriation measure
and I do, not intend to oppose the second reading.

HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [4.27 p.m.]:
There is a great saying that a journalist can
always smell a story. I believe the Premier of this
State is an ex-journalist.

Hon. N. F. Moore: He was a very Poor one,
too.

M-on. NEIL OLIVER: I do not know about
that, because I did not know him as a journalist.
All I can say is, that his capacity as a journalist
and his ability to smell a story have just gone too
far and he has decided to make up stories. The
Premier has decided to make up stories which he
knows, as an e-journalist, will feature well in the
newspapers.

Therefore, the Premier has taken the oppor-
tunity to introduce this legislation. He has pulled
the wool over the eyes of the Caucus and he has
made a move and thrown down the bait which has
resulted in the media taking the bait, hook, line,
and sinker.

Here we have a Premier-an ex-journalist-
manipulating the Press and getting a good story
to the disadvantage of other people in the com-
munity. It is a cheap political stunt', that is all it
is. Frankly, I wonder how the Government is even
part of it, and, corrupt as it is, how it can possibly
be.-

Withdrawal of Remark

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask the hopourable
member to withdraw that statement.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Mr President, 1 with-
draw that remark.

Debate Resumed
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: However, Sir, I am con-

cerned at the way in which an ex-journalist has
manipulated a story in order to gain cheap politi-
cal advantage and, at the same time, within 24
hours, has broken every electoral promise he has
made to the effect that there would be no in-
creases in public charges while the wages freeze
was in effect.

I do not know how the Minister handling the
Bill in this House feels about the legislation.
Frankly it is a wonder he has not withdrawn it. I
do not think he is pleased with it and I will listen
with interest to what he has to say later. Of the
two Government members who have spoken to
this Bill, one obviously has beep obliged to follow
the party and the Caucus line as he is the Govern-
ment Whip.

The other member was the Hon. Bob
Ketherington, who over a time has made a great
contribution to this House. I know that one of his
speeches has been repeated on many occasions;
however he is a member whom people will recog-
nise as having made a worthwhile contribution to
the House during his service here. I know I can
say that without fear of contradiction from any-
one on either side of the House. However, his
speech last night represented one of his worst per-
formances and I feel sorry frT him that he had to
rise last night and attempt to defend the Govern-
ment's legislation. I will be happy to hear from
members opposite other than the Whip and the
Hon. Bob Hetherington. I will be very interested
to hear how convincing the Minister is when he
comments on the Bill.

I make the point that debate on this legislation
in another place was curtailed and I understand
from an ABC programme the next day that this
was the result of the sheer weight of repetition.
Therefore, I will not be repetitive; I will be as
brief as possible and I will touch on those matters
which have not been covered by other members.

The Hon. Tom McNeil has said we in the par-
liamentary system have accepted the idea of wage
pauses. In fact, members of the Liberal and
National Country Parties have forgone wage in-
creases as an example to the community. Our
members have also paid taxes on the wages for-
gone. However, not o nce has a ny on e of ou r La bor
Party colleagues joined with us in that action.
They ridiculed our action and called it a political
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stunt. Well, if that was a political stunt, what is
this?

This Bill sets about creating a division in the
ranks of the Public Service. One of the basic
fundamentals of stable government is a stable
Public Service) one that is loyal to the Govern-
ment of the day. But this Government has created
a division in the service. The Government will
learn to regret ibis; in fact, it has already.

I know the views of members opposite, so I can-
not believe they accept this sort of legislation. It
would have been very interesting to be a fly on the
wall in the Caucus room when this matter was
discussed, 1 do not think any Government mem-
ber would have supported the idea.

What does this legislation mean to a member of
the Public Service not earning more than
$29 000? How will it affect public servants in
their attitude to their future and in their loyalty
to the Government? Where do public servants
stand on the question of who will be next?

This Bill has been introduced as a form of
curtailment of expenditure. How far will similar
legislation extend next time? I do not understand
the great ugeney for it or what the savings are
thought to represent in a Budget of over $2 000
million. I believe in looking after the pennies so
that the pounds look after themselves, but it
seems the Premier and Treasurer cannot do as
well as housewives in our community.

The amount to be appropriated to Consolidated
Revenue represents something like only 20c in
$100. Does this mean that the Premier and
Treasurer is incapable or handling public money
and that he cannot reach the level of a housewife
balancing her weekly budget?

This Bill represents the equivalent of 0.02 per
cent of a housewife's weekly spending, as 1 see it.
So the Treasurer of this State is unable to handle
what is 0.02 per cent of the State's Budget. If that
is the state of affairs, God help the State.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: It may be a small pro-
portion of the whole Budget, but it is a very large
proportion of the deficit, arnd it is the deficit that
is the problem.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: That is a great pearl of
wisdom from Mr Berinsori, which I can appreci-
ate and understand;, I value his comment.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I am trying to put it into
context.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: But many thousands of
items can be similarly considered in the Budget
papers, and I will be interested to see the Budget
because I have quite a few projects in my area
and I will be looking to see whether it is possible

to cost them. Some of those projects may well ex-
ceed-in fact every single project may ex-
ceed-the savings in revenue that the Govenment
is hoping to make through the introduction of this
Bill. I assure the House I will watch the Budget
closely to see what the ultimate cost of some of
these items will be.

I heard some of the debate on this legislation in
another place and I have heard it said here by the
Government Whip that this is a move for the
redistribution of wealth. The best news I can give
the House is that nowhere in the world where a
social democratic party, a democratic socialist
party, or a socialist party is found in Government
do we find anything other than the fact that such
a Government is on the way out or has already
been defeated. That is exactly what will occur
with the party opposite.

The redistribution of wealth is one of the basic
fundamentals of the communist doctrine. I am
surprised that the Hon. Fred McKenzie men-
tioned the matter. I presume by his laughter that
he will now be talking about communists under
every rose bush. One of the other systems used by
communists in the ultimate overthrow of Govern-
ments is to undermine the Public Service; that is
one of their first strategies.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: Where did you get that
from?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: It happens around the
world. One of the first things they do is to infil-
trate the Public Service.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Or put in advisers.
Hon. Tomn Stephens: So you think the advisers

are a communist plot, do you?
The PRESIDENT: Order! I suggest to the

Hon. Tom Stephens that interjections are com-
pletely out of order, and that interjections from
me ,mbers who are sitting in someone else's chair
are absolutely out of order.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The preliminary, pass-
ive stage of an offensive to overthrow a Govern-
ment is contained in communist documents and in
other documents for insurgents explaining how to
overthrow a Government, and that initially
involves infiltration of the Public Service.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It took even the Chinese
more than 12 months.

IHon. NEIL OLIVER: It leads to other forms
of intimidation of the Public Service, of which
this legislation is a good example.

This Bill is a taxing measure, a method of rais-
ing revenue imposed on a small section of the
community to increase the amount of funds
available to the Government. Mr President, I

1428



[Wednesday, 24 August 1983]142

hasten to add that I am not disputing your ruling.
but this Bill does represent a manner in which ad-
ditional money will be made available to the
Government.

I am amazed that the Government Whip agrees
with this legislation, because in fact it goes out-
side the arbitration system and outside the true
maniner in which awards and working conditions
are decided by tribunals. 1 have heard the Hon.
Des Dans speak on this matter On many occasions
and I would like to quote now some of his remarks
which appear on page 32 of the 1982 Hansard.
He was referring to what is now the present
Government when he said-

The Opposition's position is clear in this
regard: Stable industrial relations will not be-
achieved by confrontation-

I do not know how we should describe the actions
of all those people who marched up here to Par-
liament House recently. Surely that was confron-
tation. To continue-

--gung ho" attitudes, and punitive legis-
lative changes. It is only a matter of time be-
fore the people of this State come to recog-
nise that.

That is what the Hon. Des Dans. had to say.
Hon. N. F. Moore: Unbelievable.
Hon. N EIL O LI VER: He is now the Leader of

the House and a senior Minister in this Govern-
went.

Hon. N. F. Moore: A change of side and a
change of mind.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Appearing in this morn-
ing's paper was an article which indicated that the
Civil Service Association was to drop its light
against the pay cuts. Obviously discussions have
taken place, because since the Bill was first
introduced it has been the subject of continuous
withdrawal by the Government from its initial
stand. The legislation has been watered down so
much that one would think it had not been
drafted by the Parliamentary Draftsman. I was
not in the State when it was announced that the
pay cuts were to be made, but what is now con-
tained in the Bill surely indicates that the Burke
Government's proposals have been watered down
almost to the point where they are non-existent.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is quite wrong, of
course. Try to quantify it in terms of money dif-
ference and you will fi nd there is no difference.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I do not know how one
would qualify it in money terms when one of the
clauses of the Bill now enables people to go along
to the Premier and say, "Look, I am in a pretty

bad way. I cannot really accept this change. Do
you mind if I am not included?"

Hon J. M. Berinson: Do you think that excep-
tional hardship should not qualify for exemption?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: If the Minister is going
to provide us with the amount of revenue which

wIl be saved, can he also tell us how many people
will approach the Premier?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.
Wordsworth): Order! There is far too much aud-
ible conversation in the chamber.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I presume the Minister
will give us a "guesstimate"~ of how many mem-
bers of the Public Service will use the legislation
and approach the Premier in order to be excluded
from the salary reduction. 1 assume that has
already been taken into account by the Treasury
and that when the Minister replies to the second
reading debate he will be able to tell us exactly
what is the reduction in proposed revenue from
when the legislation was first introduced com-
pared with today.

I cannot read into this Press cutting, but again
there appears to be some sort of new deal being
undertaken. I do not know what that deal is and I
do not think the Minister will tell me. It appears
that a further compromise has been made with
the Civil Service Association since the Bill was
introduced in this House. I do not know whether
that means the Government will propose further
amendments that currently are not on the notice
paper or whether the Minister intends to bypass
Parliament, having already discussed this Bill,
and do some sort of private deal on the side. The
Minister may care to elaborate on that matter.

Where do people who are living on single in-
comes stand? Where do members of the Civil Ser-
vice Association in double income families who
are affected by this legislation stand? Will they
be treated in the same manner, or is it necessary
for them to disclose their private affairs in an ap-
pointment with the Premier? How is the single in-
come family to be treated? What about that fam-
ily which decides there will be one provider and
the wife will care for the family? Where do all
these people stand? I would be very interested to
hear what the Hon. Robert Hetherington also has
to say in this regard. I mention parliamentary
salaries. Take, for example, My own case. I am
prepared to accept and have always accepted a
reduction in salary voluntarily. I have not gone
around ringing bells about it and have not told my
electorate that I have accepted a reduction in sal-
ary, but I have always accepted it, unlike mem-
bers of the Government.
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The Government legislates in order to make the
back-benchers agree. It has to caucus them. The
previous Leader of the Opposition, now the Prem-
ier, could not appeal to them in the party room by
saying, "Look, I believe it is about time we set an
example". He could not do that so we need legis-
lation to do it. In my particular instance, due to
the situation with secondary school, my children
are required to attend boarding schools. That
costs me $4 000-plus a year for each child.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Where do you live?
Hon. N EIL OLI VER: I live in a country area.
Hon. Mark Nevill: Where?
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I live in Wooroloo. I do

not like my children leaving home at 6 or 6.30 ini
the morning.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Where is the nearest high
school?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Mt. Helena or Swan
View but I do not like them leaving home at 6 or
6.30 a.m., and that would be necessary if they at-
tended those schools. They would also return
home at half past six at night. It is my choice to
provide them with those facilities. I am not saying
that on my behalf;, I am saying it on behalf of the
Public Service people who may face similar cir-
cumstances. Many members of this Parliament
took a considerable reduction in salary to come
here, anyway. It does not particularly worry me
personally but where does the public servant at
Mukinbudin or those in remote parts of the State
who find it necessary to send their children to
boarding schools stand? Will they have to come
cap in hand to the Premier and explain their
financial situation? I do not think that is becom-
ing of a senior public servant.

Since the Press release in The West Australian
of today's date I have received on my desk a letter
from the Association of Professional Engineers of
Australia. It appears that they are not party to or
aware of what is going on. The letter reads as fol-
lows-

Re: Temporary Reduction of Remuner-
ation (Senior Public Officers) Bill 1983.

It was reported in this morni ngs West
Australian page 2 under the headline "Public
Service pay-cuts fight dropped" that
(1) The Civil Service Association has de-

cided to end its industrial campaign
against the Governments wage cuts, and

(2) The CSA had reached an understanding
with the Premier Mr Burke that its 8.35
per cent wage claim would proceed once
the Arbitration Commission handed
down the National wage decision.

I presume that means that the wage pause legis-
lation which we introduced last December is at an
end. The letter continues-

I stress to you that this understanding be-
tween the CSA and Government has nothing
whatsoever to do with this Bill, and should
not influence your consideration of the mat-
ter.

Later the letter reads as follows-
We have had legal advice that this Bill

ma y be deemed to be unconstitutional
A ruling has now been made on that matter.
Later the letter reads-

The democratic principles over which this
proposed legislation attempts to trample are
just as valid today as they ever were.

It goes on to seek my support to reject the Bill. I
assure the Government that I will be rejecting the
Bill.

In conclusion, coming back to the Government
Whip and talking about the redistribution of
wealth, what I would have liked him to tell us-it
is a pity I did not get to my feet before this in an-
ticipation of the fact that he was going to
speak-is the attitude of the Government, or any
of its members who wish to speak, towards the
redistribution of wealth, because the argument
has been put forward that people have certain at-
titudes towards money and we should all be the
same. That is as I understood the speech made by
the Government Whip. I may have been wrong.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: Yes, you were quite
wrong.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You think it should be
equal?

Hon. Fred McKenzie: I never said that. Check
my speech. I said the gap between the highest
paid and the lowest paid was too great.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: That is how I under-
stand the situation. The redistribution of wealth
should be equal. If that is the case I want to know
the attitude of any other Government member to
this matter. On 19 February of this year we were
earning $34 000-odd. The Premier suddenly got
an increase of $37 164.

Hon. Mark Nevill: It was a decision of the
people, though.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You do not have a mandate
for cutting wages.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: A Minister receives an
additional $28 660. plus a car, plus the other
perks that go with it. Why cannot they consider
the fact they previously lived for some time on the
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base salary until they had a great windfall on 19
February and thereafter?

Hon. Tom Stephens: What you are really ob-
jecting to is our being in Government at all.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: As a great gesture for
showing feeling for people, they decided they
would give up 12 per cent of their salaries and the
others would give up l0oper cent. I will not bother
to table the document which was tabled last night
by the Hon. Sandy Lewis.

Hon. Tom Stephens interjected.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: By way of interjection,
the Hon. Tom Stephens says that was done by a
tribunal. I heard that remark.

Hon. Tom Stephens: You are deaf as well as
stupid, are you?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Why is this legislation
being brought to this Parliament when in fact the
remuneration of public servants is handled by a
tribunal?

I oppose the Bill.

HON. V. J. FERRY (South-West) [4.57 p.m.!:
I do not propose to traverse the ground that has
already been very adequately covered by a
number of speakers, but I do want to make one or
two points on this issue. Firstly, I do not accept
that this is a budgetary Bill. It is a one-off situ-
ation which is unique and it certainly is a dis-
criminatory Bill. The preamble to the Bill
states-

AN ACT to reduce temporarily in the
public interest the remuneration payable to
certain employees and the holders of certain
offices within the public sector of the State;
and for purposes related or incidental
thereto.

That shows clearly that it is a discriminatory Bill;
it is not a fair Bill at all. Therefore, the Burke
Government has been completely and absolutely
deceitful. It is a double-crossing and two-timing
Government and I will prove that statement in a
minute by the Premier's recent reply received
through a Minister of this House. The Govern-
ment is completely untrustworthy. I suppose we
could call the Premier "Bulldozer Burke". I will
not call him that, although I could call the Prem-
ier plenty of other names. I emphasise my poi nt
by saying that on 28 July this year I asked the
Leader of the House representing the Premier-

Is it a fact that the State Government pro-
poses to discriminate against the top echelon
of public servants and others by reducing
their remuneration?

The reply was-
In the difficult budgetary position the

Government inherited the temporary salary
reduction of senior public servants was one
measure the Government was forced to take
to improve the State's financial position. At
no time was it or is it intended to discrimi-
nate against these public servants.

What do we believe, a two-timing Premier or a
two-timing Government? We cannot have it both
ways. We in this Parliament will not discriminate
against certain citizens of this State, public ser-
vants and others; yet the Government has brought
in this Bill. What the heck is it for? Exactly the
opposite to what the Government is saying. It is
no wonder the Government is being discredited
and it is going down the tube in the eyes of the
electors. We cannot expect the public to support
this kind of two-timing.

This Bill has been brought in by a Labor
Govern ment. Had any Government of a different
political persuasion brought in this Bill, the Oppo-
sition benches would have been broken by the vi-
brations-by the anger and fervour with which
members opposite would have attacked the Bill
and castigated the Government. Yet we see
Government members supporting the Government
reluctantly and sitting ashen faced. They are not
game to front up to the Premier. I believe it was
his idea to bring in this legislation as a subterfuge
to hoodwink the public saying "We are going to
take the cream off the milk and spread it around
for the kittens to lap". Members opposite and
other members of Caucus were asked to accept
that proposition. Perhaps "asked" may not be the
right choice of word. They were prevailed on to
accept that proposition; of course they were, and
they jolly well know it. It is no wonder Govern-
ment members are not speaking at length on this
Bill. We have had a couple of speeches from
them, and what pathetic apologies for speeches
they were.

Members opposite do not support this measure;
they are uncomfortable in their seats about the
fact that the Premier can say one thing in answer
to a question and then bring in a Bill which does
the opposite. Where is the State heading? It is
utterly disgraceful. I have heard the expression
used in Parliament before-and I would not use it
on this occasion, although some people
might-that this is "jack boot" legislation. Mem-
bers of the Government used that expression
many times when they were in Opposition. This is
the greatest serve of clap-trap from the Govern-
ment that I have heard in this place. Little did the
Government realise the ramifications of this
measure.
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Government members thought it was a brilliant
idea of the Premier to lop 10 per cent off the top
echelons. Not one thought was given to the rami-
fications and effect on the superannuation
scheme. That scheme is vital to its members and
to their wives and dependants. It is necessary for
people to provide for their retirement by way of
the superannuation fund. I believe the Govern-
ment's action has caused endless problems in this
area. The Government could oblige the House by
giving us considerably more explanation on this
issue.

My reading of the Bill indicates it is an un-workable piece of legislation when it has to be
tailored to the provisions of superannuation funds.
One clause in the Bill is unique and it is one to
which I could not subscribe. I am sure if this par-
ticular clause were contained in legislation
introduced when members of the Government
were in Opposition they would howl it out of this
House, and rightly so.

The Premier's idea was a brilliant one,,but he
did not think it through and it needs to be ex-
plained more clearly.

I will quote from a letter I have received from a
very competent public servant which indicates the
effect this reduction in salary will have. He
states-

In fact, there is good evidence that this
was done as a calculated, cynical political
stunt, to gain bargaining points and public
kudos.

The integrity of the Premier must be
questioned when it is realised that far more
than the $t I million could be saved by sev-
eral alternative methods. e.g. abolishing the
17'A% annual leave loading, that would
spread the financial toad more equitably. His
motives must be further doubted, when it is
considered that the decision was taken
against Treasury advice, but at the behest of
the recently-appointed advisers, none of
whom will be asked to take a salary cut.

More importantly, the decision has
seriously undermined the morale of a public
service which took pride in providing top-
quality, impartial expertise to the public and
whichever political party happened to be in
office. In my own case, I studied for eight
years to gain two university degrees. On sev-
eral occasions I have had the opportunity to
go into private practice, but have chosen to
continue a career with the Department of
Agriculture-At least with the expectation of
a satisfying job that would provide a moder-
ate reward, commensurate with my level of

expertise and enthusiasm. The recent de-
cision only provides incentive for mediocre
performance.

That is one simple case affecting one person. I
guess there are thousands in that category. The
man who wrote that letter mentioned that in his
judgment this decision was made against
Treasury advice. That reinforces my statement
about the Premier thinking up this proposal and
everyone falling into line behind him.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is if the comment is
correct. Is your correspondent a member of the
Department of Treasury?

Hon. V. J. FERRY: No, he is not.
Hon. J1. M. Berinson: I think you said he was

from the Department of Agriculture.
Hon. V. J. FERRY: Exactly. it is interesting

that I should receive that comment. I tend to be-
lieve this legislation was the Premier's idea. It is
interesting also that the Attorney is handling the
Bill. I do not think he should be saddled with this
legislation. He is in the same position as other
Ministers and members of the Government. He
has been asked to toe the line and is in the
invidious position of having to handle the Bill.

The contribution made to the debate by
Government members coupled with the silence
and the uncomfortable posture of members op-
posite have convinced me to vote against the Bill.
It is Burke's Bill. Members opposite are not con-
vinced of its merits. They know -they are over a
barrel and 1 believe they should call on the Prem-
ier to withdraw the Bill. Government members
know it is bad legislation. The drafting is crook
for a start, quite apart from the principles con-
tained in the Bill.

Mention has been made of deals between the
Premier and certain sections of the community. T
read in a journal this afternoon that the Police
Union is about to make some arrangements with
the Premier, who is also the Treasurer. This legis-
lation sets guidelines and on the other hand it is
public knowledge that deals are being made and
contemplated. Who will be next in the queue to
make a private deal? It is almost tantamount to
providing a blackmarket for deals. Is it a
blackmarket Government dealing out of its back
hand? Who will be next to get some relief from
the financial strain?

Hon. Graham Edwards: Your side would be the
experts in that.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: The member does not
know my background and he has not been here
Ions enough to understand what 1 am saying.
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The Government's sincerity is in question. It
expects Parliament to approve this shoddy Bill
when it knows it is crook, and it also is prepared
to do deals. Who will front up to the Premier
next? Will it be an individual-and provision
exists in the Bill for a person to do that if he sur-
fers hardship-who will say "What about a little
bit? I went to the races last week and I lost, and
the kids are starving"? That sort of thing may or
may not happen.

The opportunity exists and it is happening ac-
cording to the journal 1 read this afternoon. It is
an extremely bad situation.

If members of the Government want to make a
name for this House as a House or Review I call
on them, in the event the Bill is not withdrawn, to
show there spine and cross the floor of the House
and vote against the Government.

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sit-
ting, on motion by the Hon. P. H. Wells.

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.

TEMPORARY REDUJCTION OF REMUNER-
ATION (SENIOR PUBLIC OFFICERS) BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sit-
ting.

HON. P. H. WELLS (North Metropolitan)
[5.38 p.mn.]: I promised the Hon. Robert
Hetherington that I would assist him if he wished
to proceed with his comments. The Minister deal-
ing with this measure has done a stalwart job with
little support from members to his right.

At the beginning of my remarks I will put
questions to the Minister so that I do not have to
put these questions when I am tied up with the ar-
gument I wish to put, at which time the Attorney
might be lost with the interjections his colleagues
may make. The answers are necessary For me to
make a fair and just judgment of the Bill. The in-
formation already provided is nowhere near suf-
ficient for any responsible group of people to
make a just decision on the matter. If the At-
torney expects a proper decision to be made he
must come forward with the goods.

It is claimed that a major reason for this Bill is
the dire Financial situation facing the State. That
situation has been likened to the 1930s, and later
1 will refer to it. I spent some time at the Battyc
Library researching the circumstances of the
period from 1930 to 1933. I read the debates or
this place, and researched the microfilm available.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I hope it was 1930 and not
1830.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Would you be prepared to
leave out a bit of the time in between then and
now?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Leader of the House
originally referred to that period, and if it did not
have reference to this Bill why did such a great
leader refer to it?

If we are in so-called dire financial circum-
stances it is surely not unreasonable for us to be
provided with appropriate information. The Labor
Party is good at running summits and those sorts
of things, but it seems that its members do not
want to inform this Parliament about the econ-
omnic situation facing this State; they want to keep
others ignorant of that situation.

I-on. J. M. Berinson: You will get the fullest
detail in the Budget.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: in that case we should
leave consideration of this measure until after the
Budget is presented. It is wrong to expect me to
make a decision on this measure without the facts
before me to justify the stated position of the
State. Surely the Hon. J. M. Berinson, in his ca-
pacity as a lawyer, would agree that a person
should not be required to sign legal documents
without First knowing the Facts contained in those
documents. No-one would be told that he will
have the Facts revealed to him after the court
case.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: We have given you the
general figures.

Hon. P. H. WELLS:. No figures have been
given to this House. I read the Minister's speech,
and I noticed that in the other place figures were
quoted, but the quoting of those Figures was like a
union saying it wanted its members paid $1 000 a
day. Unions put in a claim they know they will
not obtain. I think one figure mentioned in the
other House was a $700 million deficit. If that is
to be the situation, this Government had better
move over to let the previous administration step
in to deal with that situation.

The Figure of S14.2 million was mentioned as
representing the deficit, and one of the members
in that other place said that this year we will have
the irst deficit experienced by this State.

Mention was made of the $40 million or so that
has been earned on the short-term money market.
I often heard during the time of the previous
Government the members of the then Opposition
saying, "Those Liberals have a slush fund", but
now those same members are rubbing their hands
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in glee because that money is available. The pre-
vious Government did its housekeeping well.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: If you don't understand
even that much, it would be useless to try to ex-
plain anything to you.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: In that case I must have
misunderstood the remarks of the Leader of the
House when he appeared on television. He said
that the $14.2 million was well covered by money
earned on the short-term money market and has
admitted that fact on a number of other oc-
cas ions.

As a responsible House we should have the in-
formation necessary to determine whether what
the Government said is true. Many people in the
community do not believe there is anywhere near
the need to take these drastic steps, as has been
stated by this Government. Therefore, moy first
question to the Attorney General is this: Will the
Government release figures, even of a provisional
nature, to indicate the likely expenditure and rev-
enue position of the Government?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: As of Wednesday of last
week the estimated deficit was $61,.8 million. Is
that precise enough for you?

Hon. P. H-. WELLS: I am not quite certain
what decisions the Government has made regard-
ing expenditure and revenue. I do not know
whether the political decisions will result in the
Government's deducting $120 million, which
would result in no deficit. The Government has
already gone from a deficit of $70 million to one
of $61 million.

In his second reading speech the Attorney Gen-
eral did not mention what was stated in another
place-, that is, that the target saving from this Bill
is $30 million. As the Government has said it will
receive $11I million from the public servants, I ask
the Attorney General to advise what will happen
to the remaining $19 million? If he has already
advised the House, I must have misunderstood
what he said. When this Bill was introduced into
the Parliament in another place, the figure men-
tioned was $30 million. Is there a hidden provision
in this Bill that will result in $19 million being
taken in some way from the public?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: The answer is "No".

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Obviously the Attorney
General knows where this money will come from
and I trust it will be no trouble for him to provide
me with the information.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: All you want is the
Budget papers two months ahead of publication!

I-on. P. H. WELLS: If the Attorney General
says that he cannot provide the facts for another

two months, how can I make a decision on this
Bill? It is reasonable for me to ask for this infor-
mation. Surely a man who is a lawyer should ad-
vise people to check the facts before they put their
signature to any documents. I have to put my
signature on the line by either oppusinig or sup-
porting this Bill, and the Government has not pro-
vided all the facts.

I also ask the Attorney General if he could pro-
vide information as to the public servants who will
be affected by this Bill. I understand that it con-
cerns 3 640 public servants. Clauses 3 and 4 of
the Bill outline those public servants who will be
exempted from the pay cut. I ask the Attorney to
give me an overall picture to enable me to ascr-
tain the minor group within the minor group that
will be affected by this legislation. Maybe I will
be provided with a breakdown showing what pub-
lic servants are affected and not exempted by
clauses 3 and 4. Obviously this information is
available. 1 wonder how the Government made its
decision regarding those public servants who have
been exempted from this Bill. Firstly, I round that
the Bill affected a minor group, but now I find it
is a minor group within a minor group.

Another area in which I require some advice in
order that I can provide the answers for my con-
stituents concerns schedule 2, clause 1 (b) of the
Bill. I understand that it concerns people who
work part time. My understanding of the Bill is
that people who work part time and receive a sal-
ary that, if they worked full time would amount
to $29 500, will be penalised.

According to the figures that I have from the
Australian Figures Catalogue, 17 per cent of the
work force in Australia are part-time workers.
This Bill provides that if a part-time worker earns
$15 000 he would come within its ambit.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Half-time.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: Yes, that is right and then

we could go into the area of job sharing as well as
those who are able to obtain only half-time em-
ployment. I gather a number of jobs are available
that provide half-time employment.

If the Government is saying that a person who
earns $15 000 or $18 000 from working part-time
would come within the ambit of this Bill, it
worries me because we have in our community
many people who are earning poor salaries. If
these people are within the ambit of the Bill the
Government is unjustly hitting at a lot of people
who cannot afford it.

I ask the Attorney to provide me with the
number of people who fall within the provisions of
schedule 2, clause I1(b). If only 3 640 public ser-
vants are involved we should be able to determine
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who are affected. I imagine that because only a
small number of people arc involved the Govern-
ment would have examined the likely effects on
those people. It is my opinion that many public
servants will have very real problems in relation to
their mortgages, etc. The Attorney General
should investigate this matter to ascertain if
something can be done to help them.

I understand that it is quite probable that the
Attorney General will take no notice of me in re-
gard to expenditure and revenue, and I know the
pressures put on him not to provide me with that
information. However, there are alternatives. The
Bill could be held up in order that a summit be-
tween members of Parliament and officers of the
Treasury could be held. Treasury officers could be
called to a meeting at Parliament House to put
the facts on the table. Surely that is not an un-
reasonable way to determine this matter. If the
Government agreed to this meeting it may find
that it would get around some of its problems. It
cannot solve its problems by saying that it cannot
provide members with Budget information.

Members of Parliament require all the infor-
mation available on this matter in order that they
can determine the feelings of people in their elec-
torates. 1 know there is a means by which the
Government could supply us with the relevant in-
formation. I suggested that departmental heads
be called to the floor of the House to discuss mat-
ters of importance, but my leaders, together with
the Attorney General, did not support my sugges-
tion-nor did some of my colleagues. This is a
House of Review and I see no reason that the
Treasurer should not be summoned to the House
as a method of obtaining the required infor-
mation. I do not agree with the Attorney's philos-
ophy that this would be a dangerous precedent to
set because it could result in all sorts of people
being brought to the floor of the House.

Iagree that we must have confidentiality, but
surely elected members of Parliament are respon-
sible to the people and should be entitled to know
all the facts. This House should examine a
method of obtaining information for members of
Parliament and I am asking that the Attorney
General, the Minister in charge of the Bill, con-
sider this matter.

1 require reasonable information to assist in my
determination of the Bill. I am sure that the
Treasurer would like to come to this House to
provide the necessary information.

Several members interjected.
Hon. P. G. Pendal: He is frightened of it.
liton. Fred McKenzie: You have the numbers to

do it.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: 1 am trying to take a re-
sponsible approach. I realise it is a sensitive mat-
ter, but as a responsible member I require the in-
formation. I am sure that Mr McKenzie knows
what it is like going to the people in his electorate
and trying to explain something to them without
the relevant information.

As the Attorney General said, 1 admit that
things do go wrong in terms of the Budget. I
understand that an amount of $17 million has
been lost by the Government as a result of the
downturn in the housing industry. If these figures
are correct he must have no confidence in the re-
vival of the housing industry.

Both the State and Commonwealth Govern-
ments have said that the revival of the housing in-
dustry will result in an increase in revenue.
Surely, the propositions put forward by the
Government's federal colleagues and the Minis-
ter for Housing for the revival of the housing in-
dustry will bring to the coffers of the State
Government the money lost during the downturn
of the industry.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Some, certainly and that
is estimated in the usual way. You should really
be invited to join Cabinet and be briefed on this
matter. What are you suggesting?

Hon. P. H-. WELLS: If the Attorney General is
happy to invite me to a Cabinet meeting I would
be pleased to attend to be briefed on this Bill. The
Government of the day should invite members of
Parliament to be briefed on various issues. When
we were in Government all members were invited
to be briefed on various issues and one concerned
a visit to the SEC to be briefed on the North-
West Shelf project. In my three years in Parlia-
ment I Ihave attended, in company with members
of the ALP, many meetings arranged by Minis-
ters. however, I have never been confronted with a
situation where I needed information of a
financial matter in connection with a Bill before
the House.

Within the first couple of weeks of this Parlia-
ment the Government put through a Bill that will
bring in $40 million to $60 million which will be
credited to the CRF.

Hon. i. M. Berinson: What Bill was that?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: It was the tobacco tax
legislation-the debate during which the Attorney
General told me to use my imagination. The
amount of money that would be forthcoming from
that Bill would be-

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: Did you say $40 million
to $60 million?
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Hon. P. H. WELLS: I meant $16 million to
$40 million,

The PRESIDENT: Order! I suggest to the
member that during the course of this debate I
have been fairly lenient in regard to the times he
has wavered from the Bill, but 1 Find it awfully
diffiult to follow his comments as they relate to
this Bill at the moment. Perhaps he could make
some reference.

Hon. P. H-. WELLS: The reference I was mak-
ing to the Bill is that it will take something like
$11 million from the public servants. In other
words the Government intends to put $11 million
at the Government's disposal in a reverse sort of
way. It is a drastic action being taken by the
Government which claims it is necessary because
of the financial situation of the State. I am
questioning the measures that have been taken
and I have received no answer, and it makes it
hard for me to make some reasonable and rational
decision in this area.

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.1IS p.m.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: Prior to the tea suspen-

sion, the Attorney was inviting me to join the
Cabinet. At that stage, Sir, you interrupted my
speech and suggested that I should return to a dis-
cussion of the Bill. I realise that that type of
invitation should come through official channels,
and if it did, I would be happy to offer the
Government the benefit of my knowledge to assist
in its problems with the deficit.

When dealing with the Bill, I might have
slipped up by saying that the $30 million was not
in the Attorney's speech. I was incorrect in that;, I
note that he said-

The cost cutting measures adopted by the
Government. to which I referred earlier in
my speech, are estimated to achieve target
savings of around $30 million, of which ap-
proximately $11 million will accrue during
the next 12 months under this Bill.

I ask him to let me know the difference between
the $1 I million and the $30 million. I apologist
for not reminding the Attorney that that was in
his speech.

I must thank the Government for its prep-
aration of the explanation of the Bill. Mind you,
Sir, it left a few matters for which I do not know
the answers, but it was a direct explanation of the
Bill. ln dealing with clause 4, the explanation
reads as follows-

Notional remuneration of a person em-
ployed part-lime is to be determined as if the
person were employed full-time.

This means that a person employed part-
time whose equivalent full-time "notional re-
muneration" exceeds 529 500 will be subject
to the temporary reduction in remuneration,
calculated in accordance with schedule 2.

The Attorney will recall that I said my under-
standing was that the people on a half salary fell
within the ambit of the Bill. I have a Figure of 17
per cent based on Australia-wide calculations for
people in part-time employment. If the 3 640
people covered by the Bill are a representative
selection-and I doubt that they are-it could
well be that 600 part-time workers would come
under the Bill through this provision. That would
mean I would have some 80 to 100 people in my
electorate who will be affected directly by that
clause. That is why I am asking the Attorney to
give consideration to the needs of those people.
This is important.

Schedule 2 on pages 19 and 20 defines the
amount of money to be extracted from the people.
Eventually, it will be in the order of SI I million.
The 1930s were given as an illustration of such an
event. As the Hon. Robert Hetherington pointed
out, the difference in the 1930s was that the wage
cuts went right across the board. Members like
myself who were not around in the 1930s and
would like to obtain information about this should
refer to The Year Book of the Commonwealth of
Australia, No. 26, 1933, at pages 884 to 899. In
terms of Financial crises, there is no way in one's
wildest imagination that one could find any simi-
larity between the 1930s and now. The Attorney
would agree with that.

We have seen the situation in which the follow-
ing was said-

Early in July the Government will have
insufficient means to meet the obligations
unless Public Service salaries and wages.
pensions, and interest shall not be paid in
full.

That indicates a rather drastic situation. At that
time, the Government tried to reduce its expendi-
ture by 20 per cent; and it introduced a measure
that, in some small way, is contained in this Bill.
In the 1930s. the cuts went right across the
board-at least they did in Western Australia.
The present crisis is not of that magnitude, and it
does not appear to be a financial crisis. The level
of the problem is not accepted by other Govern-
ments of this Government's political colour
throughout Australia.

Western Australia is alone. We are left out in
the cold, because we had a deficit /, S14.2
million. That is a little over $10 per head of popu-
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lation or 0.6 per cent of the total revenue of the
State-an extremely small amount.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: But that was last year.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: If one takes the figure

mentioned by the Attorney earlier-about $60
million-we are talking about $45 per head of
population, if my calculations are correct. They
could be wrong, so it could be plus or minus $5. If
the approach that the Burke Government has
taken is a good one and a responsible one-

Hon. Mark Nevill: That is a good assumption.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: -one could expect that

the Federal Government with a deficit of 10 times
that amount-S457 per head of popu-
lation-might like to do the same thing.

I scoured the newspapers today-looked in
every little corner-because the details of the
Commonwealth Budget were to be announced. I
thought. "They will copy the Burkes": but, no, the
Federal Government was not to be liable for this
type of approach. It would not be caught with
such an irresponsible approach. Therefore, it can
be seen that the Burke Government in Western
Australia has no supporters amongst the other
Governments in Australia.

In the 1930s, the plan had the support or
Governments throughout Australia. Now we have
Western Australia going it alone, and we have to
extract revenue by taking the public servants
down. A television commercial says-

"See how low Joh can go" is going to be
replaced by "Burke can go lower when it
comes to cutting your salary".

Hon. J. M. Brown: The Qucenslander?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: We can see a number of
coincidences between what happened in the 1930s
and now. In each case, the Government
introduced legislation to cut by 10 per cent the
salaries of its public servants.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: The biggest coincidence is
that the Labor Government lasted three years
then.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Now, do not come in too
early! The political climate in the 1930s was simi .-
lar to that of today. A figure of $11 million was
mentioned in debates similar to the debates today;
it was mentioned by a member who became the
Minister for Mines at some stage. He might have
been the Minister for Mines at the time; certainly
he was the member for Mt. Magnet. On page 386
of Hansard on I5 July 1933. he referred to a defi-
cit of $11 million. At that time, the Government
also obtained extra revenue from the tobacco
people, so a tobacco tax was imposed.

It is interesting that in that period the then At-
torney General was handling the Bill. Another

matter of interest is that same Labor members at
the time had a policy or no consensus. In fact, one
of their members was a Mr Johnson, and I think
he might also have been the Minister for Mines at
one stage. To indicate how much he thought
about achieving consensus and co-operating with
the members. I quote the following-

I always realised the impossibility of get-
ting those who in their views are diametri-
cally opposed to the Labour movement to as-
sisi that movement to gain its objective.

I have found the same thing during the debate on
this Bill. In other words, members opposite will
not work. They do not understand, and they will
not work with us.

The Government did not try to achieve consen-
sus prior to its introducing this Bill. It could have
invited us to sit around the table and discuss the
problems confronting the State. Strangely
enough, there w(as mention of the upper House,
and the lotteries Bill being under attack.

The last coincidence is that the Government
was defeated, and it was a Labor Government
that introduced the Bill. Yes, Mr Pendal, I won-
der whether history is repeating itself'.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: The Attorney General
was handling the Bill then. What was his fate?

Hon. J . M. Berinson: He went on to become the
Premier!.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: When we consider
whether this Bill should have been introduced, we
should ask whether the Government is really con-
sistent in the arguments it uses about arbitration
in this State. Members would recall the case that
was before the Industrial Commission dealing
with the 17 / per cent leave loading, when the
employers argued that it should be withdrawn.
The argument against abolishing the loading was
that it would mean that the State would be going
it alone, the State would be inconsistent and out
of line with what was happening elsewhere in
Australia. How is it that, with this Bill, Western
Australia can go it alone? The Government is
saying that Western Australia in this case can go
it alone.

When a firm in the Eastern States decided to
cut its employees' wages by 10 per cent, what did
the court say to it but that the company could not
take the law into its own hands? Here we find
that the Government has certainly taken the law
into its own hands and made sure it will change it.

The question may well be asked: Did the
Government have any options other than the
introduction of this Bill? We have been told that
the Government looked at a range of options, and
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I would certainly like to discuss just what options
were examined. Mind you, Mr President, it must
be remembered that I do not have the Minister's
resources, but I managed to get hold of some of
State taxation statistics for 198 1. 1 accept that the
Figures I will quote may now be changed, but
nevertheless I found that at that time 2.6 per cent
of all taxpayers fell into the category of people
earning more than $29 500. To check that the fig-
ure -was consistent I compared it with Australia-
wide statistics of a similar nature, which revealed
that the comparable situation Australia-wide was
that 2.6 per cent of people paid tax on earnings of
more than $29 500.

I accept that the Government may have more
recent figures, but I calculated that 13 629 tax-
payers at that time earned in excess of 329 500.
Remembering that about 3 640 public servants
are involved, we have a figure of 29 per cent of all
taxpayers earning in excess of $29 500 in this
State.

I suggest therefore that one of the options
available to the Government was, rather than
being sectional and selecting a very minor group,
to have taken a broader group than those public
servants earning in excess of $29 500. Remem-
bering that these cuts will provide the Govern-
ment with $1 I million from a 10 per cent pay cut,
were the legislation more widespread over the
community, but still touching only those earning
in excess of $29 500, each individual would lose
just two per cent or three per cent of his salary,
rather than 10 per cent. I accept that I do not
have the ability to make sure that my figures are
exact.

One of the inequities of this Bill is that it does
not take into consideration double taxation. In the
same statistics I found that, throughout Australia,.
I5 per cent of people fall within the group of hus-
band and wife with combined incomes in excess of
$29 500. 1 cannot apply those figures to Western
Australia, but I note that in a recent survey by
one organisation it was found thai 18 per cent of
its members had combined incomes.

Hon. i. M. Brown: Is that double taxation,
spouse to spouse?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: It involves husbands and
wives whose combined income is in excess of
$29 500.

Hon. J. M. Brown: Is that double taxation? I
am trying to follow you, because you mentioned
double taxation.

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Government's
Bill affects only individuals with single incomes
and ignores families with combined incomes in ex-
css of 329 500, and that group represents about

15 per cent of the total taxpaying population. In
one situation it involves a husband who is a doctor
with a salary in excess of $100 000, yet in this Bill
the Government is involving people earning
$29 500.

H-on. J. M. Brown: What were you referring to
when you mencioned double taxation?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: We have double taxation
in the sense that if there are two taxable incomes
in a family, both wage earners are paying tax on
their earnings, so they are both identified by the
Australian Taxation Office in its report to the
Parliament as being among this 15 per cent of
taxpaying individuals who are husband and wife.

We should also consider that this Bill is to
come into effect on I September, which means
that three quarters of the money extracted will be
extracted in this financial year and one quarter
will be extracted in the next financial year. It may
well be that in many cases it will make no differ-
ence in which financial year the money is ex-
tracted. I wonder whether the Government con-
sidered that, had this extraction been spread over
two financial years-in other words, had it Com-
meniced in January-it would have split the
amount taken and so enabled some people to cope
a little better. If a person is to lose $5 000 in the
present situation, it would amount to $3 750 in
this financial year and 31 250 in the next
financial year, whereas it would have been $2 500
had it been divided equally.

If we were to talk about other alternatives in
detail. I could mention that for a number of years
before coming to this place I tried to convince
Governments to make certain changes. If I were
to continue in this vein, I could speak for quite
some time. Three years before I came into Parlia-
ment as a member-and one ex-Minister will
understand what I am saying-I spent some time
trying to ascertain why aerial photographs in this
State are not provided on a contract basis rather
than through the Department of Lands and Sur-
veys.

Further, the Government could save 36 million
if cleaning contracts were let for schools, so half
the amount the Government is wanting to save
would be taken care of.

Hon. J. M. Brown: You just proved you do not
know anything about tendering.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am talking about poss-
ible options.

Hon. J. M. Brown: Talk factually.
Several members interjected.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: Not so long ago we heard

Government members when in Opposition saying
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that we did not need two extra Ministers in this
State. I wonder whether as part of the Govern-
ment's cost cutting it considered getting rid of
those two Ministers'? Perhaps it is the case that
honourable members opposite are in a position to
realise that our decision was right. If the Govern-
ment were to get rid of the two Ministers, it could
also get rid of a number of advisers.

I am concerned about the effect of this Bill on
small business. What effect will it have when $11
million of consumer spending is taken from the
economy.?

I am also of the opinion that the Government's
actions were disgraceful in leaking this infor-
mation to the media and the general public,
leaking its intention to kick the Public Service and
demoralise those of its members who serve this
State so well, being the type of people we need to
help run this State. Did the Premier come to their
aid'? Oh. yes, a fortnight later! The Government's
actions damaged the record of the Government as
an employer of labour.

Hon. Robert H-etherington: The record of your
Government is not too good.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Let us look at the way the
Government has demoralised the Public Service,
because this Bill directly affects the morale of the
people involved. It is interesting to read some of
the comments of the Premier as reported in the
Civil Service Association journal of I I March this
year when he outlined his Public Service policies.
He used the momentous words, "Ij can assure all
Government employees that a State Labor
G-overnment %%ill be responsible, moderate, and
cautious in its attitude to change".

Responsible! No othcr Government in Australia
would accept responsibility for this sort of Bill.
Who would %ant the responsibility of introducing
a Bill to hit public servanhs below the belt? What
type of Government would accept the responsi-
bility of telling public servants that they must pay
their bills, but that the Government is not going
to give them all their salary'! If this Bill had af-
fected any of Mr Brown's people, he would have
been in here. banging his shoe on the table.

Hon. J. M. Brown: You are talking nonsense.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Government has hit

public servants below the belt. And moderate! I
must agree with Mr Hetherington. 1 gather this is
a moderate plan by this Government in that it has
said it will not sack these public servants. Mind
you. Mr President. the Government is saying that
if the going gets hot for these public servants, if
they feel they are not getting enough money, and
if &hy do not feel that their salaries are good
enough, they should gel out. This is the view of

the moderate Labor leader: Accept what 1 say or
leave. It reminds me of something I heard some-
one else say: I will answer the question when I am
ready!

Hon. Mark Nevill: Are you prepared to take
the 10 per cent pay cut?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The honourable member
has not been here long enough to know what has
happened in the past. I will explain the ABC of
the Government's approach to parliamentary
salaries, but first let me deal with the idea of the
Government's being cautious. Of course, this
must be the most cautious piece of legislation I
have ever seen! The Government has tried to find
the most vulnerable group of people in the com-
munity. I wonder whether it held a survey to de-
termine which group of people were the most
vulnerable.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: The most
vulnerable people were those on pensions and for
whom we had to find food parcels.

Hon. J. M. Brown: He wouldn't know anything
about that

Several members interjected.
Hon. Robert Hetherington: What a disgusting

statement!
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.

Wordsworth): Order!

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Premier said-
I can assure all government employees,

that a State Labor Government will be re-
sponsible, moderate and cautious in its alti-
tude to change and changes will only occur
after close consultation with relevant pro-
fessionals.

Public servants are a vulnerable group. The next
step would be to have a small group spread over a
wide area living in predominately Liberal elector-
ates. The effect this Bill will have on those
people's morale is consistent with that policy. Let
me take a teeny-weeny look at what is called a
model. It says-

...the State Labor Government in manag-
ing its relations with its employees, want to
be a model in employee-

1-on. D. K. Dans: Employer.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: It continues-

-relations for other employers.
Hon. J. M. Brown: That's better.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Certainly it wants to set
the model.

Hon. J. M. Brown: You don't mind us butting
in, do you?
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Hon. P. H. WEllS-: to,. I am quite happy for
the honourable member to do so. I gather this
legislation is setting the model; it is the precedent.
It is the type of legislation we can expect in the
future.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Mr Dans will have a lot to
say on that.

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: Are you going to speak on
this, Mr Nevill?

Hon. i. M. Brown: Tell him to mind his own
business.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The document con-
tinues-

The incoming government stands ready to
work in close harmony and co-operation with
members of the Civil Service Association and
government employees generally ...

None of the Civil Service Association employees
who have been talking to me has mentioned the
harmony they are supposed to have with the
Government.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: I have spoken with
quite a few who have mentioned it.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: This document comprises
50 pages and I could go through the lot.

Hon. D. K. Dans: You have all day today, all
day tomorrow, Friday, Saturday, and Sunday.
You can do what you like. You can spend all the
time you like on it.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I do not want to mislead
the House. The Premier said he wanted to work
with Government employees generally. What hap-
pened was that the Government employed ad-
visers and took their advice. The document con-
tinues-

The hallmark of the new government will
be compassion. sensitivity and fairness ..

Hon. J. M. Brown: Hear, hear!
Hon. P. H. WELLS: The member is really

having a go tonight.
Hon. J. M. Brown: That is right.
Hon. Robert Hetherington: Fairness is some-

thing you know nothing about.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: Does the member believe

it is fair to kick a select group in the community
comprising responsible people such as managers
who do not have the resources of the TLC behind
them to get the whole State out on strike? They
are the responsible people, the producers in our
community, who are now finding the Government
is kicking them. Alternatives are available. Some
parts of this Bill will come back to us time and
time again. By the way. I read from that journal
to give the House an idea of what the Govern-

ment is about. Members should get hold of that
CSA journal because then they would know what
the Government is.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.

Wordsworth): Order!

HOn. P. H. WELLS: I would have thought that
the Government would want to recognise comn-
ments made by people like Mr Ayre of Mitchell
Street, Karrinyup, who wrote to The West Aus-
tralian and talked about the Public Service being
worthy of better treatment. We should recognise
that public servants make a major contribution to
all types of government and they have a history of
responsibility. Further he said-

The services provided are essential to the
efficient operation of the private sector.

What does he say about this Bill? He says-
... but it could well be false economy of the
worst kind.

This Bill isolates people within the community.
On that point Mr Ayre said-

It is the very people for whom we should
be working who will suffer if we cannot op-
crate without isolating minority groups and
tying labels around their necks, be they fat
cats, Aborigines, the unemployed, and so on.

That gentleman says we should take a responsible
view of what we are doing. This Bill brings upon
people in my electorate unacceptable measures.
For instance, in order to be promoted, principals
of high schools in our education system must go
to the country. I give the illustration of a person
within the education system who decided not to
go to the country and bought a home in one of the
well-to-do suburbs for £850, and that home today
is valued at in excess of $100 000. The other prin-
cipal accepted his responsibility to the State's
educational system and consistently went to the
country, back to the city, out to the country,
travelling in those areas with which Mr Brown
would be familiar. He had to put up with second-
class accommodation. Very often members of
Parliament have to fight to improve accommo-
dation available for teachers in country towns.
When this fellow returned to the city to buy his
home, he discovered he would retire before he
even paid it off, and now we are going to give him
a kick in the guts for the services he has provided.

It is a dire disgrace to penalise people who have
shown such service to this State. By implementing
this legislation, we are thus attacking the cream
of our society who run the Public Service.
Certainly these people provide many of the large
public facilities that members of this House have
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utilised over a number of years. These people are
presently being told that they are less worthy than
the rest of the staff or than their Eastern States
counterparts, despite the lip service that has been
given in this day and age to ensuring relativity of
wages.

A lack or trust is being demonstrated by this
measure. Do members believe that any public ser-
vant does not feel that this type of action is likely
to be repeated again? This Bill sets a very danger-
ous precedent. I ask the Attorney General, as did
previous speakers, to give a clear undertaking that
in no way will the Government attempt to extend
the Bill beyond the specified period, or to bring it
in again.

Hon. J. M. Bcrinson: I have already done that
three times.

Hon. P. H. W EL LS: I have to ask the Attorney
General again because his Government has
backed down on so many other things. I have to
hear it again so it lodges in my mind.

Hon. V. J. Ferry: They should drop the kill;
that is the sensible thing to do.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: That is a good suggestion.
Perhaps we should leave the Bill on the Table of
the House. We could have a summit such as the
one I suggested and sort out the facts and obtain
a consensus on them. The Parliament could
interpret it, rather than only Cabinet members.
We might be able to help the inexperienced mem-
bers. I realise that new members are presently
gaining experience and they will continue to learn
as time goes by. In times of such a crisis, let us all
get our heads together and see if we can do some-
thing better than this botch-up job.

These public servants work long hours, many of
them without pay, and at night and on weekends.
This legislation is a very poor reward for their
diligence and study in a wide range of areas.
These people serve a wide-ranging area of our
State. Some have spent many years in the
country. In the Norseman and Kalgoorlie areas I
became aware of the large contribution that so
many city people make to the country. This
measure will affect these people's morale. It may
well be that a public servant can hide himself in
the metropolitan area, but it is not as easy to do
so in a country area. People at the local club all
know the school principal, the local engineer, the
local district inspector, etc. They know the people
who are likely to be affected by this Bill. The
community will gibe at them and say, "You are
the people whose salaries are being cut by 10 per
cent'.

I have spoken about people in the country area.
The Government should stand up for its workers
(4t)

who have served it for a long time. The news-
papers are having a free-for-all on this subject
now.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: They were encouraged.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: Earlier in the debate I

was talking about incomes and I pointed out that
the statistics provided to me by the Common-
wealth Government showed that approximately
15 per cent of the population was surveyed. That
accorded with the likely effect of our own figures
as presented to the Parliament. The CSA coniduc-
ted a survey of sections of its members who will
suffer salary cuts and 35 per cent of those sur-
veyed responded with written replies. We did not
achieve the 100 per cent mark, but 76.3 per cent
of the group which responded are single-income
families, 18.2 per cent of the group are double-in-
come families, and some spouses are Working part
time. I agree with Mr Hetherington that some of
them did not oppose the cuts. A mere 4.6 per cent
of people surveyed were not opposed to the cuts.
The remainder reported varying degrees of anger,
dismay, and morale loss.

Of those surveyed on the likely effect of this
Bill, 30.3 per cent said they would seek early re-
tirement or resignation at the first opportunity.
This type of Bill has the potential of being a brain
drain. I have spoken to a number of other people
who are concerned that the Government will have
difficulty in obtaining qualified people to fill pos-
itions.

I suggest to the Government this sort of action
will make it harder to find the type of people we
need to run this State. The provisions of this Bill
are not likely to attract either from overseas or
interstate the type of people we need to run im-
portant departments within the Government. The
Bill creates an inequity because public servants
are not allowed to do part-time work. Some limi-
tation is placed on them and they feel bitter be-
cause they need to be able to find some way to
make up the money they will lose.

According to my information, 19.1 per cent of
spouses who are not working will seek work and
8.2 per cent of spouses who are not working re-
port that both parties will seek additional work.
This means 19.7 per cent will seek private part-
time work and 23.7 per cent of spouses in work
will seek part-time and full-time employment.
Pressures will be placed on this group or people
because of the Government's unnecessary action.

The kill has not been very well thought out by
those who have recently been elected to Govern-
ment. If they were honest, they would admit their
inexperience and call a summit meeting. This
would enable us to get together, look at alterna-
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jives, and see whether some people here niay be
able to give advice which would enable the
Government to carry out it s programme in a more
equitable manner.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: You are not
suggesting you would be one of' them, I hope.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Mr Hetherington was not
here when the Attorney General said that perhaps
I might like to come into the Cabinet.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: That was a frivol-
ous suggestion.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Is Mr Hetherington say-
ing the Attorney is frivolous? He is a responsible
man.

A new member posed a question earlier about
parliamentary salaries. I am aazed when it
comes to the question of parliamentary salaries. If
the Public Service is a football to kick, the com-
munity thinks that members of Parliament are
another. The member will find out, if he does a
survey about members' salary rises, that there are
those in the community who would never accept
that we should have a salary while others consider
we should get 10 times what we now receive. It is
always a problem. Long before I entered Parlia-
ment it was decided it was wrong for Parliament
to set members' salaries. An arm's-length group
was set up to determine the salary.

Hon. Tom Stephens interjected.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: It is nice to see the mem-

ber is in his seal thi. evening and to have him take
part in the debate. Had he read some of the re-
ports of the salaries tribunal he would be aware of
the problem it has had in determining the salaries
of parliamentarians. I think Victoria long ago
found the best way of handling the matter was by
establishing a nexus with the salaries or' Federal
members of Parliament. I refer to paragraph 56
of the 1982 report of the Remuneration Tribunal
which fixes the salaries for members of Federal
Parliament. It states-

We recognise that salaries of members of
Parliament should not be pace-setters for
wage claims in the community.

That seems to say the tribunal does not intend to
recommend salaries that will make parliamen-
tarians the pacesetters in the community. The re-
port continues-

We do not think that, for the purpose of
exhibiting restraint, the salary level of memi-
hers should fall substantially below what
otherwise would be the appropriate level..

Members will be aware that when we received
that report, the Western Australian Salaries and
Allowances Tribunal was moving towards

adopting a system whereby members would re-
ceive 90 per cent of the salary paid to Federal
MPs That decision was delayed and was to have
been brought in on I January 1983. It was de-
layed again by the salaries and wages freeze.
Prior to that, in almost every year since I entered
Parliament, when the tribunal-this group of
people at arm's length-reported to the Govern-
ment of the day the Cabinet said members must
set an example and continued to suggest we
should niot implement what Was recommended. I
suggest to the member who interjected that, if he
cares to go back and make reasonable calcu-
lations, he will find that members of Parliament
consistently were expected to forgo portion of
their salary increase.

The allowance for expenses provided to me
covers the cost of 17 stamps a day. It is not
enough, and an amount of my salary goes to en-
able nie to operate as a member of Parliament.

The proposals in this Bill have been conjured
up by a group of people in Cabinet who said,
"Watch how we make the Liberals ineffective; we
will knock off their smiles and they will be
running around trying to figure out hiow to do
their work".

The propositions put forward in this Bill are un-
acceptable. I do not believe the Government has
presented to Parliament any realistic facts in a re-
sponsible way. I do not believe a financial situ-
ation exists that requires action of the order con-
tained in this legislation. I have asked the At-
torney General in a quiet and deliberate way to
see if his leader will give me some information. I
asked for the information before and was totally
ignored by the Attorney General.

Hon. Robert Hetherington interjected.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am glad Mr
Hetherington interjected because he reminded me
of the words of the Attorney General. I draw at-
tention to the fifth-last paragraph in his second
reading speech which contains these wonderful
words-

However, the decision to do so more
clearly demonstrates the seriousness of this
State's financial position and the Govern-
ment's firm conmmitment to manage the
finances to ensure we live within our means.

I gather the decision referred to relates to this
Bill. I am concerned about that paragraph from
the Attorneys speech, particularly the words
"clearly demonstrates". The Attorney General
may accept that it is a good enough explanation
to tell us that the State is in financial need and
that I should accept his word that that is why we
must pass the Bill. The speech says that the action
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is a clear demonstration of the State's financial
needs. Thai means it is clear to everyone. I must
admit that most people should be able to under-
stand the words "clearly demonstrates", but when
the extra adjective is added so that it reads "more
clearly demonstrates", it must mean 100 per cent
of people should be able to see what is meant. I
wonder whether the people who have bec:n talking
to me have been able to get the point, perhaps
something is missing.

Perhaps it is the facts I have asked the At-
torney General to present. The action of throwing
the Bill on the Table of the House and saying that
that justified the need is no demonstration that
the Slate is in financial need. The Government
must be more responsible than that. I do not be-
lieve the Attorney General really believes that
paragraph. In another place it was the third para-
graph in the speech. It is as well the Bill does not
have to go to another House by then it might
have dropped off the end of the speech.

It was 100 per cent clear when the Bill entered
Parliament and about 10 per cent clear by the
time it got to this House. By the end of the night
it will probably have dropped out of sight. it is
not clear to me and I do not believe it is clear to
any other person in this House. I invite the At-
torney to make it clear by providing the financial
evidence-the estimates and returns-or by call-
ing a meeting of all members of Parliament, with
the Under Treasurer present to put the (acts. If
the Minister expects us to adopt a responsible at-
titude, I suggest he hold up the Bill at this stage
and seek approval from Cabinet for a meeting.
That would enable the facts to be put before each
niembr-the facts as to why such a measure ts
necessary.

If the Attorney were willing to sit around the
table with thle members of this House, we would
be able to get rid of the $60 million deficit-$45
per head of population-and Western Australia
would not have to go it alone with an obnoxious
piece of legislation.

There are a large number of objections to vari-
ous provisions in the Bill. Many people have com-
plained to me and objected to various parts of the
Bill. However, the debate has gone on for some
time and the Attorney should now be given the
opportunity to get the facts and present them to
the House. That would enable us to decide what
we should do with this Bill. At present 1 do not
believe it justifies our support.

HON. JOHN WILLIAMiS (Metropolitan)
[8.28 p.mn.]: I shall be brief in my comments,
which will please the Attorney General.

Several members, interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. JOHN WILLIAMS: I am not going to

canvass the ground which has been covered ad-
equately by the Opposition in stating our outright
opposition to the Bill. One could have some sym-
pathy for the Government because it must have
been an horrendous party meeting when this Bill
was first introduced. A lot of the principles for
which members opposite have stood since the in-
ception of the Australian Labor Party have gone
down the gurgler, to use a current phrase. They
have sunk quite a few of their main plank prin-
ciples. It is rather a shame to see some members
who are responsible persons having to comply
with such a dastardly piece of legislation.

1 want to put on record that regardless of the
truth of what goes on in this House and of how
the reporters who sit in the Press Gallery report
it. somebody down the line in the media distorts
the truth. The headlines in this morning's paper
had me believe-I should have been wiser, be-
cause one should not believe what one reads in
The West Australian-that the whole Civil Ser-
vice Association approach and that of other public
servants had collapsed completely and a sell-out
had occurred.

I shall read a letter which corrects the
impression, and which no subeditor can sub out,
and which no headline writer can headline to give
the wrong impression. The letter is dated 24
August-that is today-and it is from the Civil
Service Association. I shall table it if necessary;
there is no problem about that. The letter is
signed by Anthony Black, who is the General Sec-
retary of the Civil Service Association. It read; as
Follows-

Dear Sir,
The Council of the Civil Service Associ-

ation last night lifted the bans within the
Public Service. This decision does not reflect
an acceptance of the legislation now before
the Legislative Council reducing salaries. In
fact the Council resolved:

"The Council reaffirms its opposition
to the legislation before the Parliament
which interferes with Awards obtained
by the Association through processes of
arbitration. The Council directs that a
further approach be made to the Cabi-
net and the Parliamentary Labor Party
not to proceed any further with the
legislation."

The Association has changed the methods
it will use in its effort to have the Govern-
menit recognise that the legislation is totally
unacceptable for those who are affected. Ac-
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tion has already commenced to ensure that
the continuing campaign will be effective and
remain in place until the Bill is defeated or
the subsequent Act nullified.

The Premier has been left in no doubt that
the Association will continue its opposition to
this legislation, a point which the following
extract from a letter forwarded to him
clearly reflects:

" Naturally we are disappointed at the
Government's unequivocal stance on the
salary cut issue. In this regard I confirm
that the Association can contemplate no
compromise and will continue to oppose
the legislation with all the vigour it can
command."

Although the media were advised that the
Association would continue its campaign
against the legislation, the reports have mis-
represented the Association's stance.

Yours faithfully,
Anthony Black

GENERAL SECRETARY
I need go no further. The CSA has reassured me
in my thinking that the legislation is abhorrent to
its members and I assure them that I shall be
voting against the measure.

HION. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [8.33 p.m.]:
Mr President-

Several members interjected.
Hon. N. F. Moore: I thought the Hon. Tom

Stephens was going to speak.
Hon. Tom Stephens: I will speak when I am

ready and when I do, you will cop it!
Hon. N. F. Moore: Wouldn't they let you make

a speech? They wouldn't let you speak.
Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: -it seems that we

are destined in this Parliament to have regular
disputes on definition. Just a couple of weeks ago
I introduced to this House a Bill relating to the
tobacco franchise and described it as an
antismoking measure. The Opposition promptly
rejected that description and said it was not an
antismoking measure at allk it was a revenue
measure.

With this Bill, I come to the Parliament
describing it with total accuracy as a revenue
measure and now we are told by the Opposition it
is not a revenue measure; it is something else.

Some members of the Opposition say that it is
really a measure to cut down the tall poppies of
the Public Service, in particular, or the Public
Service in general. Other members opposite have

suggested that this measure really constitutes an
attack on the whole arbitration system of this
State.

I leave to one side the contribution of the Hon.
Neil Oliver who suggested it was a temporary
Communist plot!

I assure the House that this is a revenue
measure, only a revenue measure, and nothing
other than a revenue measure and I shall demon-
strate that further as I proceed.

Some members seemed interested in the reason
that the carriage of this Bill in this House is my
responsibility. I can only deduce from that that
my services as Attorney General and Minister for
Prisons have so impressed members opposite that
they have lost sight of the fact that, amongst my
duties, is the portfolio of Minister Assisting the
Treasurer. Well, that is one of my portfolios and
it is in that role that I have the carriage of a Bill
which is a Treasurer's Bill, because it is a revenue
Bill and, in particular, because it is a Bill which is
an integral part of the Budget process in which we
are now engaged.

Another of the duties which has fallen to my lot
as Minister Assisting the Treasurer is to partici-
pate in the work of the Budget subcommittee of
Cabinet, If I say that that work has not been the
most enjoyable of a lengthy and varied career,
that would simply be another demonstration of
my well-known propensity for understatement.
Actually it has been a nightmare. It has gone on
for weeks, days of each week, and many hours of
many days, all directed at the unenviable task of
reducing expenditure, increasing revenue, and
somehow along the way trying to find room for
the policies and priorities which this Government
represents and on the basis of which it was
elected.

Many painful decisions have already been made
and many more are to come. They are all in the
context of budgetary responsibility and
unavoidability.

What is the source of the problem which faces
the Government and has led to the sort of exercise
I have described and to the sort of Budget which
this State will have to anticipate? What is the
source of the problem? It is simple enough: In the
first place it derives from the bequest to this
Government from the outgoing Government, and
what was that bequest?

Several members interjected.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It was an utter mess

in the Finances of this State. The Hon. Gordon
Masters said that the Government left us a
healthy Budget. It left us in fact in a position
which no-one in this State, neither the present
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Government nor the public, could have antici-
pated because to the very day of the election there
was not the slightest hint that there had been a
move away from the Budget pronouncements
roughly this time last year that we were heading
into another year of balanced Budgets. It was
only after the election, miraculously within a few
days-almost within hours-that we learnt for
the first time that the projections for the end of
the 1982-83 year were that this State was looking
dawn the barrel of a $31 million deficit.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Do you not think it is a bit
strange that for eight years there were balanced
Budgets?

Hion. J. M. BERINSON: Every time we raise
that aspect, somebody throws in some sort of
comment, interjection, or complaint that this is a
figure somehow dreamt up by the Labor Party
and each time I am forced to come back to the
fact that, unpalatable though it may be to the
present Opposition, it is not our figure at all; it is
the figure of the Treasury.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: You say it is a figure of the
Treasury; there is the difference.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I ask the Opposition:
Did it respect the integrity of the Treasury in its
day? Let me say that I did and I am referring to
the period when the Opposition was in Govern-
ment. I respected the Treasury's integrity. The
Treasury of the last Government's day is the same
Treasury as we have today and I invite the Oppo-
sition to show the same respect for the integrity of
the Treasury today as we showed it. These figures
are Treasury Figures.

Several members interjected.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Let us go further: In

the end, the result was not as bad as had at first
been anticipated.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Surprise!
Hon. A. A. Lewis: That was not due to inex-

perienee on the part of the new Minister, was it?
IHIn. J. M. BERINSON: However, in the end

it was still the worst result in the entire period of
the last State Government. Even a $14 million
deficit, half the original deficit anticipated, was
the worst position ever and that is not the end of
it, because even that was secured only by a very
early restraint on expenditure and policies within
a few months of the last financial year left to the
incoming Government.

I have said before and I am prepared to con-
cede again that, to a very large extent, the econ-
omic problems inherited by the present Govern-
ment were really matters outside the control of
the previous Government. I do not think anyone

could deny-certainly I am not in the business of
denying-that a large element in that problem de-
rived from national and international influences
which any State Government in Western Aus-
tralia would have found unavoidable. I am even
prepared to say that most of the problem could be
traced to that difficulty, but not all of it. There
was an important element in it of the last Govern-
ment's sort of last-gasp clutch for survival: there
was within it an accelerated process of expendi-
ture of money which the Government did not
have; there was an expenditure of money it did
not expect to have;, and that tipped over to con-
tribute to the deficit in the year we are entering
now. We are the beneficiaries of that bequest.

That is what was dumped on us and, if I tell
members that it was an appalling prospect to look
at the possibility of a $31 million deficit in the
last financial year or the actuality of a $14
million deficit, they should imagine how much
worse it was to find that the First run deficit on es-
timates for Consolidated Revenue this year-that
is, 1983-84-was $275 million. That was the next
part of the gift because, again repeating com-
ments I have made on an earlier occasion, it was
not just that the economy of this State was in de-
cline, but also it went down a slope which inevi-
tably continued into 1983-84. So the first run esti-
mated deficit was $275 million.

Now, a member opposite said, "Well, any mug
knows that a first run deficit based on departmen-
tal bids is like a union's ambit claim: It claims
$1 000, you of fer it $100, and you settle on $250,
shake hands, and everyone reckons they have
done a good job". That is what members opposite
tell us.

Hon. Tom Knight: When are you going to tell
us about the $35 million coming from the short-
term money market?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: That is what mem-
bers opposite claim. It is like telling one's grand-
mother to go and suck eggs! They come back with
the advice that, as everybody knows, a first run
deficit is a first run deficit and nobody expects it
to be achieved; it is always subject to very close
Treasury analysis which leads to a very large
amount of the first run deficit being removed.

Hon. 1. G. Medca If: it happens every year.
Hon. J1. MI. BERINSON: It happens every year

and I agree with the Leader of the Opposition.
We very often agree. I agree again. It. happens
every year. But what does not happen every year
is that we have a first run deficit of these pro-
portions. In fact, not only is it not the case that
we have a first run deficit of 3275 million every
year, but also we have never in the history of this
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State had a first run deficit of $275 million. That
level is on the advice of the Treasury.

Hon. Tom Knight: That's under your policies.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It is fully 80 per cent
more than the figure experienced in the last two
years, which we are quite prepared to concede
were difficult enough. That is the background and
the framework within which this Government has
had to approach its acceptance of the
responsibilities for the finances of this State.

Hon. D. J1. Wordsworth: In other words, you
could not put your policies into action.

Hon. N. F. Moore: That's right.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This is what the Hon.

Gordon Masters calls leaving the State with a
healthy Budget.

Hon. G. E. Masters: What about the money in
the short-term money market?

Hon. Tom Knight: Yes, what about it? Bring
[hat up.

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: What about this
slush fund the Labor Party used to talk about,
and the then Government always insisted did not
exist, a view which in the end the Labor Party ac-
cepted?

Hon. Tom Knight: Come on, tell us what you
have done with it.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You accepted it, but what
did you do with it?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Some of us may be
slow learners-

Opposition members interjected.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: -but it is like

Lincoln said, "Not all of us, not all of the time".
If members are to be honest, and look to the
Hansard record of the time, they will know that
after our making a run for some considerable time
at what was sometimes called a slush fund, we
eventually came to accept the real nature of that
fund. What is it? It is a fund created by
investments of the daily cash balances of the
State. Over a period of years a regular system has
developed whereby the investment income of one
year is added to the Consolidated Revenue of the
following year.

It is no good this Opposition now saying-I
think just one of its members said this-that
although we may have a $14 million deficit in
1982-83, we have available in the investment fund
$31 million. That $14 million was determined
after the inclusion in the CRE of the $31 million
available from investments in 1981-82. The esti-
mate took full account of that fund, If the Oppo-
sition is to tell us that we should have added the

amount of investment income now available to
last year's figures, they are saying that on a once-
off basis we can use the money twice and, there-
after, go lamenting for our future problems. In
fact we are continuing the responsible pattern-a
pattern I now acknowledge as responsible, and
which before the election we acknowledged as re-
sponsible-to add in each year only one year's
investment income. I think that is the best way I
can describe the situation; in each year we should
add one year's investment income. That is what
the Liberal Government did for the last three or
four years it was in Government.

Hon. 1. G. Medcalf: We were strongly criticised
by your people in those years for doing that.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Yes, but in this
happy spirit of agreement with the Leader of the
Opposition, I am sure he will acknowledge that he
never heard me criticise his Government, and I
think I would have his agreement that he did not
hear anyone else on my side of the House criticise
the then Government in its last period for follow-
ing that course, because by that time we had ac-
cepted it was indeed a responsible way to proceed,
and that is the way we are proceeding.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: In 1977 we had to
dig it out of them.

H-on. J. M'. BERiNSON: All sorts of comments
have been made in this debate, comments which I
suppose are the standard fare of this sort of dis-
cussion. Mr Masters at one point accused us of
playing with people's lives without care. That
makes it sound as though this is a Bill we enjoyed
bringing to the Parliament. I say quite frankly to
the Opposition that we did not enjoy bringing a
Bill of this nature to the House, nor would we
bring it in unless we felt forced by financial con-
siderations to do so.

Some speakers on the other side made it sound
as though we really believed that the affected
members of the Public Service were overpaid. We
do not believe that, and certainly I do not believe
it. Some people made it sound as though it was
our aim in life to override, and even destroy the
arbitration system. To those people I can only say
this: Wrong again. The truth is that the decision
to implement this measure was arrived at reluc-
tantly. It has always been regarded by us as an
extreme measure to meet an extreme and, indeed,
unprecedented inancial problem, and that is the
approach we have had in carrying this Bill for-
ward.

It is because we approach the Hill on that basis
that there are so many limitations to it. That is
why its effect is limited to the high income levels
only of the Public Service. That is why it is lim-
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ited strictly in its operation to a period of only one
year. That is why there are provisions to ensure
that, in spite of this cut, increases to salaries
which would otherwise arise in the course of the
year will be implemented. That is why nothing in
the legislation will affect the Government's contri-
bution towards the superannuation benefits of the
senior members of the Public Service. That is why
there is special provision for the relief of particu-
lar hardship cases. In short, I put it to the House
that this measure is as I have described it-it is a
revenue Bill. It is a measure based on practical
necessity, and not as so many contributions by the
Opposition wouild seem to suggest, a measure
based on some vindictive sort of ideology.

If there were some such ideological basis to it,
it would be difficult to understand the whole
series of limitations to which I have referred. In
particular, it would be difficult to understand,
would it not, the exemptions which apply to all
persons earning salaries in this State whose
reduction of salary would provide no benefit to
State funds? If indeed this was an ideologically-
based Bill, if its purpose really was to redistribute
income for its own sake, we would not be releas-
ing those people, would we? We would say that
their incomes ought to be redistributed, and the
differences between their salaries and others
should be reduced, just the same as everyone
else's. Would we not do that, Mr Lewis? But we
did not say that, and the reason was that this Bill
was not based on ideology; it was based on practi-
cal necessity. If a reduction in someone's salary
will make no contribution to the State's Budget,
we say there is no point to our proceeding with
the reduction, and those people may reasonably
be exempted.

A huge number of questions were posed by dif-
ferent speakers in the course of the debate, and,
with the best will in the world, it is simply imposs-
ible in a comphresensive way to try to tackle each
question. In any event, they would probably lend
themselves better to treatment in the Committee
stage so that they can be dealt with in the sort of
detail requested.

Perhaps I should extract some of the more im-
portant questions put to me and answer those as
best and briefly as I can. I was invited to indicate
the reasons for the specified exemptions. Of the
two main categories, one applies to judical
officers, and I think that matter has been the sub-
ject of so much public comment that I need not
add to it.

In response to a question from, I think, the
Hon. Norman Moore, there is no doubt in my
mind that a statutory reduction of judicial salaries
would be legal and constitutional. It was not be-

cause of legal problems that the special arrange-
ments were made with the judiciary.

The second main category of exemptions
involves the academic staff of our tertiary
institutions. They are in a position to which I have
already referred. They are among those people
whose entire salaries are paid from Federal or
non-State sources so that a reduction would not
benefit the State's Budget or economy. That is the
reason for the second category.

Questions were asked about the effect of this
measure on the superannuation entitlements of
public servants. I do not pretend that this is a
simple question, or even that every single case will
necessarily be covered by what I am about to say,
but the majority, with only very few exceptions
will be covered by the Following description. The
position with superannuation, as 1 understand it,
is that an employee whose notional salary is
reduced will be entitled to contribute for the same
number of units as he would have been entitled to
contribute for had his salary not been reduced.
Whether or not he does contribute for the larger
number of units, the State's contribution to his
superannuation will be added as though his salary
had not been reduced. The effect of that will be
essentially to maintain his superannuation rights
for the time when he becomes eligible for them. It
is also the case that a person whose notional sal-
ary is reduced during this year and who retires
during this year, will receive superannuation on
the basis that his salary had not been reduced at
all.

Perhaps I could take this opportunity to correct
a Misapprehension that the Hon. Norman
Moore's analysis of events might have encour-
aged. One of the great threats to the financial
stability of the State which he suggested might
arise is that, by a combination of circumstances,
at the end of the 12-month period we could have
an absolute explosion in salaries of public servants
affected by this Bill. I think the estimate he men-
tioned at the end of the 12-month period was of
the order of 30 per cent. M-I arrived at that per-
centage by a number of assumptions which were
ill drawn, as I tried to suggest in a later
interjection.

Hon. N. F. Moore: You put my mind at rest.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am pleased to hear

that.
Hon. N. F. Moore: No, I am asking you to do

it.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In a sense I regret
that the position is not already clear to the Hon.
Norman Moore, given the clarity of my
interjections, but the position is this: To arrive at
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the potential 30 per cent expansion the Hon.
Norman Moore made a number of assumptions,
some braver than others, and some misconceived.
He was on safe ground in suggesting that when
the national wage case decision is brought
down-we are anticipating something of the order
of a four per cent increase in wages-it will go
onto the salaries of the affected persons; not only
will they receive an increase equal to four per cent
of the reduced salary but also they will receive an
increase equivalent to four per cent of the full sal-
ary or of the unreduced salary.

He then went on to make a number of assump-
tions about what might follow from the appli-
cation by the CSA which will be considered in the
early part of next year. He also quoted a letter
indicating that the CSA was lodging a claim for
an 8.35 per cent increase. The member suggested
that under the terms of some unspecified agree-
ment the Government could be expected to con-
cede to that.

Hon. N. F. Moore: I was drawing a conclusion
from comments in today's Press.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: He said the Govern-
ment might concede that claim. I suggested to
him by way of interjection that that was quite a
wrong assumption. It is a wrong assumption. That
claim will be dealt with in the normal way. Given
the state of our State's anticipated finances,
nothing can be expected other than that it will be
vigorously opposed at least to the full extent of
the claim.

Hon. N. F. Moore: The Premier has given no
indication that he will oppose the 8.35 per cent
claim.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: However, it would be
reasonable to assume that at some time some in-
crease will be granted. Taking a figure for the
sake of argument-it does not matter whether it
is four per cent, five per cent or 8.3 per
cent-whatever figure applies at that time, it will
be based upon the full national salary at the end
of the 12-month period.

Hon. N. F. Moore: The impression created in
the Press was that the Premier had agreed that lie
would not be too indisposed to granting an 8.35
per cent increase. You are suggesting that is not
so?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: L am telling the mem-
ber that at the appropriate time an application
will be processed in the normal way.

Hon. N. F. Moore: You mean it will be op-
posed!

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: Given the need for
wage restraint both in terms of the accord and in

terms of the condition of the State's finances, it
can be expected to be actively opposed in a nor-
mal, responsible way by the Government.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Just like Mr Dans did
to the MTT!

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You will take off that too.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: We now must look at

the end of the 12-month period. It will have be-
come obvious to the Hon. Norman Moore that
there is no room for a 30 per cent explosion.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Quite right.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In fact, what will

happen at the end of the year is that the actual
money terms representing 10 per cent of the no-
tional salary at the beginning of the 12-months
period will be added back in. When the Hon.
Norman Moore reads Hansard tomorrow and
considers all of that in detail, I am sure he will
understand it clearly.

Hon. N. F. Moore: I understand it very clearly.
Hon. A. A. Lewis: The Premier does not.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I do not know on

what the honourable member might be basing
that comment. Is hie relying on the Press release?

Hon. A. A. Lewis: The Premier makes these
statements. He is the guru of the Opposition.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The position is as I
have expressed it and, irrespective of the extent of
the increase, whether it be 4 per cent or 8.35 per
cent, by the early part of 1984, the fact remains
that at the end of the 12-month period there will
be no explosion. There will be simply the addition
of the money sujn representing 10 per cent of the
notional salary at the beginning of the term.

May I end on this note: A number of references
have been made in this debate to cutting down the
tall poppies and attacking the fat cats. That re-
grettably was the line taken by the media at the
time this policy was first announced. Those terms
and descriptions are the Opposition's terms or the
terms of the media, they are not the Govern-
ment's terms. They do not represent the views of
the Government on senior public servants in this
State. No-one has to give me a lesson and no-one
needs to give any member of the Government a
lesson as to how important the public servants are
to the system and, in particular, the senior levels
of the Public Service. Anyone who does not recog-
nise their importance to the system and the need
for their continued responsible dedication to the
interests of the State would not have the faintest
idea of the needs of the Government of the State.

Certainly we understand that, and when we ar-
rive at a measure like this it is not because of
some ideological desire to attack senior public ser-
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vants but as a reflection of the financial difficult-
ies which we are facing. That will be reflected and
understood clearly enough by everyone in this
House and, I believe, in Western Australia when
the Budget with all its accompanying details is
presented.

This is not a Bill which we introduce or support
with pleasure. It is one which we introduce and
support as a reflection of our sense of responsi-
bility towards the orderly financial management
of the affairs of Western Australia.

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

Ayes 20
Hon. C. i. Bell
Hon. J. M. Berinson
Noni. M. Brown
Hon. D. K. Dana
Hon. Graham Edwards
Hon. Kay H-allahan
Hon. Robert

Hetherington
Hon. Carry Kelly
Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. G. E. Masters

Hon. V. J. Ferry
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. P. H. Lockycr
Hon. Tom McNeil

Ayes
Hon. Peter Dowding
Hon. Lyla Elliott

Hon. Margaret McAleer
Hon. 1. G. Medcalf
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. P.CG. Pendal
Hon. S. M. Piantadosi
Hon. 1. G. Pratt
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. P. H. Wells
Hon. D. J1. Wordworth
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)
Noes 8

Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver

Hon. John Williams

Pairs
Noes

Hon. W. G. Atkinso
Hon. G. C. Mackin

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

or five per cent increase. Therefore, the Govern-
ment is accepting and conceding that there will be
an increase in Public Service salaries in the order
of $ 100 million.

On the one hand the Government is saving $11
million, and on the other hand it is conceding a
$100 million claim. It was mentioned that an 8.3
per cent rise may be achieved if the Civil Service
Association puts in a claim, and this will increase
the figure.

Our reading of the media and the Press today
would indicate the Premier has agreed with this
increase, or at least will not oppose it strongly. On
the other hand the Minister says the Government
will oppose strongly any application by the Civil
Service Association for an increase now in salaries
and wages, due to the financial problems the
Treasury is suffering.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is not what I said. I
said our opposition would be to the full 8.35 per
cent. You said we would oppose it altogether.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: 1 am sorry. The Minis-
ter's remarks are even more interesting.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you agree that is what
I said?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Yes, I thank the Min-
(Teller) ister for that explanation. It makes it much more

likely that we will be faced with a similar piece of

nn legislation next year because the Government, in
nn the words of the Minister, will concede a pay rise

of four or five per cent. It will oppose a rise of 8.3
per cent but may well concede four or five per
cent.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (the Hon. D. J.

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

Clause 1: Short title-
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I refer members to the

words "Temporary Reduction". The Chamber has
been assured by the Minister handling this legis-
lation that the Bill is intended to be temporary. It
appears optimistic to me that the Government
should consider this a temporary move and I
would suggest it is more likely that in 1984-85 we
will be faced with similar legislation.

It is important to recognise that the Govern-
ment in claiming this to be a money Bill has said
that the measures proposed in this legislation will
save $11 million. Today we heard the Minister
comment that the Government accepts there will
be a 4 per cent increase and that there is a strong
likelihood that a claim wilt be made by the Civil
Service Association to achieve an additional four

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do not put words in my
mouth.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: All right. The Govern-
ment will concede a percentage and without any
commitment that percentage is possibly four or
five per cent. I suggest that adds up to something
like $65 million. An increase of four per cent will
add another $50 million which will bring the bill
to well over $100 million. The sums do not seem
to add up. This measure is claimed to be a
budgetary measure and one which is absolutely
critical and necessary to keep the Government's
head above water. The $ll million which is to be
taken from a few people will be wiped out by the
Government's other increases.

I accept that the Minister handling the Bill
genuinely believes it to be a temporary measure,
but I suggest a similar Bill will be before us next
year or earlier and perhaps the tall poppies will be
mixed with the middle-range poppies, and more
people will be affected. I would like the Minister
to comment on the wage increases that are anlici-
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paled and how he feels they will affect the
Budget.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I will save the Attorney
from speaking twice by putting my arguments
now. Following the argument put by Mr Masters
I would like to deal roughly in percentages; I do
not want to be held to them. The Attorney said
the application for an 8.3 per cent rise would be
opposed. That is not the way I read the Press and
I do not believe anyone else would read it that
way. However, the Attorney is a senior Minister
in the Treasury committee and I thank him for
telling us that.

The Hon. Norman Moore mentioned a figure
of 30 per cent.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Including seven per cent
next year.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Let us look at the situation
of a person on $3 5000 who has just taken a 10
per ccnt pay cut. The Minister mentioned a figure
of four per cent from the national wage case. Let
me add to that eight per cent without committing
the Minister to it, Then there is an inflation factor
for the 12 months and despite what the Federal
Government said, most of us would take a figure
of 10 per cenit-that is a conservative figure in my
mind, although it may be inflated in the At-
torney's mind. So we have four per cent plus eight
per cent plus 10 per cent as well as the return of
the 10 per cent cut.

Hon. N. F. Moore: That is over 30 per vent.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That comes to 32 per cent

which the Government will have to pay on I
September 1984. It is fairly worrying to me that
the Treasury committee has not taken all those
matters into consideration. It appears the com-
mittee thinks it will be a simple matter of moving
back to the position we were in prior to the im-
plementation of the 10 per cent cut.

I have argued with the Hon. Fred McKenzie
about private enterprise being able to cut a little
off the salaries of people working in that area. I
believe the Attorney is committed to running a
decent Budget but I think he is leaving himself
with a false hope.

I do not believe there is any chance of the Min-
ister meeting his targets and Mr Masters and Mr
Moore have pointed that out. I am extremely
worried the Government will get itself in as much
mess as it has in the past six months. Despite the
Attorney's magnificent oratory in answering our
questions, or not answering them as the case may
be, he did not deal with many points raised , such
as the way in which the Labor Party turned
around completely on the question of voluntary
reductions in pay and now demands that people

accept it and legislates for it. We have not had an
answer to that. How can we be expected to think
the Government is responsible when it was so
irresponsible in Opposition as to Promise all sorts
of things which have created this Budget overrun,
or first-run deficit as the Attorney calls it? I
would like him to go a little deeper into the
question of superannuation.

Point of Order

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I rise reluctantly on a
point of order. We are dealing with the
introductory clause of the Bill. The word
"Temporary" has been seized on to justify some
of the debate. I suggest that to traverse now the
whole ambit of the Bill, to deal with superannu-
ation and all sorts of questions including detail of
future wage increases, is not appropriate to Com-
mittee consideration.

The CHAIRMAN: I believe that if we are get-
ting down to detail, superannuation is contained
in clause 11. However, the title gives a fairly wide
opportunity for debate.

Committee Resumed

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am sorry to have made
the Attorney so touchy. I was trying to help him
get the Bill through the Chamber and also to get
the answers I want. If he is going to take that nar-
row attitude I will attack him on every clause in-
stead of dealing with the matter in a fair and
equitable way. I have never known the Attorney
to be so touchy before.

Hon. J. M. Berinson; The suggestion was made
in the friendliest possible manner.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney could have
looked at me instead of taking a point of order. It
is not his usual style. I am sorry he has to carry
the burden of this Bill and of the Premier's state-
ments as well.

Hon. N. F. Moore: That is the most difficult
part.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We know the Attorney's
ability; his ability is great, but that of the Premier
is nil. I will sit down and allow the Attorney to
answer the questions.

1-on. J. M. BERINSON: At last count I had
given seven separate assurances that the effect of
this Bill is indeed, as the preamble suggests, tem-
porary. I have said it is to have effect for 12
months and that there is no intention on the part
of the Government to extend it, and that it will
not be extended.

Having repeated that for the eighth time, I
hope my meaning is clear, although I remain un-
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able to allay the doubts of such members as the
Hon. Gordon Masters.

The second question can be put in this way:
What is the good of the $11 million to anybody
when the four per cent will come in in September,
representing a sum of $x million-

Hon. G. E. Masters: That will be pretty well
automatic.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Yes. I do not have
the calculation of what the four per cent rep-
resents, but certainly it will be more than $11I
million. We then come to January or February of
next year, whenever the claim is determined; and
without hazarding a guess at the percentage that
may or may not be achieved by the SA at that
time, we are still left in a position from
September that more than the $11 million has
gone. Mr Masters' response to that is to say,
"What is the point of this exercise, because it is
all swallowed up?"

I Find that sort of reasoning incomprehensible
in a former Minister. Surely he knows that, in the
preparation of every Budget, educated calcu-
lations are made as to the likely trend of wage
and other cost movements, and that is built into
the anticipated expenditure. A similar exercise is
done on the other side of the ledger to give the an-
ticipated income, and what is left is the estimated
deficit. After all of that has been done, the
Government has to apply itself to meeting the
deficit.

The Federal Government's $8.5 billion deficit
was referred to as if somehow or other that might
give us a lead as to how to proceed. We are un-
able to borrow $8.5 billion, or even $8.5 million
above Loan Council agreed levels, so we have to
meet the deficit.

It is only after all those calculations have been
made that we look at the gap to be closed, and the
measures to be taken to meet it, part by part. The
$I1I million is part of the exercise to close the gap.
It will not be swallowed bj the wage movements,
because it is only after the estimate of the wage
movements that the estimate of the gap arises.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Minister handling
the Bill has mistaken the point. He gave me a lec-
ture on being a Minister; but I should know what
it is all about.

When we look at the short title, we see the
words, "Senior Public Officers". This is a selec-
tive measure. If the money is going into the Con-
solidated Revenue Fund, it is a special tax. The
Bill is all about a special tax on a select few
people who have been chosen, for one reason or
another-we believe they have been chosen as a
smokescreen. The Minister and the Government

deny that, of course. Nevertheless, we have very
good reason to be suspicious, because of what has
occurred.

The words "Senior Public Officers" denote a
few people on whom a selective tax is being im-
posed. It could be regarded as an income tax.

When we spoke about saving money, the Minis-
ter said that the $11I million was a separate issue,
but we do not believe that. We expect that the
$11I million will be raised by the Government.
Other ways and means of doing it would not have
caused the same trauma or had the same effect.

The Government says it is still pursuing the
wages freeze legislation. If it had continued the
legislation for six weeks from the date that it de-
cides to remove it, it could have raised, within a
few dollars, the amount of money it wants to raise
by this measure. I am still referring to the short
title and the "Senior Public Officers"--the single
group affected.

In the Minister's second reading speech, he in-
dicated that an option that the Government had
was to extend the wages freeze for a further 1 2
months. I do not believe the Minister meant to
say that. It is not true, and it would not have been
necessary to extend the freeze for 12 months, but
for a few weeks only. Nevertheless, the Govern-
ment has chosen to select a small group of people.

We must pay attention to the remarks made by
the Premier (Mr Burke) when he dealt with this
Bill in another place. He drew attention to the
distortion of relativities in the Public Service. He
said that the relativities had been distorted and
the high-ranking public servants were receiving
too much money as compared with the people on
the lower levels who were not earning as much.
He made that statement on a number or oc-
casions. We could be excused for believing that
when the Premier spoke about the distortion of
relativities; but if we looked at the officers in the
Public Service who were affected, we could also
be excused for thinking that this was a deliberate
attack on the distortion of relativities and the
Government had seen fit to take it into its own
hands to solve the problem.

It is a distortion of relativities and it is a
redistribution of wealth. A small group of dedi-
cated public servants has been selected as the
bunnies in the exercise. It is not worthy of the
Government to take on this small group of people.

I draw attention to the mention of senior public
officers in the short title. This attack is unfair and
grossly improper.

Hon- A. A. LEWIS: Let us put to the test some
of the things said by the Attorney. Nine times he
has said that this will be a temporary measure.
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Hon. Mark Nevill: Eight.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: He said "eight times" be-

fore, but that would have been the ninth time.
The Attorney agrees with me-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Not really, but I do not
want to be involved in a pedantic argument.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is not unusual for the
Attorney not to agree with me.

I happen to recall something about payroll tax
which came in as a temporary tax.' It has been
awfully temporary! If the Attorney is so sure and
so definite, will he commit the Government to re-
signing if this measure continues after I
September 1984? He has stressed that it will not
continue, and I do not believe that. I do not see
how he could manage it.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Could not manage what?
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Manage to be rid of this

legislation at the end of the 12 months. It will go
on and on, like payroll tax. We all know what
happened with that.

Would the Attorney put the life of the Govern-
ment on the line? Let us see how dinkum the
Government is. The Attorney says one thing; the
Premier says another. Let us see how dinkumn the
Attorney and the Government are.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The Hon. Sandy
Lewis is still unsatisfied with the assurances I
have given. I cannot repeat them further or ex-
press them with any more strength. If he wants a
commitment to resign on behalf of the whole
Cabinet in the event of something happening, he
should make an approach to the Parliamentary
Secretary of the Cabinet, who may or may not
feel inclined to put it on the next Cabinet agenda.
In the nicest possible way, I advise the Hon.
Sandy Lewis not to hold his breath.

I have said it is temporary. I have said that
with the authority of the Government and, with
the authority of the Government, I repeat that. I
repeat also the fact that this measure will not be
extended.

The Hon. Sandy Lewis got into quite an extra-
ordinary realm when he explained why he did not
believe me. It was not that he wanted to regard
me as a liar; he is much too much of a gentleman
for that!

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I agree.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: He was not

suggesting I was a liar when he said he did not be-
lieve me. What he was suggesting was that, at the
end of 12 months, we would not be able to man-
age without an extension of this provision. That is
an extraordinary argument, because we have been
told that we do not need it now. All night we have

been told there are innumerable other ways to
meet this part of the deficit and I say to the Hon.
Sandy Lewis-

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Why don't you use them?
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Mr Lewis should

make up his mind which argument he is using. Is
he using an argument that this is a measure which
will have to continue because there is no alterna-
tive, Or is he using the argument that even now
there is an alternative and the deficit could easily
be met in other ways?

This brings me to the question raised by the
Hon. Gordon Masters and that is: Why have we
not chosen other ways? He has repeated, as have
many members opposite, that there must always
be alternative ways of raising a sum like $10
million or $11 million and, of course, there are.

I would add only that very many alternatives
were considered, all of them unpalatable, and it is
just one or the responsibilities or Government
when faced with a choice of unpalatable alterna-
tives to come down one way or the other. On this
occasion we have come down in the way embodied
in this Bill and we have been guided in that by
two considerations. One consideration is that, es-
pecially given the burden on all income earners in
this State arising from increased charges and
other State taxes which will very likely be necess-
ary, the lower levels of income should be insulated
as far as possible from further inmposts and to the
extent that there has to be an imposition on some
people, it was preferable at this stage-and this is
simply a matter of our judgment which is open to
anyone to dispute; and that is what has been
going on all night-that this choice be made from
among the unpalatable alternatives.

The second guide to our decision in this respect
was the importance of the preservation of jobs.
The comparison was made several times in the
course of the debate between the public and pri-
vate sectors. We were told truly enough that the
private sector cannot implement reductions in
wages and cannot affect established awards.
What the private sector can do and does is simply
to put off people-shed labour-and we would re-
gard that, especially within the area of Govern-
ment employment, as about the last alternative
that we would want to take.

To put it frankly, I do not think we are in an
area where any particular measure can be said to
be all right and another all wrong. It is a matter
of judgment and of balancing difficult alterna-
tives. That is what we have done and this Bill
reflects the alternative at which we have arrived.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: Accepting for a moment
the Attorney's explanation, what would be the
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position if we find that other fund-raising
measures that the Government has put into ac-
tion-For instance, the provisions in the Bill relat-
ing to the tobacco franchise-return a much
greater level of revenue for the Government than
has been estimated by it, and we find, for in-
stance, that the money to be raised by this action
was not needed? Would the Attorney General be
prepared to guarantee to this Chamber that the
Government will repeal this piece of legislation?

Hon. N. F. MOORE: When the Attorney re-
sponded at the end of the second reading debate
he referred to the fact that the Government does
not believe, or he does not believe, that the public
servants whose salaries are to be cut by this legis-
lation are earning too much. Would that be a cor-
rct assumption on my part?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes.
Hon. N. F. MOORE: It is interesting that,

when we look at what the Premier has been say-
ing at various times, it tends to conflict with some
of the things we are being told in this Chamber.

Last Wednesday, in another place, the Premier,
in response to a question, said this in respect of
this piece of legislation-

We are talking about tightening belts hair
a notch around girths we suggest can afford
the tightening. We are looking seriously at
ways in which we can-far from penalising
those people employed by Government at the
lower end of the scale-start to bring some
justice and equity to the question of
relativities.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Could I ask the
member if he is quoting from a debate in another
place?

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I am quoting from a par-
liamentary question.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not believe that is in
order. We allow fairly wideranging debates here
on the question of title, but we do not go quite
that far.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: Very well, Sir; but the
point has been made.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I do not want to keep
harping on this point, but the Attorney will excuse
the Opposition if it requires confirmation consist-
enitly throughout the debate in the Committee
stage of the legislation. Despite the fact that the
Attorney has given us his assurance-and I am
sure it was done with sincerity-the Opposition
totally distrusts the present Government, bearing
in mind all the promises it has broken consistently
since it took office. Therefore, the more assur-
ances we have, the more times the Attorney gives

us those assurances so they are placed thoroughly
on the record, the less likely it is that the Govern-
ment will be able to duck out from its
responsibilities.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: I shall ask my question
again. The Premier in another place and the At-
torney General here have told us that this legis-
lation is unpalatable, and the last resort in which
they would like to involve themselves. I ask: If the
other fund-raising ventures, such as the Bill relat-
ing to the tobacco franchise, on which this
Government has embarked are shown to raise
more revenue than has been suggested by the
Government and in fact raise revenue to such an
extent that this Bill is not necessary, will the At-
torney General repeal the Bill?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am sorry if I ig-
nored the first question. I was distracted when the
honourable member first spoke. A matter of prac-
ticality is involved in a proposition like this. It will
take most of the year to ascertain how the tobacco
tax works. It will take most of the year to find out
how the various arbitration awards go. There are
so many factors which are very largely out of the
Government's control and on which we have to
await lengthy experience that there is really no
practicality in the sort of proposition the honour-
able member is putting to us.

What I can reasonably enough say is that, if
the income arising from the Bill relating to the
tobacco franchise or from the other measures to
be implemented in the Budget is more than at
first estimated, or if the upturn in the economy is
stronger than our estimates used as a basis of cal-
culation then, of course, a measure like this would
come up for early consideration. In practice, how-
ever, there will be nothing in it, because, by the
time all those things are known, clearly the year
will be pretty well gone.

For the rest, to respond again to Mr Masters'
invitations for assurances would be. as they used
to say in the old reports. otiose.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement-
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Again I raise the mat-

ter of a sunset clause. I accept that this clause is
virtually the same as that in the Salaries and
Wages Freeze Act introduced by the Opposition
when in Government in the latter part of last
year. I would like an assurance from the Attorney
General that be is satisfied that the sunset clause
does all it is supposed to do and that it does not
deal just with clause 6. I would like an assurance
that it will delete all these clauses, or the whole
Bill when it becomes an Act.
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I would like an assurance because of a state-
ment the Premier made on a number of occasions
about the distortion of relativities, something
which is of concern to Opposition members and
certainly to the people affected-the senior public
servants-who could read into the Premier's
statement a distortion of relarivities involved in
trying to resolve this matter at a later stage, per-
haps next year.

So I would like an assurance that the sunset
clause turns off the tap for this whole legislation
at the end of 12 months. I would like an assurance
that any consideration of the distortion of
relativities by the Government in the future will
be argued in the proper courts rather than in de-
bate on this sort of legislation. I would like an as-
surance that the Government will not again
tamper with decisions of the courts as it has done
with this Bill.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: As best I understand
the point of Mr Masters' question, the sunset
clause as it affects clause 6 removes the whole
scope of operation. It is my understanding that
the intention of the Government in the formu-
lation of the Bill was that this should be so.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 3: Application-
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I refer the Attorney to

clause 3(l )(b) which involves the threshhold on
which this legislation is based, the Figure of
$29 500. I would like the Attorney to explain why
the Government did not try to resolve the matter
of double income earners. It seems unfair that
people who perhaps earn as much as $55 000 as
double income earners are not to be affected by
this Bill.

Did the Government try to resolve the problem
but find it too hard? Did it consider it at all?
Why did it pick a group of people that the Civil
Service Association has shown to be mainly single
income people? It is a tragedy that this group has
been picked on and considered to be more able to
meet this imposition than other people.

Furthermore, I understand that the Govern-
ment's initial threshhold was to be a figure of
$24 000. Is that so and is the Government likely
at some future time to look at that reduced level
of income?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: As best I can recall,
that particular question was not addressed. I do
not believe it could be realistically addressed. The
records of the Government as an employer do not
extend to the details of the condition of employ-
ment or unemployment of an employee's spouse.
It would be an extraordinary exercise to attempt
to engage in that sort of analysis.

Hon. G. E. Masters: But you see the point that
it is unfair?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I suppose the short
answer to it is that the figure of $29 500 is the
phase-in point; that is not the point at which all
the people affected will lose $2 950, because at
that level they will lose very little and not a full
10 per cent.

It was the Government's judgment that, at
about that level of income, earners are in a better
position to meet this sort of deduction than are
people on a lower income scale.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Clause 3(2) lists the
people who shall not be subject to this Act, and
among the people listed are members of the
judiciary. I understand that members of the
judiciary made a decision to voluntarily accept a
10 per cent pay cut and that special arrangements
have been made for this. Was it a unanimous de-
cision on the part of members of the judiciary or
were some members in disagreement, so that
some coercion was needed to persuade them to ac-
cept the cuts?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In response to a
question from an Assembly member. I have pre-
viously indicated that, in my discussions on this
matter as it affects the judiciary. I spoke with the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, the Chair-
man of Judges of the District Court, the Chair-
man of Judges of the Family Court, and the Chief
Magistrate. I had no discussions with judges other
than those four. Certainly there was no question
of coercion on my part against those high officers
of State, nor would there be the remotest prospect
of my engaging in that activity. On the contrary.
as we have also previously made clear, the initiat-
ive for this move came from the judges rather
than from the Government. Certainly it was a
welcome initiative, because I agreed with the
judges that it is desirable to recognise their
special place in the Constitution of this State by
exempting them from a Bill of this nature,
whether or not their inclusion would be legal and,
therefore, constitutional.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I would have assumed that
reasonably and logically, and taking into account
the attitude previously adopted by the present Op-
position to these matters, the Government would
have considered asking members of Parliament to
accept this cut voluntarily. It seems that the
judiciary and the academia have been put by the
Attorney in a totally different light when com-
pared with the record of Opposition members.
Previously we accepted such cuts on a voluntary
basis, and I wonder whether the Government gave
consideration to giving us the opportunity to ac-

1454



[Wednesday, 24 August 19831 45

cept such cuts again on that basis. Was it the case
that the Government needed to get its members
on side, and therefore saiid that it would legislate
for the cuts'?

I cannot understand the Government's attitude;
it knew that we, ats a responsible Opposition,'
would have gone along with the Government's de-
cision. I imagine that would have been the case.
The Premier or the Attorney could have consulted
the Leaders of the Opposition in both places. Did
such a move enter the discussions of the Treasury
subcommittee?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The Hon. Sandy
Lewis will recognise the limitations of my free-
dom to engage in discussion of what may have oc-
curred in Cabinet or its committees. An import-
ant difference exists between the position of the
judges and that of members of Parliament. That
is obvious enough: we all have a vole on our in-
clusion in this Bill, and the judges do not. While I
have the opportunity, I will point to an error into
which the honourable member fell when he
suggested that the judiciary and what I think he
called the academia have had the opportunity to
accept voluntarily a reduction, an opportunity
which members have not had. The exemption of
those two groups was for entirely different
reasons.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: That's right.
Hon. J. Mv. BERINSON: As the honourable

member acknowledges that point, I will not pro-
ceed with the explanation.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney has not
answered my question. If this Government is one
of consensus, as we are told it is, why were we not
approached to accept the cut on a voluntary basis,
which was the way the present Opposition ac-
cepted a cut when in Government? The then Op-
position refused to have anything to do with it.
Being a responsible Opposition, we probably
would have accepted the proposition, but why did
the Government not at least give us that oppor-
tunity?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I do not know if this
description can be carried forward, but it might
help to remind the Chamber of my description of
events leading to the examination of the judiciary
That was based on an initiative by the judiciary. I
am quite sure that if the Hon. Sandy Lewis had
approached the Government with a proposal that
he and all other members of Parliament should be
exempted for the purpose of a voluntary accept-
ance of this reduction, that approach would have
been treated with the same serious regard as was
the initiative of the judges. We did not approach
the judiciary with that suggestion and, in the

same way, we did not approach the honourable
member. If I may say so, since decisions have pre-
viously been made by the Government to restrain
parliamentary salaries and those decisions have
been made without request for voluntary com-
pliance. there really does not seem to be any great
call for the member to be upset about the course I
have adopted on this occasion.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: What a fascinating expla-
nation! Is the Attorney General telling us that no-
one with leadership potential is available in the
Labor Party to give a lead in this line? I may
have done it had I been here when the con job was
being planned, but I was not in the State at that
stage of the game. I may well have come to the
Attorney General, and how embarrassed he would
have been! Is he admitting that neither the Prem-
ier nor he had the leadership capability to ap-
proach members or even members of their own
party on this? It seems very strange that neither
of them gave members of Parliament a thought in
regard to this matter.

Following that point through, would it not have
made it a far easier debate, not only for members
of the Government, but also for members of the
Opposition, certainly out in the great wide world
known as the electorate, if we had the opportunity
of taking that 10 per cent cut and going to the
public and discussing this Bill with the public
realising we did have a personal stake in the Bill?
I suggest that it might not be too late even now to
insert "members of Parliament" and to report
progress, and by tomorrow morning I am sure my
friend, the Hon. Robert Hetherington and myself
could see if members of Parliament would accept
that. It would delay proceedings for only 14 or 15
hours. It seems to be only fair to give members of
Parliament the opportunity that the Government
seems to have denied them.

Hon' G. 'F. MASTERS: Clause 3(2)(e) on page
4 of the Bill exempts the Chairman of the
Workers' Compensation Board and the Chairman
of a Supplementary Workers' Compensation
Board, but it does not exempt members of either
of those boards. I suppose the Minister will say
both the Chairman of the Workers' Compensation
Board and the Chairman of a Supplementary
Workers' Compensation Board have judicial
functions but the funds available which are used
to pay both chairmen and the boards I have men-
tioned do not come from the Treasury or from the
Government, but from funds generated through
workers' compensation. So for the Government to
say that this factor in the legislation will save
Treasury money-and provide more money to put
into the Treasury coffers-is quite incorrect. I
suppose the simple question is: Why have these
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people, the members of bath boards, not been
exempted? What is the reason, if not financial?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This question arises
with a small number or' other officers where the
suggestion has been made that a voluntary
reduction, or indeed any reduction, should not be
looked at on the basis that the total costs are met
out of other than State funds. I can only say that
that matter is under consideration, but it was
really the pressure of last week that prevented me
from obtaining from the Premier some substan-
tive decision as to the way this should be treated.
It is recognised that an argument exists which is
completely analogous with those of the tertiary
institutions and I would expect it to be looked at
in a similar light and, if so, to apply similarly to
the other members of the boards. Provisions in the
Bill require other persons to be exempted at the
discretion of Treasury and I can only repeat that
that is a matter which seems to be validly raised
and it will be considered.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I hazard a guess that
if we had still been in Government and I had been
bringing forward this legislation and had given
that sort of answer not necessarily to, Mr
Berinson, but to another Minister who is not pres-
ent tonight, all hell would have broken loose, It
indicates that the Government has not done its
homework, It just has not done enough work on
this Bill and there is no excuse at this time for
bringing legislation to this Chamber in a rush
when another few weeks would make very little
difference at all. The 12-month period could have
been extended. We know this is a political Bill, a
smokescreen, perhaps; but the Minister has ad-
mitted in so many words that he has not had time
to consider these important factors. Only a small
number of people might be affected, but these
measures are important to those people. They
have to earn a living, they have commitments and
they need to know what this is all about. They
have taken a job and they expect to receive a
certain amount of money, yet the Minister comes
into this Chamber and says, "We haven't had
time to look at those people. Perhaps we will look
at these problems in the future". A mere handful
of people will lose 10 per cent of their salaries for
the time being. Does the Government think that is
fair?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: If I could make it clear,
the decision will be made before I September.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Without our knowing what
the decision is?

Hon. C. E. MASTERS: With all due respect to
the Minister, the decision should be made appar-
ent tonight when we are debating this Bill. Surely

as a Parliament representing the public we should
be advised which people will or will not be
exempted. We are here to argue about these mat-
ters, not about some airy-fairy comment that we
may or may not consider to be the problem. We
may or may not exempt these people. They have
an understandable concern because they will be
affected by this legislation. Many other people
will be similarly affected. This is the first group I
have mentioned and the Minister says. "Maybe
they will be considered." For goodness sake, Sir,
if the Opposition, with far fewer resources than
the Government has available to it, is able to pick
up this point and notice that those members are
not paid by the Treasury and that Treasury would
not receive $1 for putting this measure forward,
surely the Government should recognise it. These
people who will be affected by the legislation have
not really been considered or consulted. Maybe
the Government will return the money to them if
it decides they will not be included and later
exempted. They may not lose the 10 per cent. The
Minister has already said that but, on the other
hand, they might lose it, so those people will have
to wait. It is our job as members of Parliament to
consider issues such as this one. Members of Par-
liament and the public servants who will be affec-
ted by the legislation have a right to know
whether they will be included Or excluded from
the list and from the provisions of the legislation,
together with the chairman of the board and the
supplementary board.

I raise another point now. I understand that
SGIO officers are not Government funded. Will
they be exempted or excluded? I understand that
the SGIO has been, if we like, excused from the
50 per cent replacement loading that the Govern-
ment has brought forward.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Who led you to under-
stand that, Mr Masters?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That is my infor-
mation. If I am wrong, perhaps the Attorney Gen-
eral will correct me. If the Attorney General
would give an assurance that in fact they are
liable under the Government's policy to a 50 per
cent, or no more than $0 per cent, replacement of
staff, I would be happy. I reassure the Attorney
General of that point.

To return to the basic issue: The Government
has not considered these people and the legislation
has been brought forward, it seems, in one dickens
of a rush without considering some of the import-
ant points.

I make the point again that the Government
has had ample time to consider these factors. If
the Opposition has been able to investigate these
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matters and obtain some information, why has the
Government not done something?

An Opposition member: Why not report prog-
ress ?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That is the point I
make. I ask the Minister whether he will take the
Bill back to his Government to sort out these
problems, and again I point out to him that this
Bill deals with the lives of people. Even if it dealt
with the affairs of only one person, it should be
given better consideration. As members of Parlia-
ment we are entitled to a reasonable answer. If
the information cannot be provided the proper
course would be for the Minister to report prog-
ress. When I was a Minister and was asked a
question I could not answer properly, I was re-
quired by my members to report progress. If we
were the Government and I were the Minister re-
sponsible for this legislation, my members would
not allow me to bring it forward with the
discrepancies it contains.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: How many are there?
This is the first you have mentioned.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That does not matter.
The Minister does not seem to understand that
even if the livelihood of only one person were af-
fected, these discrepancies should be answered.

Hon. 3. M. BERINSON: Perhaps I was excess-
ively cautious with my earlier answer. I was
aware of formal discussions with the Treasurer
when it was proposed that the Chairman of the
Workers' Compensation Board, should be not
only exempted, but also not asked for a voluntary
acceptance of a reduction. That was for the
reasons I have previously stated.

Since I had not discussed with the Treasurer
the position of members of the board other than
the chairman, I thought it might be as well to be
cautious and to reserve further comment. How-
ever, the position is as I have explained it; this
measure being designed for the Budget and rev-
enue interests of the State, no point would be
served by imposing a reduction or looking for a
voluntary reduction of the salaries of persons
whose total salary is paid from sources other than
those of the State. I am now advised that is the
position, not only of the chairmen of the two
Workers' Compensation Boards, but also of the
other members of the boards. On that basis I am
prepared to indicate to the honourable member
that those persons will not be looked to for a
reduction of salary and their exemption will be se-
cured in terms of clause 7(2).

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I thank the Minister
for this assurance, and I am sure the members of

the board will thank him. They will probably
come to see me in the morning.

I must raise another point. At page 4 of the
Bill, clause 3(2)(i), there appears a list of aca-
demics and people from the University of Western
Australia, the Murdoch University, and the like,
who will be exempted because their salaries are
Commonwealth funded.

The Minister has explained that, if there were a
cut in those salaries, the money received by the
State Government would be affected and
certainly the Government is not going to give the
Commonwealth Government an opportunity to
reduce the money it sends to this State.

Other people should have been considered for
exemption because they are affected by Common-
wealth funding. I make the same point as I did in
discussing clause 30I)(e). If the Opposition is able
to get a list of people who should be exempted for
some reason or another-acadmics, etc-why
on earth was not the Government able to bring a
complete list forward?

I will quote to the Minister handling the Bill
some examples of those organisations which
should have been considered for exemption. They
include the State wheat industry council, the
overseas aid project, the Australian Development
Assistance Bureau, and the Department of
Foreign Affairs. These departments are all funded
by the Commonwealth. Other departments in-
clude the Commonwealth Department of Primary
Industry-an officer of this department is funded
by the Commonwealth by 17 per cent-and the
Commonwealth Department of Health which is
partly funded, as are, I understand, some em-
ployees in the Department of Agriculture.

I-on. J. M. Berinson: When you mention that
they are also funded, do you mean they are
funded to the same extent as those included in the
Bill?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Yes, and some of them
are 100 per cent funded. For instance, in the
Commonwealth Department of Health an officer
in the animal quarantine section is funded by 80
per cent. That is the highest percentage I have.

The Department of Aboriginal Affairs is
funded by 100 per cent for an Aboriginal officer.
The Australian meat research committee is
f unded by 100 per cent,

If the Opposition is able to obtain these facts
and figures from certain sources, why has not the
Government done this?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: We have them.
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Then I suggest this in-
formation should be made available to all mem-
bers.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I thought I had indi-
cated clearly in my earlier response that the
exemptions from either a compulsory or a volun-
tary reduction of salary would apply to persons
wholly funded from other than State sources. I
did not say so, but I would have thought it fol-
lowed from what I have said that persons not
wholly funded from other sources were not
intended by the Government to be exempt. These
people apparently are not funded 100 per cent
from other sources and they are, therefore, not in-
eluded in the proposed list of exemptions.

Hon. C. E. MASTERS: Perhaps 1 did not
make it clear, but I did read out a number of
groups where lO0 per cent funding was provided
by the Commonwealth.

Hon. J. Mv. Berinson: I asked you particularly
to indicate which were 100 per cent funded. The
only answer was 80 per cent.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I will read the list
again to the Minister and will pass the list to him.

Hon. J. Mv. BERINSON: That is not necessary.
I say again that where persons are wholly funded
from sources other than the State Government,
they will be exempted, either in terms of clause 3
or subsequently by proper enactment under clause
7(2).

Hon. G. F. MASTERS: The Minister is miss-
ing the point I am making. If I were the Minister
sitting in his place and he were in Opposition,
there is no way he would allow our Government to
get away with legislation that did not include all
the facts.

I have a list which contains all the facts in re-
lation to those officers who are funded 100 per
cent by the Commonwealth, but he says it is not
necessary for me to read them out. However, I
will pass the list, to him. If the Opposition is able
to obtain these facts, surely this Chamber is en-
titled to have them listed and included in the
legislation. Why bring half-baked legislation for-
ward which excludes some of the facts? How on
earth can we accept an answer such as: "ehp
we will look at it before the legislation is
introduced"? How can we agree with this legis-
lation? The Minister should examine this legis-
lation and include those departments I have men-
tioned.

Hon. J. M.i Berinson: What purpose would it
serve?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The purpose would be
served because we would know what is intended in

the Bill. Those people affected would want to
know and they are entitled to know. We are mem-
bers of Parliament and it is our job to look at
legislation critically and if there is a mistake or
problem in it, the Government should investigate
accordingly.

In his Speech, the Governor said that the
Government would be reasonable in considering
amendments put forward in legislation if it had
the facts to back it up. The Opposition is entitled
to know the facts of the legislation put before it
and it is unreasonable for the Minister and the
Government to expect us to do anything else.

Hon. C. J. BELL: I want to add a couple of
other organisations which would appear to have
some relevance to the list referred to by Mr Mas-
ters. I suggest that the Grain Pool of Western
Australia and the Dairy Industry Authority are
two organisations that should be considered as%
being funded by the producer levy and not State
Government revenue.

I-on. J. M. BERINSON: With due respect,
nothing would be achieved by extending the list of
exemptions-now I have made my position clear.

Any person who falls within the category I have
specified will certainly know his position and, on
the basis of the indication I have given, will know
it is open to him to point that out to the appropri-
ate Treasury officer and the exemption will be
considered under the provisions of clause 7(2). It
has been an enormous job to compile a list of pub-
lic servants who may fall on one side of the line or
the other. it is the intention of clause 7(2) to en-
sure that if, in that very complicated process
somebody is missed, he should not be disadvan-
taged.

The explanation I have given should be ad-
equate to assure the Opposition members that the
position of a person who is disadvantaged will be
made no stronger by specification under clause 3.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I guess we have to ac-
cept the Minister's explanation, but I point out
again it is quite improper and wrong for this Par-
liament to be faced with this sort of proposition.
We take the Minister's word for it and we accept
that what he said will comne to fruition. Neverthe-
less, it would be reasonable for members and for
the Parliament to have seen it in writing. That is
what this Bill is about and what legislation is
about. When we were in Government, the then
Opposition and the Minister handling this Bill
would not have accepted under any circumstances
the proposition he is putting forward in saying,
"Take my word for it; it is not done, but everyone
will be covered".
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If the Government were not in such a rush, it
could ascertain the facts sought by the Opposition
and delay the Bill until proper provision had been
made in the legislation.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I do not know whether 1
am delaying the Committee; I do not mind if I
am. The Minister has not attempted to answer my
suggestion. He got into a dog fight with the Hon.
Gordon Masters.

H-on. J. M. Berinson: Not of my making.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I do not know, If the Min-

ister had reported progress and obtained the list
Mr Masters asked for, it would have saved a lot
of time. The Minister could have consulted his ad-
visers, had the matter drafted properly, and ac-
cepted a couple of suggestions, and it would have
saved a lot of time. As he seems intent on pushing
the Bill through. I am just as intent on getting an
answer to my question. It appears the Minister
has forgotten the question. I suggested the
Government might have asked the parties to take
a voluntary cut.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Sometimes silence is
taken for acquiescence. This time it should be
taken as a denial. The member's proposal is not a
practical proposition. It is the Government's firm
intention that all members of Parliament should
participate in this measure and in those circum-
stances it is not appropriate to look to them for
voluntary cuts.

I admit that at least on one or two occasions in
this Parliament a restraint on parliamentary
salaries has been effected on a voluntary basis.
Much more common if one looks at Australian
Parliaments has been a Government decision in
which the members of Parliament are required to
participate. I agree with the Hon. Sandy Lewis
that on occasions members have been looked to
for voluntary compliance. If he looks at the re-
cord, he will find that it has generally more often
been the case that it has been achieved on the
basis of legislation, whatever else he might say
about it. Mr Lewis can hardly claim it is an
improper thing for a Government to suggest. I
should now make it as clear to him as I possibly
can that the Government does not intend to vary
the Bill in this respect.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thank the Attorney Gen-
eral for answering my query after 25 minutes. I
got in before Mr Masters, but it seems the At-
torney was wrapped up with advisers and arguing
with Mr Masters.

I do not accept his answer; nor do I accept that
members should be treated in that way. I believe
the Minister believes his own backbench would
not have complied and he was not game to put it

to the test. I am sure if he had done so he would
have been pleasantly surprised with the reaction
of members of Parliament, if he genuinely ex-
pected us to take the cut.

It seems to me it proves how much more
cynical is this legislation than I thought. The
Government does not want consensus; it does not
want people to save. It wants to impose its will on
the people. It is not interested in getting consensus
or help. It wants to impose its will on this section
of the community including members of Parlia-
ment.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Compulsory control.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is compulsory control

and redistribution of wealth.
The Attorney said no philosophy was behind it.

Of course there is. If he thinks he can give an
answer like that and get away with it, I will have
to get up and argue with him all the time. The
Government gave member no opportunity to
make a gesture. It just bulldozed in and clamped
down. It shows a complete lack of faith in the At-
torney's backbench. This Government is the
bully-boy type which wants to impose its will on
everybody-members of Parliament, senior public
servants, and others. It is a little scared, and it
may be because the Attorney has a legal degree
that he is scared of the judiciary. The Govern-
ment allowed the judiciary to take a voluntary
cut, but it wants to bully boy everyone else. I do
not think that is on.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The Hon. Sandy
Lewis has so often set himself up as an expert on
the internal workings of the Labor Party, I would
have thought he would understand that far from
being bulldozed by the Government over the will
of the backbench, this Bill would not have
reached Parliament without the support of the
backbench. It has the support of all members of
the State Parliamentary Labor Party, and I would
have thought that, of all members of the Oppo-
sition, the Hon. Sandy Lewis would understand
that much.

IHon. A. A. LEWIS: What a shocking argu-
ment. The Attorney is still not prepared to give
the Opposition or his own party members the op-
portunity to show they would make the cut volun-
tarily.

Hon. J. Mv. Berinson: That is correct.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I do not want to know

anything about the internal workings of the Labor
Party.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I am suggesting you
should not make allegations which have no re-
lation to the facts.
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Hon. A. A. LEWIS: God forbid I should join a
mob who are caucused and led by the nose.

Hon. Robert Hetherington interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Is that not amazing? The

Hon. Robert Hetherington said his colleagues
were led by the arms.

We know the majority rules and that, if any-
body in the minority has an argument, he rips up
his pledge card and gets out of the Labor Party or
does as he is told.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Very dramatic
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It may be dramatic, but it

is true. I ask Mr l-etherington if he did not sign a
pledge?

Hon. Robert H-etherington: I have signed a
pledge.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That is right.
Hon. Robert Hetherington: I will sign a pledge

again.
Hon. Garry Kelly interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am an individualist, as

Mr Kelly may Find out one day.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I believe Mr Lewis

is a little off the subject.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Not far off, because I am

talking about voluntary cuts for the Labor Party.
Mr Kelly and Mr Hetherington happen to be
members of that party: so I believe 1 am sticking
closely to the point I am discussing. I can read-

Hon. Robert Hetherington; Well, well!
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We do not all happen to

come from Academe-, we are niot all graduates;
but we do not have to wield heavy clubs like some
people in the ALP do on their members.

Hon. Kay HaIla ha n: You are j udging it by you r
own experience in your own party.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Hon. Kay Hallahan
has had 12 sitting days in this Chamber-

Hon. Mark Nevill: She is ahead of you already.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: -and the Hon. Mark

Nevill has had the same opportunity-
Hon. Graham Edwards: What is the appren-

ticeship?
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I request you to ad-

dress the Chair and ignore the interjections.
Hion. A. A. LEWIS: I will, Sir.
Members opposite who have read the record, if

they can read-if they cannot, they should ask
Mr Hetherington to read it for them-have found
that I will not be told how to vote. At times, the
whole of the Labor Party walked out of this place
and left me to carry the opposition on Bills.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: The individualism
is so rugged it can hardly be seen!

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am glad Mr
Hetherington appreciates that.

It is shocking that the Labor Party cannot trust
members of Parliament with the facts. I will not
accept the Attorney's difference between the
judiciary and the other people, the names of
whom he will not give to the Hon. Gordon Mas-
ters. The Attorney will not report progress and
hold up the Bill for 24 hours to obtain the facts
and give them to the Committee.

As the Hon. Gordon Masters said time and
time again, if Mr Dowding had been in Oppo-
sition on this Bill, he would have been jumping up
and down, ranting, screaming, and carrying on.
We know that the Attorney is a fair and generous
man-

Hon. Kay Kallahan: Hear, hear!
Hon. A.A. LEWIS: -and we knew that all

the time he was in Opposition, because we were
able to discuss matters with him. We have con-
tinued to discuss them, and I hope we will do so
during the next 12 months while he is a Minister,
before he resigns because the Bill has to be
reintroduced.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: You are drawing
the long bow.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: If Mr Hetherington were
here when the Attorney and I had an earlier dis-
cussion, he would know what I was taking about,
instead of making inane interjections.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! You will ignore the
interjections.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: All right.
I implore the Attorney General to report prog-

ress, to give the parliamentary parties a chance to
approach him or the Treasurer so they can go
along with a voluntary reduction.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 4: Interpretation-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I have an amendment

standing in my name-

Point of Order

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I have one or two
questions on this clause, and it may be necessary
for rme to move an amendment. Am I able to
move an amendment after the Minister has
moved his amendment, or must my amendment
be moved first?

The CHAIRMAN: It depends on where it falls.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I want to raise the

matter of subelause (3) on page 6 itith a view to
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moving an amendment which depends entirely on
what the Minister puts forward, and the expla-
nation he gives.

The CH AI R MAN: You should do it now.

Commit tee Resumed
Hon. G. E, MASTERS: Subelause (3) provides

that the Governor may, by regulation, vary or add
to schedule 1, which is the list of excluded allow-
ances. At some time or another the Government
may need to add; but "vary" could also mean
"alter" or "delete" exempted allowances. In other
words, by regulation, the Government, through
the Governor, may delete. That is a dangerous
proposition.

We are only on clause 4; but we have seen that
the Government has not done its homework. It
may well be that many allowances have yet to be
discovered, and they may have to be added. The
Government should have done its homework. It
should have gone through the schedule with much
greater care.

We already have amendments on the notice
paper. By regulation, the Government may delete
some of these allowances, if it sees fit, without
reference to the Parliament or to anyone else. It
could simply say. "Righto. we will delete half of
those exempted allowances from schedule I".

This demonstrates a lack of care and attention
in the preparation of the legislation. The Hon.
Sandy Lewis has already mentioned that if the
legislation had been produced 12 months ago, we
would have been in serious trouble from the Min-
ister now handling the Bill. It is a perfect example
of Jack of care and attention-

I-on. Robert Hetherington: Come on!
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: When Mr

Hetherington was in Opposition, he used to make
much fuss about what was done by regulation.
When something was not included in a Bill to be
discussed in this Chamber, he thought it
improper. I am sure he would not argue with that.

We should consider amending the subclause to
read, "the Governor may by regulation add to
schedule I", Why should deletions be allowed?
Why should we have anything but additions?

If the Government had done its work properly,
and if the matters listed in the schedule had been
investigated properly, there would be no need to
delete any of them.

Would the Minister have any objection to
subelause (3) reading in the way I have
suggested?

Hon. J. Mv. BERINSON: I would oppose an
amendment of this kind. It is important to have

flexibility in this part of the Bill, as it is in others.
This is purely a technical matter.

No Government would be so stupid as deliber-
ately to put things into a list of this kind, with a
view to lopping them off later, and antagonisirng
many more people. It is obvious, from the extent
and the range of the schedule, that flexibility
must be retained.

I am sure the Hon. Cordon Masters would con-
cede, just looking at a list which starts with "'A"
for abattoir and goes to '" for zinc spraying and
includes, at a quick count, something like 180
items spread over every department and activity
of the Government, that there is always the possi-
bility of error creeping in, even with the greatest
care having been taken.

I would not expect there to be any deletions and
certainly I think it is inconceivable that there
would be any great number of them, but if, in the
light of further information, it appears that some-
thing is on the schedule now which should not
properly be there, given the general approach of
this clause, why should we willingly leave the
place open to anomalies of that kind persisting?

It is only with a view to avoiding anomalies of
that kind arising that the flexibility is included in
this clause and I submit to the Committee that it
ought to be retained.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I am sure the Minister
handling the Bill would understand the distrust
the Opposition has for the Government as a result
of its activities over recent months since it has
been in office. I mentioned earlier in the debate
that the Government should be sure to close all
loopholes, because we distrust the Government
and the Premier of the day. We have no faith in
the Premier. In this Bill the Premier has dealt
selectively with a small group of public servants. I
suggest this subelause could conceivably be used
selectively, again penalising a certain group of
people.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: For what conceivable pur-
pose?

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: Mr Chairman, for
what conceivable purpose has this Government
introduced this type of legislation?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: for budgetary purposes.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: One could advance the
same argument in the case of allowances; this
could be done for budgetary purposes. It is
exactly the same argument designed to save the
Government money. We distrust the Government.
We certainly do not take its word very easily and
if I do not press for an amendment I want an ab-
solute assurance from the Attorney that the pro-
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vision will be used with discretion and under-
standing and certainly bearing in mind the events
of recent weeks when we have dealt with this
legislation. that may not occur. In other words, I
want an assurance there will not be deletions from
this list of allowances unless they are justified and
the Government will not pick on a small group of
people to save it some money.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am happy to give
that assurance. There is no doubt in my mind that
it is the intention of the Government to proceed in
that way.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Before the Attorney
moves his amendment I ask him if he can explain
to me exactly how subelause (5) will apply. I have
read that subela use several times. I appreciate the
Attorney intends to move an amendment, but that
will not make any, difference to my argument.

Subelause (5) indicates that "The notional re-
muneration of a person as provided in subsection
(4) is subject to. ."certain things including pro-
motion. etc., " ._ but in every case, the notional
remuneration shall be calculated with respect to
the levels of remuneration applicable on the day
fixed by subsection (4)".

I appreciate the previous subclause fixes the
day on which the levels of remuneration shall be
applicable as I September or the date of a
national wage case decision if it is earlier than I
September. However, let us take 1 September as
the relevant date and return to subelause (5).

The notional remuneration of a person is sub-
ject to increase on account of promotion, etc., or
increased allowances, but in every case the no-
tional remuneration shall be calculated with re-
spect to the levels of remuneration applicable on
the Fixed date. say. I September.

I cannot understand why it is necessary to in-
clude this provision. I find great difficulty in
deciding what is the notional remuneration.
Subclause (4) tells me what it is -as at a particu-
lar date. I can understand what it is then, that is
fine. However, under subelause (5) it is really
saying that notional remuneration is subject to in-
crease for various reasons, but in every case it is
calculated in relation to what it was without in-
crease, and I find this extremely puzzling.

It is possible to say, "Well, the explanation is it
is only calculated in relation to what it was on the
Fixed day and when we make the calculation we
make it in relation to the fixed day, but in fact it
is what it is plus the increase", but if it is what it
is plus the increase, surely that is what it is when
we calculate it.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Thai seems reasonable on
the face of it.

Hon. 1. G. MEDGAIF: I have read this
subelause a number of times and I find difficulty
making anything of it. If that is the case, many
other people must experience similar difficulties.

Hon. J. Mt. BERINSON: This provision is not
altogether uncomplicated and yet its intentions in
effect are fairly clear. Perhaps the best way to ap-
proach it is by taking a particular situation.

The purpose of this subclause is to ensure that
increases in remuneration arising from factors
other than, say, incremental progression, to take
the first one on the list, should not be taken into
account. For example, if there is a four per cent
national wage case which has effect this
September which might carry someone over
$29 500 when added to the incremental pro-
gression. that should not operate so as to bring
that person into the category which is liable to the
relevant reduction. I shall repeat that as it may
not be altogether clear.

I-on. 3. M. Brown: It is clea r.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: If it is clear to the

Hon. Jim Brown-
Hon. G. E. Masters: Speak for yourself!)
Hon. 1. M. BERINSON: -1 shall leave it to

him to explain it on the quiet to any other mem-
bers Who May still be in doubt.

I move an amendment-
Page 6, line 33-nsert after the ward

"promotion" the passage "reclassification of
position or office,".

The amendment to this clause provides for the
reclassification of the position or office held by a
person to affect notional remuneration. This was
omnitted from the printed Bill. Reclassificat ions
have a similar effect to promotions.

Amendment put and passed.
I-on. 1. G. MEDCALF: I will not press the At-

torney for a further explanation of the wording of
this subclause. I still find it extraordinarily diffi-
cult to understand why it appears in the Bill in
this form. As I comprehend it, although I
certainly cannot be sure, the amended clause will
read, "that the notional remuneration is not sub-
ject to increase except for certain purposes". 1
think that is what the Attorney was saying. It is
not to be subject to increase except for certain
things such as promotion or incremental allow-
ances. If it is increased for those reasons, the in-
crease is not taken into account when a calcu-
lation is made. That to me seems as clear as mud.

The observation I wish to make is that it is ter-
ribly bad to have something in that form in a Bill.
because ii is so unclear and will continue to be
unclear. I can imagine the comments that will be
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made about this at a future date by anyone called
upon to interpret it. I may say I reel in a rather
prophetic vein tonight because I have discovered
that comments I made about a Bill which the
Government introduced in 1969 have been borne
out by events which occurred only yesterday.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I refer the Attorney to
clause 4 (7) which relates to a person employed
part time whose notional remuneration shall be
determined as if he were employed full time, It
seems unreasonable to me that a person employed
part time should have the same penalty applied to
him as a person employed full time.

A person could be employed part time for a
number of reasons. It may be that the job offers
only part-time employment, the person may have
only that one job, or he may be employed only
part time because he can do no better for himself.
This provision will mean that a person earning
perhaps $16 000 part time will be subject to a 10
per cent cut in salary. It is quite different to
suggest a person earning $35 000 should receive a
10 per cent cut, because a person employed part
time may in fact be employed only quarter time
or perhaps for just one day a week. It might be
that a person earns only $8 000 a year, yet he will
still be subject to this 10 per cent cut.

Surely the Government could not have con-
sidered this matter deeply, because it certainly
seems unfair. Perhaps the Attorney could explain
the reason for this provision.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The matter was con-
sidered carefully by the Government and it was a
question of arriving at the fairest solution to a
fairly difficult but not common problem. It is not
expected that part-time employees in the Public
Service at this rate will involve very many cases.
Many theoretical difficulties are involved.

A number of persons in part-time employment
with the Government may well be in part-time
employment on a similar or better salary else-
where. That is just one side of the question. The
essential thing is that in terms of employment
their salary is at a rate which equates with other
people affected. Again, we have the problem of
anomalies arising if part-timers are not included.

A serious question arises which was mentioned
by the Hon. Peter Wells in respect of a person on
a part-time salary who may well have no other in-
come and whose circumstances are such that he is
limited to accepting part-time employment and
the amount of income he receives would leave him
in considerable difficulties if he were to be subject
to the reduction. That is one of the purposes to be
served by the hardship clause. It is not a matter
which has been overlooked, but one which, on the

best judgment the Government has been able to
bring to bear, suggests that the general rule
should apply to the extent that the particular case
suggested by the Hon. Gordon Masters and the
Hon. Peter Wells will fall within the ample scope
and flexibility in the Bill to ensure relief is given.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: As it should not be dif-
ficult for a person in part-time employment to
prove a case of hardship, I assume the Attorney is
saying that if the Treasurer is faced with an appli-
cation for relief because of financial hardship, the
person affected will receive favourable consider-
ation.

H-on. J. M. BERINSON: I am saying that if
any person, whether a part-timer or otherwise,
comes within the description sought to be covered
by the hardship clause, he will be given every con-
sideration.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: If a person's part-time em-
ployment is financed 80 per cent by private en-
terprise, I understand that he will still be hit by
this 10 per cent reduction.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It will be a question of
hardship or not. The criterion for exemption for
such a part-timer will be hardship.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Amn I to understand that
anyone who earns $28 000 from the Hon. Mick
Gayfer for doing a job and then earns $2 000 as a
part-time Government employee will suffer a cut
of 10 per cent?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Not necessarily.
I-on. A. A. LEWIS: Could the Attorney please

explain that "not necessarily"?
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It will depend on the

proportion of a working week represented by the
$2 000. If, for example, it is one-tenth of a work-
ing week for that rate of remuneration, the equiv-
alent annual salary would be $20 000 from State
sources and thus would not apply. If that $2 000
represents one-fortieth of an ordinary working
week, the equivalent annual salary from State
sources would be $80 000, and the $2 000 would
be caught.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney has made
me more confused. The Government employer
will be limited in obtaining specialists. I will not
tell the story about the mine manager with the
sixpence, but if the Attorney wants me to. I will.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No!
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The moral of the story is

that he used the sixpence-
I-on. D. K. Dans: But you will tell us, anyway.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: -to fix what he had to

fix, but included his knowledge in the bill of 5.
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The Government will limit the employment of a
specialist because the specialist might not want to
work for the Government if he is caught by this
10 per cent cut. I wonder whether that is a situ-
ation the Attorney has considered. Does he under-
stand the point?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I recognise the diffi-
culty, but precisely the same difficulty arises in
the recruitment of officers to vacancies in the
senior levels of the Public Service. It is really no
different from that situation.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Yes it is.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In any event, I will

provide an analogy of a situation that may arise
under other decisions made by the Government. I
refer to the 20 per cent reduction in the sitting
fees of persons who serve on certain Government
committees and commissions. Not all the partici-
pants are paid purely nominal fees. Some receive
quite substantial fees, which will be subject to a
20 per cent reduction. In some cases that
reduction may create difficulties with recruit-
ment, but so far we have no evidence that the
measure will have that effect.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I take it that the SEC is
involved in this measure.

Hon. 3. M. Berinson: Yes it is.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney recognises

the technical difficulty I have raised. The SEC
could have all its generating capacity at Muja3
projected to go out on a Friday evening and a
problem could occur. Only one bloke in the State
might be able to ix it-a fairly intelligent sort of
bloke.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: And he has a sixpence.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: He might use a sixpence,

and he might use also his experience to Fix the
problem. Does the Attorney say he will suffer a
10 per cent cut in his remuneration?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, I do not.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney is saying

that. He has said, in effect, that if this man is em-
ployed for a small space of time-perhaps he is
employed for an hour, and his time is worth
$1 000-he will have that payment cut by 10 per
cent.

Hon. J. M. AERlNSON: With due respect to
the member, I do not think he is talking about a
part-time employee. It sounded very much as
though he was talking about a local technician
with a sixpence who can fix these things and who
comes in on a contract to do so. A part-time em-
ployee is generally in regular employment on a
part-time basis. I do not think that the SEC, es-
pecially with the close Scrutiny of its affairs at

Muja by the honourable member, would be in a
position to require every Friday night the service
to which he referred.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I wonder whether the
Government has thought this matter through. It
could be that in Mr McKenzie's field, the rail-
ways, or in the Department of Mines, a specialist
is required at regular intervals and is employed on
a part-time basis. Will this provision cover such
people? Probably these people will be hit with not
only this cut, but also the withholding tax.

H-on. J, M. BERINSON: This subelause will
cover the people it expresses will be covered, and
that is part-time employees whose full-time equiv-
alent salary would be above $29 500 a year.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: We are back where we
started.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Of Course we are
back where we started because it is difficult to
move from the plain meaning of the words. If 1
understood the member Correctly, he says there
could be some difficulty in attracting the necess-
ary qualified people because there might be a
disincentive to them. I have already put to him
that precisely the same point could be made about
people required to fill full-time vacancies. One
must be practical and realise that disincentives
can attach to reductions of income. I do not think
anything is unexpected about that possibility.
With due respect to the member, I do not think he
has raised a problem that is not apparent on the
face of the subelause, and Certainly it cannot be
solved by trying to read some different meaning
into it. It means what it says, and if it does cause
some disincentive, that will be one of the effects
we will have to face.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: This measure would prob-
ably have more detrimental effects for part-time
employees than full-time employees. A full-time
employee has a full-time income and, if he is
lucky under this Government, he will have pro-
motional opportunities, but a part-time employee
is a totally different kettle of fish.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I draw the attention of
the Chamber to subclause (8), which appears at
page 7 of the Bill, and ask for the Minister's com-
ments. The powers to be given to the Treasurer
are extreme. I thought it would be a proper course
to put that power in the hands of the courts, the
people experienced in making such assessments.
This subclause leaves the interpretation of the
legislation in the hands of the Treasurer, and his
interpretation might be quite different from that
of members of this Chamber. We must under-
stand what the subclause means, and what the
interpretation will be.
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This provision starts off with the words "If a
doubt or dispute arises". I raise a question about
the words "if a doubt arises"; a doubt in whose
mind? I believe it would be a doubt in the
Treasurer's mind, and if there is a doubt in his
mind-

Hon. i. M. Berinson: I would think it would be
a doubt in the employee's mind.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It does not say that,
with all due respect,

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It certainly does not pre-
clude it, does it?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: No, it does not, but it
does not preclude the Treasurer having some
doubts or taking some action as a result of those
doubts. I raise that question because I cannot fol-
low the words. I point out that we have a grave
suspicion of what the Treasurer is likely to do
with this legislation if it is found to contain any
loopholes. Our experience of what he has been
doing in the last few months has given us very
good reason to doubt his word unless it is in black
and white in legislation.

The subclause goes on to say ".-.the Treasurer
shall determine the notional remuneration of the
person"-and these are the words that I
query-"according to the spirit of this Act and in
an equitable manner". Members on my side of the
House certainly would not consider the spirit of
this Bill to be equitable in any way. It is quite in-
equitable. We are giving the Treasurer the oppor-
tunity to make a judgment or an interpretation on
the spirit of the Act and to make decisions. I
think the words "according to the spirit of this
Act" are quite wrong in the subelause and they
should be deleted. I cannot see any purpose for
them; they are not positive words. They mean ab-
solutely nothing. The words could mean anything
or nothing at all, and I cannot see the purpose of
including them in this subclause.

Certainly I have grave doubts about the way
that the Treasurer and Premier of this State will
interpret "the spirit of this Act".

lHon. J. M. RERINSON: As the very lengthy
debate on this Bill has indicated, there is ample
scope for differences of opinion about the nature
of the Bill, its objectives and end results. Even ac-
cepting that that scope exists, T would think that
few members of the Opposition would doubt that
any Minister, particularly the Premier and
Treasurer, when raced with the responsibility of
determining a particular application or resolving a
dispute which is put to him to resolve, would do
other than apply himself in a proper, fair and
sympathetic way. At that point one is really be-
yond the stage of talking in general terms about a

piece of legislation. One is talking about a person-
to-person consideration in which every Minister
would feel a great onus to do the right thing. I
have not the faintest doubt that the Treasurer
would apply himself to this question in [hat way.

I agree with the Hon. Gordon Masters that
with or without the subclause requiring fair and
equitable treatment of such applications, one
could be sure that fair and equitable treatment
would be applied. Nonetheless, these subelauses
certainly cannot detract from the rights of the af-
fected person. I put it to the honourable member
that those words should remain in the Bill. I am
sure that they will be taken seriously.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I find great difficulty
in accepting the notion that the words "the spirit
of the Act" should remain in this Bill because I
do not know what they Mnean. I regard those
words as a literary or philosophical expression and
I do not think it is a very good idea to insert them
in a Bill which is intended to have effect in terms
of the dollars and cents of private individuals.
What is the spirit of this Act? I have thought
about that phrase. I have often seen the phrase
"according to the intention of the Act" or
"according to the intent of the Act"; one often
sees those phrases in law, although they are
usually regarded as being rather vague. If one is
trying to interpret the intention of an Act, one
would normally go back to the title, the long title,
and any object which happens to appear in the
Act-if indeed it does have object-and so on. If,
one has no specific indication, one has to use one's
imagination in regard to the intention of an Act.

However, when Words such as "the spirit of an
Act" are used, more as a literary expression than
anything else, they are an indefinite. The words
might mean something in a letter or a novel, but
not in an Act of Parliament. It would be rare to
find those words in any respectable Act of Parlia-
ment. I must confess that I would personally have
taken great exception to those words appearing in
any Bill that I was asked to put forward; in fact,
Parliamentary Counsel do not usually put those
words in any Bill that 1 am aware of, certainly not
one that I have dealt with. No doubt, the words
appear somewhere in some legislation; no doubt
somebody has used those words at some time, but
to me, that is the phraseology of a legal amateur.
I do not wish to cast any reflection on whoever
put those words into the Act; I just do not think it
is a proper phrase to incorporate in an Act.

I am not in any way at all doubting the honesty
of the comments made by the Attorney General,
nor do I doubt that what he has said may take
place, but I draw attention to the words "may be
determined in an equitable manner". These words
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"in an equitable manner" are all right, If these
words were left in and the words "the spirit of the
Act" deleted. the provision would be more satis-
factory because it would then mean that the
Treasurer would determine the matter of doubt or
dispute in relation to the notional remuneration,
in an equitable manner. No-one could object to
that because we know that does mean something.
The word "equitable" is clearly a word that is
well understood by all and sundry, but with the
use of words such as "the spirit of the Act" we
bring in a grave area of doubt, because who is to
say what is the spirit of the Act? Is the spirit of
the Act to reduce salaries?

If we are to determine it in accordance with
such a spirit, it does not hold out much hope for
the unfortunate fellow in whose case the doubt or
dispute arises. I have grave doubts about whether
the words should be in the Act. 1 cannot see how
they can be justified.

Hon. J. M. HER INSON: I agree with the com-
ments of the Leader of the Opposition. I confess
that I had not noticed it previously; perhaps if I
had done so I might have given it further con-
sideration. However, it does not concern me as
much as it apparently concerns the Leader of the
Opposition. The reason for that is, regardless of
what the phrase means, it is a consideration or re-
quiremeni of the Act that it be determined in an
equitable manner. That qualification must be ap-
plied and the Leader of the Opposition has said
that would be acceptable to him.

Indeed, it is unusual terminology, but it is hard
to find the grounds for concern at the ordinary
use of the word, It is not easy to discern the dif-
ference between the word "intent" and the word
.. Spirit". The word "intent" is common in this
context. All in all, I agree with the Leader of the
Opposition that the terminology is somewhat un-
usual, but I would not find it objectionable and I
certainly do not find it dangerous. In that combi-
nation of circumstances, there is no need to move
an amendment to this provision.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I feel that while theor-
etically it adds to the considerations the Treasurer
must apply in making such a determination, as it
says "in accordance with the spirit of this Act and
in an equitable manner", it still detracts from the
situation if the "spirit of this Act" is for the
reduction of salaries.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Would not the same thing
apply if the word were "intent"'?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Probably, but I am
really equating the word "spirit" with the word
"intent".

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You said earlier chat you
would not find the word "intent" objectionable.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The word "intent" is
sometimes used as "in accordance with the spirit
and intent", but when one uses that phrase, it is
used in relation to an equitable situation. It is nor-
mally used in order to give somebody rights he did
not have before.

When a person says he is doing something in
accordance with the "spirit of the Act", he is im-
plying he will ensure, irrespective of legalities,
that a person will have the benefit of any doubts
that may exist.

What is, "the spirit of this Act"? That is the
problem I find. iI' spirit is equated with intent,
"the spirit of this Act" is what we find in the long
title of the Bill. I suppose that is what "the spirit
of the Act" is.

I do not know what the Attorney General con-
siders to be "the spirit of the Act". When the
Treasurer comes to decide this matter, he exer-
cises his judgment on two bases: Firstly, he has to
do it in an equitable manner, and, secondly, he
has to do it in order to temporarily reduce salaries
in accordance with public interest. I see this as a
conflict.

The Treasurer is safe because in the last sen-
tence of this clause it says, "and a determination
made by the Treasurer under this subsection shall
be final". Presumably he has to answer only to
himself.

I find it curious that the word "Spirit" has been
included. If "intent" is to apply to anybody, the
person should get a good deal because of "the
spirit of the Act". It is misleading because under
this Bill public servants will receive a reduction in
salary.

What else could be "the spirit of the Act"? Is it
temporary reduction of salary in the public
interest, or is there some other "spirit of the Act".

I do not want to be pedantic about it, but 1 do
not like agreeing to a Bill which contains such a
curious provision. I have not seen such a provision
in a Bill before this Parliament, and that is why I
query it.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I think the Leader of
the Opposition is correct in suggesting that the
intent or interest of the Bill is to temporarily
reduce remuneration payable to certain employees
of the State. He is correct when he says that, but
only in so far as he goes because his statement is
incomplete. I would Suggest that the more com-
plete statement would be, that "the spirit of this
Act is to temporarily reduce certain salaries in the
restricted circumstances outlined by the Bill".
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That relates to the question of what constitutes
notional consideration and I draw the attention of
the Committee to the fact that that is the only
question on which the Treasurer's jurisdiction is
required in terms of this clause.

The question of a dispute or doubt arising as to
whether a certain allowance should or should not
be included for the purposes of establishing a no-

-tional remuneration could arise. The structure of
the Bill is not to specify the types of allowances
that will be included for that purpose, but to
specify the types of allowances which are ex-
cluded. We have already passed the clause which
allows schedule I to be changed, but the question
might well arise where an allowance should be ex-
cluded.

It would hardly be the point, given the fact that
it was an isolated circumstance, for the Treasurer
to organise a regulation in order to amend this
schedule. He could very well consider the circum-
stances of the case and decide that it is something
that should be excluded and in "the spirit of the
Act", and with an equitable approach, simply ex-
clude it without amending the schedule. That is a
possibility that occurs to me.

I could not in all honesty imagine a situation
where the Treasurer would be interested in mak-
ing use of this terminology in order to impose a
liability on persons except where it was reasonable
that it be applied.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I might be out of order,
but the Attorney General is saying that the
Treasurer will be in charge of the legislation once
it is passed by Parliament. I realise I am wearying
the Attorney General, but, as I interpret the Bill,
it does not provide for any delegation at all.
Therefore, the Treasurer will handle it all himself.

H-on. J. M. Berinson: Yes.
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clause 5: Relationship of this Act to other
legislation and to the Crown-

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I know that this clause
seems simple enough, but I ask the Minister
handling the Bill to explain briefly his under-
standing of it.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I would think that
the most common situation to be covered by
clause 5 relates to determinations of the Public
Service Arbitrator. Beyond that, I really do not
know what the honourable member is looking for.
I can give him one other example which readily
comes to mind and that is the provision included
in the District Court of Western Australia Act
which provides that salaries of District Court

judges may not be reduced. Putting aside the
question of District Court judges who are, in any
event, exempted, this clause would operate to
overcome the provision in that Act. Unless the
honourable member can put a particular position
to me I do not know that it would be helpful to
keep multiplying examples.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS-. I wanted to make sure
I understood the meaning of this clause. I assume
that where this legislation operates and comes
into conflict with the salaries and wages freeze
legislation, this Bill will override that legislation.

Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: I am not sure whether
the Attorney has answered that question as to
whether this would override the salaries and
wages freeze legislation as it appears to do. I
wanted to make that observation to make sure it
is understood. If it is not. we may have difficulties
when we come to another clause in the Bill.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: My understanding is
to the effect that in the event of an inconsistency
between this Bill and the wages freeze legislation,
this Bill would indeed have effect.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 6: Temporary reduction of remuner-
ation-

I-on. G. E. MASTERS: Subclause (5) on page
8 of the Bill refers to long service leave and the
fact that people who choose to take such leave
and are entitled to it will do so without the tO per
cent pay cut. I am not sure what notice a public
servant would have to give in an application for
long service leave. I am not sure what are the pro-
cedures, but it would seem unfair if a person en-
titled to long service leave was unable to take it
because of complications arising from staffing
levels. I would think anyone entitled to long ser-
vice leave in the next 1 2 months would most
certainly take it rather than put it off For a few
months.

I know staffing problems can arise and some
sort of arrangements must be made with the vari-
ous departments to make sure no great difficulties
occur in this respect. It may be that provision has
been made for people entitled to long service leave
to be able to take it when they are entitled to it. 1
refer particularly to teachers and people in the
Police Force who may be entitled to leave and
who will see in this legislation an opportunity or a
reason to take leave which they might otherwise
have left until a later period. Has the Government
considered this matter and if so, will anything be
done by it or Government departments to prevent
people who are entitled to long service leave from
taking it'?
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The normal pro-
visions for the granting and taking of long service
leave will appply.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 7: Treasurer may exempt, etc-
Hon. i. M. BERINSON: I move the following

amendments-
Page 9, line 13-Delete the words "by

order published in the Gazette".
Page 9, line 17-Delete the words "by

order published in the Gazette'.
Page 9, line 26-Delete the full stop and

substitute the following passage-
,.and notice of the numbers (but not

names) of persons who are the subject of
exemption or reduction of the rate or
amount of remuneration reduction under
this subsection shall be published in the
"Ga zette."

The amendments are to put into effect an under-
taking by the Premier in the Legislative Assembly
that the names of affected persons who are
exempted or who have the amount or' their salary
reduced will not be gazetted. Only the number of
such persons will be gazetted.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Opposition is con-
cerned about this clause. We appreciate the
amendments which have been made and that they
are as a result of the Opposition's pressure in
another place, and its concern for the problems
that would have arisen as a result of these two
provisions being written into the legislation.'
Nevertheless, we are greatly concerned that once
again the Treasurer has been given great powers.
Surely in this particular case the person most
qualified to make a decision about financial hard-
ship in relation to someone applying for exemp-
tion would be the Public Service Arbitrator. He
has experience and knowledge of the Public Ser-
vice and the operation or the service. He has a
knowledge of the particular problems of public
servants because he listens to them every day.

The Treasurer is being given the power to do
what the arbitrator should be doing-he is the
employer, arbitrator, judge, and jury. The
Treasurer will decide who will be entitled to con-
sideration for relief from financial hardship. Any-
one who believes he has good reason to apply for
consideration and exemption will have to produce
his details and problems. H-e will have to bare his
soul in relation to Financial matters and give de-
tails of bank overdrafts, what he owes on the car
and the house, and other problems he may have.

This information will be made available to the
Treasurer and Government and it will have to be

scrutinised thoroughly to make sure the request is
fair and reasonable. I am sure that not many, if
any, members of this Chamber would be prepared
to give such personal details because they are pri-
vate and it could be embarrassing if someone had
to produce them. It is no good the Minister's say-
ing the Treasurer will deal with the problem per-
sonally and those matters will not be passed on.
The Premier made that statement in another
place and gave an assurance he would deal with
the matters personally and that the information
would not be available to anyone else.

That was a silly statement to make. Four thou-
sand people are affected by the cut and there may
be 100, 200, or even 500 people who for one
reason or another consider they face financial
hardship as a result of the salary cut. The Premier
and two or three people would not be able to deal
with it in a very effective manner. Those private
matters and personal information will have to go
to some departmental officers and some of the ad-
visers for consideration. I said in my second read-
ing speech that I would not want my private life
to be subject to the scrutiny of the Government's
advisers. I do not think people affected by this Bill
would want that either. It seems quite unreason-
able.

I do not know how the Treasurer will deal with
this matter. I cannot accept this information will
not have to be passed on to people whom the ap-
plicants would prefer not to see it. Interpretation
of financial hardship will cause great difficulty. I
am not sure that, even if the Treasurer were in a
position to consider all the applications, he would
make a fair judgment about financial hardship.

Let us consider two senior public servants earn-
ing $35 000 each. One might live in a humble
home in Victoria Park, for which he has paid in
full. He may have lived a careful life, running an
old car, and not having a boat. He may be in a
very comfortable position, owing no money to
anyone, and having money in the bank. The other
senior public servant may have moved recently to
Karrinyup. He may have a very big mortgage,
owe money on his car, and probably have a boat.
The person in Victoria Park could hardly justify a
claim of financial hardship. He has been careful
and a good manager of his money; he has been re-
sponsible. On the other hand, the man at
Karrinyup may have overextended himself. He
may be living in a big home and owe much
money. He will suffer genuine financial hardship.
That is a very real problem. It may cause him to
sell his house or car, or to force his wife to go and
take a job. How will the Treasurer make a de-
cision based on the cases I have put?
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H-on. J1. M. BERINSON: To a large extent, the
comments 1 made in the discussion of clause 4 (8)
apply to this provision. 1 agree it could lead to an
onerous obligation on the Treasurer to consider
these matters, and that would depend largely on
the volume of applications.

In respect of the Treasurer's judgment; I would
say, as I said in relation to clause 4, that he could
be relied on to approach these decisions in a
proper, fair, and sympathetic manner. After all,
an administrative decision is to be made. It is not
the sort of thing in which guidelines will be fixed.
Many questions of judgment and balance will be
involved.

This is an administrative function, not a
judicial one, to be exercised. The Treasurer is well
qualified to make those judgments although I
agree that in accepting the duty he is accepting
what could turn out to be an onerous obligation.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Attorney referred
to the debate on a previous clause, and obviously
we should not talk about that. The previous clause
dealt with notional remuneration and whether the
Treasurer could make a determination if there
was some doubt about it. We are now talking
about something which is a little different.

We are talking about the effects of the cuts on
particular people. We are talking about the
financial hardship which could occur as a result of
the cuts to certain people who may have commit-
ted themselves on the quite rightful assumption
that their salaries would continue at their present
level. Anyone who receives a salary under the
Public Service Arbitration Act would have the
right to that assumption.

Many public servants will have committed and
overcommitted themselves, and a 10 per cent cut
in their salaries will affect them badly. I accept
what the Attorney has said. The Treasurer will
certainly consider the applications carefully, and
he will make allowances for different problems
that may arise. However, it is necessary to draw
the attention of the Committee and the Attorney
to the difficulties that the Treasurer will have in
deciding whether a person is suffering financial
hardship based on the fact that he may have
overcommitted himself to an expensive house, or
even to a beach house.

A number of people who have been careful and
cautious in the management of their money will
be upset by seeing people who have over commit-
ted themselves receiving exemptions while they,
having been frugal and careful, and living in a
more humble manner, will have to suffer the 10
per cent cut. Many people will become agitated
and upset.

This is all part of the irresponsibility of the Bill
before us and the gross unfairness that will occur
as a result.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: If anything, the risk
of differences and anomalies arising supports the
view that the Final decision ought to be at a politi-
cal level. After all, that is where we are most ac-
countable. Nothing is easier than shunting off a
difficult problem to some other person. When a
complaint comes in, one says, "Well, we have just
left it to some impartial third person, and that is
his decision. Really, there is no scope for us to go
further". No-one is more accountable than a
member of Parliament, and particularly a mem-
ber of a Government.

If I were the Treasurer, 1 would not be anxious
to attract this burden to myself. Nonetheless, it is
being placed upon the Treasurer; and these mat-
ters will be considered fairly, not only because of
the fairness of the individual charged with the
duty, but also because of the ramifications which
apply to the greatest extent when an elected mem-
ber is occupying a position of responsibility of this
kind.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney said this is a
political decision, but it was not that which led me
to my feet.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: An administrative de-
cision.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney said it is a
political decision, but one carried out in an ad-
ministrative manner.

How would the Attorney feel if he were in Op-
position and he had to go to Mr O'Connor or Sir
Charles Court for an exemption on a matter like
this? If he thinks that one through, he will see
how I would feel if I had to go to Mr Burke.

I refer to what I suggested earlier. if we had a
voluntary cut, that may have made things much
easier. The Government cannot expect us to be-
lieve that we would receive the same sort of con-
sideration as would a member of the Labor Party.

About 3 400 people are involved in this, and if
two per cent or three per cent of them apply for
exemption, that is still very few. Many people
have spoken to me about this-for some unknown
reason, they think I know something about
business-and I have had to fall back on my com-
mercial experience. If the Attorney's commercial
experience is anything like mine, he will know
that over the years bank managers have always
told me, as much in the spirit of lending as any-
thing else, either that I have been wasteful, or
this, or that. On the first two or three occasions, I
was knocked back.
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The Attorney said the Treasurer will handle all
these matters himself. For example a detailed
analysis may be required of the financial situation
of 100 people. We should remember it is not the
person who is applying. but the Treasurer who
will have to do the detailed analysis within the
spirit of the Bill. We arc looking at a minimum of
three hours for each person's case to be examined
and the Attorney has told me the Treasurer will
handle all this himself, It is beyond credibility
that the Treasurer would do that.

I cannot understand why Mr Masters' sugges-
tion could not be accepted based on the two
reasons which were the literal aspect and the fact
that the chief executive officer will be required to
work all those hours-and the Attorney and I
both know how long inquiries of this nature take.

It is just not on that the Treasurer would be
able to carry out all these financial analyses even,
as I conservatively estimated, if only 100 people
were to apply. I know of about eight or 10 people
in this building who will be asking the Treasurer
to arbitrate and I am not counting members of
Parliament. That indicates howv serious the prob-
lem is. I tend to think the Government does not
realise how drastically this will affect people very
close to it.

IHon. J. M. BERINSON: The Hon. Sandy
Lewis is attaching an excessively literal meaning
to the provision which requires the Treasurer per-
sonally to make decisions in this matter. That
does not mean he is expected to do the job from
start to finish unaided or without advice, nor has
he ever suggested that would be the case.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I have just asked you the
question.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I understood the
question to bc whether the Treasurer would be
making the decisions in these cases.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: No: I asked whether he
would handle all of them.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: Of course he will
handle them, but he will not spend three hours on
each case. I handle all sorts of applications that
are appropriate to my portfolios of Attorney Gen-
eral and Prisons. I make the decisions and I
handle the inquiries, but as a preliminary step I
seek either a report, an analysis, or some advice of
one kind or another from qualified officers of my
department.

If the honourable member understood some-
thing different from the position I have just
outlined, I am sorry, and I make it clear now.'However, in the other Chamber, the Treasurer
made it clear he was not going to be his own
office boy. I think he used terminology to the ef-

fect that he would not be the man to open the en-
velopes and type the replies, nor would he refrain
from seeking advice, especially from Treasury.

The Treasurer personally handles applications
made by charitable organisations for grants out of
the Budget. That is an annual event and it is the
Treasurer's responsibility. In the course of hand-
li ng them he receives an analysis of the position of
each of those applicants as prepared for him by a
responsible departmental officer and he proceeds
on that basis.

I can only say again that, if there was some-
thing in my earlier reply which indicated that was
not the case, I hope I have now clarified the pos-
ition.

If anybody wants to argue confidentiality, I
stress this would be no less confldental than if the
decision in such cases were left to some other per-
son. I assure the Committee that, if it were to be
sent to some sort of arbitrator, adjudicator, or
chairman of a tribunal, first of all, the knowledge
would extend to him and, secondly, there is no
doubt that person also would be seeking wider ad-
vice. gathering information, and collating initial
opinions on the matter. To that extent I make the
position clear. To suggest that this may put some
different light on the extent of the obligation of
the Treasurer is quite wrong.

Hon. G. E. Masters: With due respect, that is
not quite what the Premier said, as I understand
it. in the other place.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The Premier spoke in
the terms I have indicated, suggesting this was
not a role in which he would involve himself from
start to finish without seeking advice.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The latest revelation is
horrific. I asked the Minister handling the Bill the
interpretation of "delegation". He assured me the
Treasurer would handle the whole thing. I know
the Attorney is an honest man. He must be get-
ting tired, because he has given us wrong infor-
mation.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, I have not.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney has given
me wrong information.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: In what respect?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I said. "There are no areas
for delegation that I can see, either in the
interpretation of this Bill or in the Interpretation
Act."

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: Correct.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I asked whether the
Treasurer would handle the whole matter himself.
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Hon. J. M. Ucrinson: He would not delegate
the decision niaking. In any event, if there was
sonic misunderstanding, 1 have clarified the pos-
ition.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney has
certainly done that, but where in the Bill or the
Interpretation Act does it indicate in writing that
anyone but the Treasurer may handle this?

Hon. i. M. Berinson: Oh, don't be silly! Come
on-be reasonable. Just because it is midnight,
you don't have to go silly!

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I asked the Attorney a
question. If he is going to get snappy, I will be
here until midday.

IHon. J. M. Berinson: Well, be reasonable about
it.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am being reasonable.
How the hell would one expect the Under
Treasurer to give his work to an underlining to
look at. because the Treasurer does not handle it?
The Attorney is drawing a long bow and, with due
def'erence, I believe he has unintentionally misled
the House. I am seriously worried about the pos-
ition.

I understood that assurances were given by the
Attorney and I have gone ahead for the last three
or four clauses accepting those assurances. If the
Minister reads the H-ansard in the morning, he
will see the questions I asked. The Hon. Mick
Gayfer and the Hon. Peter Wells listened to the
Attorney's answers along with the Hon. Norman
Moore and others. We accepted the Attorney's
assurances in good faith.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You accepted that no-one
else would look at this material?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Yes, in total confidence.
Will the Premnier's advisers, who are outside the
Civil Service, be handling a civil servant's papers?!
I would like to know and I am sure members of
the public would like to know whether these ad-
visers, who are political appointees, will be hand-
ling applications from public servants for exemp-
tion.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: He has an obses-
sion about advisers.

H-on. G. E. Masters: That is not surprising.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I Cannot accept the idea of

these advisers, somec of whom I distrust, getting
their hands on these applications for exemption.
The idea horrifies me. The Attorney has opened
up the biggest can of w4orms since the Bill entered
the other place.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I think the question
has been stressed to the point where I might be

given the latitude to quote something the Premier
said in another place; that is-

Of course, I would not be writing all the
letters or opening all the letters received. I
will not be seeking all the additional infor-
mation, but the decision-making power,
which is the obligation imposed on me by this
Act, will be exercised by me. I give that as-
surance to the Chamber.

i certainly did not mean to mislead the honour-
able member or the Committee, and I do not be-
lieve I did. The member has drawn one of his ex-
tremely long bows. He asked whether the appli-
cations will be handled by the Premier and I said
that they would. I also indicated that the decision-
making power would not be delegated.

Mr Lewis must understand very well that
government would grind to a halt if the innumer-
able obligations imposed on Ministers to make de-
cisions involved Ministers in dealing with, from
start to finish, every single aspect of applications
received. That proposition is unheard of; I have
never heard it Suggested before. It cannot reason-
ably be put if the member is expecting a real-life
situation to evolve. That is the truth of the matter.
It cannot be done, it will not be done, and I did
not suggest it would be done.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You did.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I suggested there

would be no delegation. Is the member seriously
telling me that in his reference to the
Interpretation Act he was looking for some sort of
provision which permitted the delegation of the
letter-opening and letter-writing functions of
Ministers? I do not believe any member of the
Committee would entertain such a notion.

Whichever way it is done, the matters which
need consideration will have to come to the atten-
tion of a certain number of people. if the final de-
cision is with the Treasurer, the Public Service
Arbitrator, or a third, fourth, or fifth person on
whom to lay the responsibility for the decisions,
the information supplied to that person cannot be
held to be confidential to him. No system could
operate like that. The same thing applies with the
Treasurer or with any Minister in the exercise of
his duty.

In the course of government many cases arise
where a discretion has to be exercised by a Minis-
ter. Ex graiia payments are perhaps the most
clear example of that, but in many other areas
where a discretion is imposed on a Minister, the
Minister considers, the Minister handles, and the
Minister decides; but in the course of his arriving
at a decision he has the advice of the information-
gathering services of his appropriate departmental
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officers. There is nothing different about this. The
Hon. Sandy Lewis should not try to make drama
about something which does not warrant this sort
of treatment.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Does it not?
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This discretion has

previously been compared with the discretion con-
tained in section 13(2) of the Salaries and Wages
Freeze Act, which gives very wide discretion to
the Minister to authorise increases in the rate of
remuneration to certain persons or class of person.
Does the member seriously suggest that a Minis-
ter would exercise his responsibility under a dis-
cretionary provision of that kind without going to
other appropriately qualified persons for advice?
Of course he would not. Neither should we look
for that sort of intensely personalisedl and indi-
vidualised treatment in this case. It is not necess-
ary, and the confidentiality of the material
involved in these applications can be permanently
preserved in this case as in nmnny other cases
where confidentiality needs to be preserved.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I take exception to the At-
torney's tone, but I realise he is old and not very
bright.

This Bill deals with public servants, and senior
ones at that, and it represents the first time that
any Government has tried this on. It is disgrace-
ful. I asked questions of the Attorney and he said
something, but then, because I queried a point he
made subsequently, he got all hostile and said
that he did not say what I said he had said. If the
Attorney wants to get all stirred up about this. I
will accommodate him all along the line.

I do not believe civil servants or members of
Parliament should have their personal affairs
bandiedl around. And I am not talking about
opening envelopes: I am talking about getting the
other information which the Attorney carefully
glossed over.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I didn't gloss over i t.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney made a
point of speaking about opening envelopes and
typing letters.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: And getting advice. I said
that at least three times.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The getting of advice was
a late thing: the most important thing was typing
letters and opening envelopes.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You will ind I said it at
least three times.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Yes, at least three times.
If this is the case, why can we not have a

tribunal, the members of which would personally
gather the information and not hand it out to any-

one else? Such a tribunal could be easily found in
this society. The Treasurer could delegate the
majority of the work.

I would not like an application of mine to be
read by four or five public servants. It should be
remembered that members of Parliament will be
covered by this provision. The Attorney had every
opportunity to accept the offer of a voluntary cut,
but he has decided to keep the position of mnem-
bers of Parliament within the sphere of this pro-
vision.

I do not know what other members of the
Chamber would like done with particulars of their
affairs, but I would not like the Treasurer, or any
other political person, to read those particulars.
Slip-ups occur even in banks, and if it is found
that a bank has slipped-up, what is done? The
bank is sacked. The Treasurer could not be sacked
if a slip-uip occurred. The Attorney has not been
realistic. A tribunal should be appointed, and the
final decision should not be left in the hands of
the Treasurer. The philosophy of the Government
adopted on this measure is totally different from
that which it adopts on others-the decision will
be political.

If a tribunal were set up like any other, the
Treasurer could have the final say on recommen-
dations from it, or he could be the person to
whom the final appeal is made. This matter
should not be open to any mistake. The Treasurer
will be politically responsible; he is taking on a job
he should not take on, and the Government is low-
ering the dignity of his position.

Hon. J3. M. BERINSON: In any system there
can be slip-ups.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I said that.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: That would apply to

the Treasurer, public servants, or members of
tribunals equally. I suggest that the greatest as-
surance of the most meticulous care to avoid such
slip-ups is precisely the form of the provision in
the legislation. As I said earlier, it is easy to shrug
off some accident that has unfortunately hap-
pened in some tribunal or has been caused by
some officer of the Public Service. When such ac-
cidents happen, God help the Minister who per-
sonally allowed them to happen. He suffers the
quite proper condemnation that is directed at him.

No excuses can be made for a Minister if a slip-
up occurs in an area for which he has direct re-
sponsibility. Possibilities exist for these accidents
to be shunted aside with that standby phrase
which the member knows as well as I do, to the
effect that we all know about ministerial responsi-
bility, but no-one can expect a Minister to have
an eye on every nook and cranny of his depart-
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ment. How often have we said that? We cannot
say it when the responsibility is on the Minister's
own shoulders.

I ask the member to reconsider his position.' I
asure him that the greatest protection and the
most meticulous care to avoid slip-ups in the dis-
semination of confidential information will be se-
cured by the provisions of the Bill as they now
stand.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: The suggestion that a
tribunal be appointed has merit. Earlier this even-
ing the Minister indicated that the clause does not
lay down precise guidelines for how exemptions
should be administered; and later he said a
certain number of people would have to be
involved in the procedure. When that situation
arises, whether it involves 10, 20, or 30 people,
precise guidelines should be laid down so that we
have criteria on which the people involved can
work. Approximately 4 000 people will be covered
by this measure, but what would happen if they
all applied for an exemption in accord with an es-
tablished criteria? The Government would he in
an awkward position.

In other cases of exemptions to be allowed in
legislation, guidelines are laid down and the
people administering the exemption procedures
use those guidelines to determine whether an
exemption should be allowed. The people adminis-
tering the procedures have criteria to fall back on
backed by the Government of the day or the Min-
ister, but in this case the administration will be
left to one person.

A tribunal should be established. It would take
a load off the shoulders of the Treasurer. A great
deal of time could be saved if guidelines were set
down. The public servants covered by this
measure would have an idea as to whether their
application had a chance to succeed. Surely they
must know what the guidelines for an exemption
will be. The guidelines would also satisfy this
Chamber that the procedure was carried out
properly.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I am
rather surprised at the way the debate has been
conducted in this Chamber this evening. I see no
real problem in the provision. We have before us a
one-off piece of legislation, to do something for 12
months, but we are asked to set up a tribunal. It
has been suggested as one reason for a tribunal
that advisers to the Government will scrutinise the
applications for a purpose quite different from
that intended by the legislation.

Before criteria for dealing with applications can
be laid down, we must be aware of the kinds of
applications. If we set up a tribunal it would have
(47)

to develop its guidelines as it went along. With
something new like these exemptions, it is obvious
that the Treasurer will handle the applications
through the normal channels of confidentiality,
and his public servants will be available to ensure
that occurs. The letters will be opened and infor-
mation will be gathered by public servants, but
the Treasurer will make the decision. It is proper
that he will.

Of course, if it is proved that a great spate of
decisions must be made in respect of this matter,
it might be necessary to set up other machinery. I
do not really understand what all this fuss has
been about. This proposal is designed to save
money, but now we have the suggestion that a
tribunal be set up. If some members of the Oppo-
sition have their way, a new bureaucratic struc-
ture would be set up to deal with this temporary
measure. I do not expect to be applying to the
Premier, but if I did I would not be worried by
the knowledge that my application would be read
by the Premier or public servants, because I trust
them.

In fact, I think we have a great deal more faith
in the public servants whom we are supposed to be
treating so badly than do some of the members
opposite who claim to be defending them.

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: You are doing a good job.
You are taking the pressure off them a bit.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I thought
I was just using a bit of common sense.

Hon. Tom Stephens: As you so often do!
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: My

friend has been talking about common sense all
night, and he is very good at doing that. Perhaps
it would be a good idea if somebody else joined in
the debate and pointed out the obvious fact that,
if the Treasurer is responsible for something, he
will deal with it through the ordinary confidential
channels through which he deals with things.
Many personal insults towards the Treasurer have
been bandied about during this debate. I would
not expect him to breach confidentiality or to be-
have in any improper way whatever in this mat-
ter, nor do 1, as some members seem to think, im-
agine that there is a network of Labor Party ad-
visers floating around the Public Service who vet
everything. That is a lot of nonsense. Presently, of
course, if we want to borrow money for a car or to
make an application for overseas travel, we have
to justify ourselves and lodge applications with
the Treasurer in the normal way.

Hon. N. F. Moore: You don't have to explain
your whole financial circumstances.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: As far as
I am concerned, this matter is the same thing, but
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to a greater degree. I listened in amazement since
my return to the Chamber-with the honourable
Sandy Lewis taking a great deal of trouble to
point out that I was not present in the Chamber
when he First started speaking-to the kind of ar-
gument he was producing. I still do not under-
stand what his genuine worries are, or if his
worries are genuine, because knowing our Public
Service and the Treasurer, I would not think any
of his worries are justified. I cannot see the need
for setting up another bureaucratic structure, new
QANGO, or a new tribunal to deal with matters
under this Act for the next 1 2 months.

Hon. G, E. MASTERS: The Hon. Robert
Hetherington said he was moved to make com-
ment and to support his colleague, the Hon. Joe
Berinson: however, I suggest it would have been
far better if he had not done so. He showed about
as much understanding of this clause as he did of
the Bill in his second reading speech. What the
Opposition and I personally suggested was not to
have a tribunal, but to pass the decisions back to
the proper authority or person, the Public Service
Arbitrator, the person from whom Mr
Hetherington and his party have removed that
right. We are talking about sending the decision
back to the umpire who is well suited and well fit-
ted to consider these matters, and who under-
stands public servants and their problems. He has
considered their applications over many years and
would be well fitted, 1 think, to consider the
financial hardship applications that come before
him. That was our point: To get this matter back
to the proper authority or person to consider it.
Obviously the member has not read the legislation
and I suggest to him that, if he has other com-
ments to make he might care to refer to the Bill
before he stands up.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I inform
the I-on. Gordon Masters that I was replying to
comments made by two members of his side of the
Committee and not to the remarks he made. My
response to their comments still stands. The mem-
ber's gratuitous insults leave me completely un-
moved. It is nice to see the member back in hi s
old form again.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: What is the objection to
using the Public Service Arbitrator under this
measure? I have listened to the debate and I have
also listened to the relay system in my room.
What does the Government have against the
Public Service Arbitrator examining individual
cases? He has the expertise and the staff. Why
should he not be the person to handle these mat-
ters? I can understand the Hon. Robert
Hetherington coming into the debate-i do not
want to bring in any personal situation-but

really he knows nothing about it and he could
never be in a position of needing to approach-

Hon. Robert Hetherington: How do you know?
You don't know my personal circumstances.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I do not want to bring
the member's personal situation into it.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Do not presume to
do so.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: If the member does not
want me to, I will not. I do not believe he would
be such a person.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Why don'c you just
leave me out of it?

The CHAIRMAN: Would the member address
the Chair?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I helieve it would be un-
usual for a person in a double-income family with
a husband, wife, and no children to front up to the
Treasurer. I do not think the Treasurer would
look very favourably on such a person, especially
if he and his wife had a joint income of $60 000
unless, perhaps, that person was trying to main-
tain a Corvette or something.

Hon. Mark Nevill: What is a person with a
husband and wife?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I cannot understand the
Government's objection to the Public Service Ar-
bitrator. He has the expertise in this field and
understands public servants. 1 personally cannot
see the Public Service Commissioner fronting up
to the Treasurer. We have got to be fair about
that. If hardship exists, I am sure the Attorney
General would want to do something about it be-
cause that is why this measure was included in the
legislation. I appreciate the reason for its in-
clusion.

Hon. 3. M. Berinson: Of course.
IHon. NEIL OLIVER: Senior public servants

particularly would not want to front up to the
Treasurer. I am surprised that the Attorney Gen-
eral has not thought out the possibility of an
alternative person being used. If he has considered
this, I want to know why he discarded it. I do not
wish to delay the Committee, but I could get hold
of a three-tonne truck full of Hansards from
which I could quote Labor speakers while in Op-
position time and time again talking against a
Minister having a final decision.

Hon. Peter Wells: They are better informed
now.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Debates on this subject
have gone on For hours and hours. The Labor
Party has spoken for hours and hours and it has
resulted in pages and pages of H-ansards. As the
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then Government, we supported it, and have
always done so. Bundles and bundles of Hlansards
are out there. I want to know why the Public Ser-
vice Arbitrator has not been considered. Why has
this situation been brought into the Chamber?
Where does a person stand when facing up to the
Treasurer in a political situation? The Attorney
General used those words.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Really, two questions
arise on the debate of this item. The first relates
to the absence of criteria for judgment as to what
constitutes hardship. On that matter I can say
only that criteria have been deliberately omitted
so as to ensure that no constraints are put on the
considerations of applications.

I do not need to say again-it has certainly
been said enough tonight-that this Bill is to meet
special and unusual circumstances and the Bill is,
in itself, unusual. It is for. that reason we have
thought it essential to allow flexibility for the pur-
pose of administration.

We have provided wide facilities for the correc-
tion of omissions and to provide for variations, ex-
clusions, and the treatment of any unanticipated
situations. Among those which are not really
unanticipated, but are situations which cannot be
forecast, is the special hardship case. I say, as I
have said in other respects, that it is in the
interests of the proper and fair administration of
this Bill and, above all, it is in the interests of po-
tential applicants to make sure that the
administration of these provisions is as flexible as
possible.

There are no experts in this field. I will turn the
Hon. Neil Oliver's question around. He asked,
"Why should we not leave it to the Public Service
Arbitrator?" I ask, "Why should we not leave it
to the Treasurer?" The Hon. Neil Oliver, in the
context of his reference to the Public Service Ar-
bitrator seems to suggest that that is where we
have the experts.

I suggest to the Committee that the Public Ser-
vice Arbitrator has no expertise in judging hard-
ship. That is not his role. His role is to settle in-
dustrial disputes and claims and if somewhere
along the line questions of hardship arise they are
peripheral to those duties.

The truth of the matter is that if we are to deal
with the sorts of hardship applications envisaged
by this clause there will be a heavy subjective el-
ement involved. Whether it is exercised by the
Treasurer or the Public Service Arbitrator or any
other person one must say there is a subjective el-
ement involved. There are no established criteria
which could meet the unusual circumstances that
might emerge in this context.

This brings me to a point which I have made so
many times that I am embarrassed about the rep-
etition: Where subjective elements are involved
and where there is no appeal apparatus or
tribunal the very greatest safeguard one can have
is a person in the hot seat making the decision
who is accountable in the most public of all ways;
that is because he is a public figure, a politician or
a Minister. That is a situation which does not
apply to public servants whether the Public Ser-
vice Arbitrator or otherwise.

Surely we all know that no-one is as vulnerable
or is as open to scrutiny or criticism as a poli-
tician. How much more does this apply when one
is a Minister who is frank, open and conscious of
being given the duty of exercising a special
judgment?

Therefore, at the risk of repetition I stand on
that point that the interests of the applicants will
be best made by imposing the responsibility for
judgment on a public figure such as a Minister.
Persons who are in a position of need and who
take advantage of this clause can have the full as-
surance that they will be treated properly and
fairly and with proper sensitivity to their feelings.
Perhaps I will add one futher point because a
special argument has been raised about what is
said to be the impossibility of members of Parlia-
ment approaching a Minister.

I do not want to give away too many in-House
secrets, but I suggest to you, Mr Chairman, that
it is well known that whatever the public stance,
whatever the reality of opposing views between
members of the different parties of a Parliam':nt,
there is always a very sensitive appreciation of the
personal position of all members whether in one's
own party or in others. I say from experi-
ence-admittedly not very long in this Chamber
but fairly substantial in the political sphere-that
I have had no difficulty in dealing frankly with
members of other parties on personal matters
with an absolute feeling of assurance that com-
ments will be treated confidentially. Conversely
where I have been in a position of receiving confi-
dences of a personal nature from members of
other parties, certainly I have treated those in the
same way.

I really think that would be the very general ex-
perience of members and I hope that this will not
spoil our reputation among the members of the
general public. I happen to believe it is the truth
and I have never been disappointed in that ex-
pectation.

Amendments put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
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Clause 8: Subsequent increases calculated with
respect to notional remuneration-

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I have some reser-
vations about this clause and, indeed, it has been
worded in a very complex way. I refer members to
the wording of the clause. My understanding is
that the court can grant increases at any time but
in doing so shall take into account the pay rate of
public servants as at I September 1983. 1 under-
stand that the Public Service Arbitrator can carry
out his duties under this legislation.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes..
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If that is the case, he

must also take into account the national wage in-
crease which is covered by this legislation.

If that is correct, the first part of this clause
seems to say that the Public Service Arbitrator
can carry out his duties-to consider applications
for increases and, if he thinks proper, to grant
them. If that is the case under this Bill, I think
the Public Service Arbitrator can act despite the
salaries and wages freeze. It seems to negate the
wages freeze altogether. The Minister in response
to a request from me which was also followed up
by the Leader of the Opposition, stated that
clause 5 overrode other Acts including the salaries
and wages freeze legislation. If that is the case,
this clause does seem to override the wages freeze
legislation and to authorise the court to make a
decision. If that is so, it virtually means the end of
the salaries and wages freeze.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: No, that is not cor-
rect. In my reply to the earlier question about
clause 5 which deals with the relation of this Bill
to other legislation and to the Crown, I referred at
one point to this Bill having an effect
notwithstanding provisions of other Acts, to the
extent of inconsistency between them. I suggest to
the honourable member that the point he makes
does not involve a question of inconsistency. It
would be inconsistent for a court to replace the 10
per cent cut which this Bill imposes under section
6. It would not be inconsistent to do other than
that in relation to the effect on the wages freeze
legislation. That is my understanding of this pro-
vision and I think it is a reasonable interpretation
of the words.

I am not sure if I understood the member cor-
rectly in the earlier part of his comment. Did he
suggest that the effect of clause 8 was to restrict
an arbitrator or a tribunal to considering an in-
crease based on the reduced remuneration?

Hon. G. E. Masters: No, if I said that I gave
the wrong impression. My understanding is it
would be the notional remuneration.

Hon- .1_ M_ BERINSON: That is correct.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I still take issue with
the Minister in regard to clause 8. Despite what
the Minister said, it seems to me this clause gives
the court the right to make a decision about an in-
crease in pay if it thinks fit. Clause 8 says that
nothing in this Bill shall be taken to prevent the
exercise of any power or the performance of any
duty by a court. If one then refers to the Public
Service Arbitration Act, one sees the arbitrator is
empowered to deal with all matters submitted to
him. Those powers are transmitted to this clause
which says the arbitrator may make a decision. I
do not see any other interpretation than that the
court can make a decision and carry out its duties.
Part of the duties would be covered by this Bill in
clauseS8 where it lays down specific duties the ar-
bitrator shall take into account in considering in-
creases and applications.

I know the Minister says I must have misunder-
stood him, but I do not think I did. The Minister
may disagree, but it seems to give a clear right to
the Public Service Arbitrator to listen to appli-
cations, make decisions, and grant increases to
certain people despite the salaries and wages
freeze. I am sure that those people affected by the
Bill and those whom the CSA thinks are justified
in applying for increases, will look at this legis-
lation and this clause and consider that an oppor-
tunity exists for them to make applications. They
will consider that the Public Service Arbitrator is
able to make a decision in their favour if he so
wishes.

The wording of this legislation and this clause
in particular is confusing to say the least. I quite
often have some difficulty with legislation. The
only consolation I have is that the Leader of the
Opposition, a QC, is having great trouble in
understanding it. That gives me some courage. If
he cannot understand it and the Minister is
having difficulty, heaven help the people in the
public area who will have to make some
interpretation. I believe the salaries and wages
freeze is broken to some extent by this clause.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The member takes
unfair advantage in referring to the Leader of the
Opposition's position as a QC. It reminds me of
the time we had two QCs in the House and an ex-
perienced barrister, and I was treated and felt
myself to be somewhat in the role of the articled
clerk. Mr Masters is trying to remind me of those
days and to supress my natural urge to give the
Committee the benefit of my modest opinion. In
spite of that unsubtle attempt on his part, I will
proceed.

The substantive part of clause 8 is to the effect
that nothing in the Bill shall be taken to prevent
or affect the exercise of any power or the per-
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formance of any duty by a court. My understand-
ing of the position is that the power to perform
the duty in relation to wage increases is at present
affected by the wages freeze legislation, and it is
to that qualified right that clause 8, I would
think, has to be applied. When one puts the pro-
visions together, one realises that there is nothing
in this Bill to prevent the exercise of any power,
but it must be a subsisting power, and the sub-
sisting power of the Public Service Arbitrator is
qualified at the moment.

As to whether clause 5 has the effect of giving
this Bill, when enacted, an overriding impact on
any other legislation, I believe the situation re-
mains as I have stated it. In short, I do not believe
that the sort of result which the member has
suggested is the real effect of this provision.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I think that is probably
the right interpretation, but I have one problem
remaining. I understand the arrangement made
between the Civil Service Association and the
Premier is that it should commence its proceed-
ings forthwith after the national wage case deter-
mination has been made, which may be any day
now. It should then institute its proceedings for
a new award. It seems that that is precluded by
the Salaries and Wages Freeze Act, if that Act
still applies. I cannot see how the Civil Service
Association can commence its proceedings for a
new award. The situation is extremely compli-
cated, and it is not easy to understand.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 9 to 13 put and passed.
Clause 14: Contributors under Superannuation

and Family Benefits Act 1938-
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I draw the attention of

members to the wording in the middle of
subiclause (1) which provides that the Superannu-
ation Board is authorised and directed to give ef-
fect to the apparent intention and the spirit of the
proposed section. We know that superannuation
schemes are complicated and hard to administer,
but this is a demonstration of the Government's
lack of preparation in this legislation. All through
the Bill we have seen that the Government has not
done its homework.

The wording of the subclause suggests that the
Government has not been able to work out prop-
erly what matters may arise as a result of the
legislation. It puts it back on the Superannuation
Board and says, "We authorise you to give effect
to the apparent intention and spirit of this sec-
tion". That is a rather weak way of dealing with
the matter. It indicates to the Opposition that
very little attention has been given to the Bill.

Very poor groundwork has been done in pres-
enting the Bill to the Parliament.

Hon. J1. Mv. BERINSON: This is not a weak
approach. It is an example of the need for a flex-
ible approach. If that were needed anywhere in
the Bill, certainly it is needed in respect of super-
annuation.

Superannuation involves extremely complex
questions. We have a wide range of superannu-
ation arrangements which do not lend themselves
to the general or even the particular provisions of
a Bill of this nature.

I indicated to the Chamber previously the
nature of the provisions which will be made.
Among others, they ensure that persons retiring
on superannuation during the course of the next
12 months will have the same entitlement as if
their notional remuneration had not been reduced
previously. It will have the effect also that, what-
ever arrangements are made by the contributor in
respect of his own contributions, the Govern-
ment's contribution to his superannuation will re-
main at a level applicable to his notional remuner-
ation. That is the spirit of the superannuation pro-
visions.

I do not need to stress the complexities which
are a part of superannuation, and the need to en-
sure that, in the event of a particular situation
emerging which cannot reasonably be anticipated
and catered for, the board should have the flexi-
bility to ensure that no detriment results to the
public servant.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: It is obvious that the
Government needs this sort of provision to try to
make the Bill work. At an earlier stage of the de-
bate, I said that when the decision was made, the
Government had not thought its way through the
Bill. That is abundantly clear and evident in this
clause. It is a loose way of trying to deal with the
complexities of the various superannuation
systems. I can understand the Government's
wanting to put in this provision, to try to ensure
that people in superannuation schemes are not
disadvantaged.

The Government cannot spell out the
contingencies, and therefore it has been obliged to
come up with this sort of phraseology. It is a most
unusual provision-I cannot remember having
seen one of its type in a clause befrore, and I hope
I shall not see it again.

I rap the Government over the knuckles. The
Bill is completely unnecessary. It has caused more
problems than it is worth. It is causing a greater
cost to the Government than it intended, and the
Government will be obliged to make up the short-
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fall rather than the contributor having to do so, in
certain cases. I register my protest in that regard.

Clause put and passed.
Clause I5 put and passed.
Clause 16: Weekly earnings for workers' com-

pensation purposes-
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Subclause (2) men-

tions weekly earnings. I raised this matter during
the second reading debate; and it was brought to
the attention of the responsible Minister in
another place.

The normal way that workers' compensation is
calculated is on an award rate. The legislation
deals with weekly earnings. I understand why the
provision has been inserted. It may be necessary,
simply to be fair about the matter. However, it
sets some sort of precedent.

For a long time a number of people from the
union movement have been pressing very hard to
achieve a position in which, instead of workers'
compensation being calculated on award rates, it
is calculated on weekly earnings because, in many
cases, in general terms, if workers' compensation
were based on weekly earnings, people on rather
high weekly earnings would obtain a great deal of
benefit.

I know in this case "weekly earnings" means
less than the award rate and I understand the
reason for this; but it sets a precedent and that
precedent will be noted by people who, for a long
lime, have been pressing for weekly earnings to be
used for workers' compensation purposes. Those
people may seek to make use of this provision as a
precedent.

I know this legislation will cease to be in exist-
ence in 12 months' time; nevertheless, the pre-
cedent is there and the reference to weekly earn-
ings for workers' compensation causes some con-
cern.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 17: Governor may amend Act to remove
anomalies-

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Opposition has
some very serious reservations about this clause;
in particular, I refer members to the wording of
paragraph (c). I do not think I have ever seen pre-
viously in legislation a paragraph which indicates
that, by regulation, one may amend any pro-
visions of the Act. It seems to be quite improper.
Of course, members opposite have debated and vi-
olently opposed the use of regulations in this way
or in a way that is remotely close to it. Yet here
we have a suggestion that regulations may be
made which amend any provisions of the Act. I

would think "any provisions" could mean any-
thing at all.

While I am talking about that particular fear
the Opposition has, I also draw to the Minister's
attention the whole question of anomalies. The
word 'anomalies" can be interpreted by the
Government; and an anomaly, in the Govern-
ment's view, could well be a distortion of
relativities. There is no suggestion that it could
not be. We have to bear in mind that distortion of
relativities has become a very relevant factor in
the debate in this Chamber and in another place
where the Premier referred to it and said it was a
proper matter to be considered by the Govern-
ment.

The attacking and redistribution of wealth or
the resolving of relativities could be regarded as
anomalies that the Government chooses to tackle
by means or this clause. We have very serious res-
ervations about paragraph (c) and we do not be-
lieve it should remain in the Bill.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I would
like to ask the Attorney a question about this
clause. Were I still an academic I would cherish
this clause, and present it to my class as a fine
example or -a Henry Vill clause. It is an
interesting example of a Henry VilI clause, be-
cause although it allows the Act to be amended
by regulation, very careful restrictions are placed
on that power.

The Hon. Gordon Masters was drawing a series
of long bows when he referred to various matters,
because the kinds of situations to which he re-
ferred could be taken quickly to a court, and de-
clared ultra vires. I wonder whether my
interpretation is right.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I agree that this
clause goes much further than usual. It is very
broad in its effect and, frankly, even without con-
sideration of the undesirability of following the
example of Henry V II I, I would not as a general
rule advocate the wide use of a provision of this
kind. However, as the Hon. Bob Hetherington has
suggested, the clause has limited impact; it is di-
rected solely to the question of anomalies and that
is not a new problem in terms or the discussion we
have had throughout the day and night.

The fear always is that, with the huge range of
different situations to be dealt with by this Bill,
anomalies could emerge not as a result of an
oversight in the preparation of the legislation, but
simply in the nature of the range of situations to
be dealt with.

Even conceding the need for caution with
clauses of this kind, it is in the end preferable to
deal with anomalies in this way rather than leave
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it to the Minister, perhaps in an attempt to be
fair, to stretch the discretion which other clauses
of the Bill give him to a point which is really in-
consistent with the Bill itself.

This clause seeks to overcome that situation
and the only other comment that might be appro-
priate is the obvious one: that is, any regulation
made under this power, like all regulations, will
be subject to the normal tabling provisions in the
Parliament and the scrutiny of both Houses.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Never before in the
time I have been in the Parliament has a clause
like this been placed before me. I am astounded
that the Government should be putting this for-
ward.

I appreciate the point made by the Hon. Mr
Hetherington that it is for the purpose of resolv-
ing or removing anomalies and for no other pur-
pose. However, the question is: What are the
anomalies? We can all think of things which
might be anomalies, but anomalies could be
almost anything. The class of anomalies is not re-
stricted in any way; the clause just relates to any
anomalies which may have arisen in the operation
of the scheme of the Act. The provision i s so
broad and wide that it gives the Governor the
right to amend any part of this Act of Parliament.

One may well ask what Parliament is for if the
Executive Government is empowered to alter any
section of an Act.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: To disallow regulations
perhaps. I didn't mean that!

H-on. 1. G. MEDCALF: It is just a thoroughly
bad clause. It is very difficult to be asked to ac-
cept such a provision. It has gone out of fashion
since Henry Vill's day. It is really quite incred-
ible. I have heard the Hon. Robert Hetherington
talk about Henry Vill clauses when he sat over
here.

What he had to say was no-one's business when
he went to town on us; but he still said "That is
one good thing your Liberal Government has
never done: It has never brought in any of these
Henry V I II clauses". But this is the first thing the
member's Government has done, and I am as-
tounded.

I can understand that members opposite are
putting up some sort of apologia for this clause,
that the provision relates only to anomalies, but
no Government member has explained what are
the anomalies. It is a serious situation that we
should be asked to accept this. I would have
thought that there would be a better way to over-
come any anomalies. We all know what Henry
Vill did to get rid of the anomalies in his own

family-and we have heard that they have set up
a guillotine in another place!

I would like to know what these anomalies are.
because it seems that any section in the proposed
Act could be amended by the Governor making a
regulation, which is a simple thing to do.

Hon.G . MASTERS: I am disappointed that
the Attorney has not seen fit to answer the
questions raised. What does the word
" anomalies" mean? What do anomalies mean in
relation to this legislation? How can this
Chamber accept the proposition that sections of
an Act might be amended by regulation? This
situation is unacceptable to the Opposition, and
unless we can get an explanation from the At-
torney we may have to consider deleting this
subclause.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: If we knew what the
anomalies were, we could have overcome them in
the Bill. What we are worried about is the possi-
bility of unanticipated anomalies emerging that
will have an unfair effect when relating the pos-
ition of one public servant to another. We are
looking to overcome this problem

In the course of the debate we have heard some
possibilities dealt with by way of discretions held
by the Treasurer. We have heard of questions
about allowances and superannuation.

In spite of exhaustive consideration of different
sorts of payment arrangements of certain people,
justification may emerge for exemption of a very
small number of public servants whose particular
position has not been contemplated. It would be
most undesirable to stretch a hardship provision
to say, for example, that these people also should
be subject to exemption.

I do not pretend to know what anomalies might
emerge; if I did, we would have much less reason
for including this sort of provision in the Bill. But
at the end of the day, and despite the fact that the
ability of the Legislative Council to exert its
powers is rather more delayed by regulation than
in the enactment of a Bill, anything done by way
of regulation of this kind must come to Parlia-
ment and be subject to the scrutiny of both
Houses and be subject to disallowance if there is
anything wrong with it and, in particular, if it ap-
pears in the judgment of members that what is
purporting to be the removal of an anomaly has in
fact some other purpose. Not in the remotest way
can I imagine that sort of improper use of regu-
lations being attempted . But that is what the
power of Parliaments exists for in relation to
regulations, and this would apply to regulations
made under this provision as to any other.
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I cannot accept the
Attorney's explanation. He spoke about problems
with superannuation and I draw his attention to
clause 14 where we pointed to loose wording
which might allow perhaps the Superannuation
Board to affect the apparent intention and spirit
of the Act.

Clause 7(2) gives the authority for the
Treasurer, when satisfied that certain exceptional
circumstances appertain, to exempt any class or
classes of affected persons. So there we have a
reference to the ability of the Treasurer to carry
out certain functions with flexibility.

We cannot accept the present wording of this
subclause. Before we suggest the deletion of it,
I wonder whether the Attorney could suggest
some other wording. The proposition that a regu-
lation might amend a section of an Act is some-
thing we cannot live with.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I cannot suggest an
alternative wording. I suggest that this provision
is not as wide as the Hon. Gordon Masters be-
lieves. It cannot be used to amend just any section
of the Act; it can amend only a section the oper-
ation of which is adjudged to give rise to
anomalies. Not all provisions of the Bill are open
to that possibility; very few would be.

I Aind myself in the same position as I have
been with other clauses: It is very difficult for mec
to take the argument any further and I see no
point in repeating comments I have already made.
If the honourable member is not satisfied with the
examples I have given, I will offer him just one
more, although I do not expect that it will necess-
arily solve the problem.

It is the aim of this provision that a public ser-
vant should not at any stage be left in a position
of being entitled to a lower remuneration than
that applying to a person on a lower level of the
Public Service. On the best calculations made, the
formula embodied in the Bill will ensure that re-
sult. However, a number of things may happen
over the next 12 months in the course of the appli-
cation of awards by one tribunal or another which
may upset that calculation. It is clearly the
intention of the Bill to preserve the type of pos-
ition to which I have just referred. That possibly
could be one sort of anomaly that might need
curing.

This is not the sort of provision that one would
advocate as a regular or usual practice, but I am
forced again to comment that this is not the usual
sort of legislation. We aret not dealing here with
areas in which we have any real experience. Con-
versely, we are dealing with areas with very great
scope for individual situations to emerge that can-

not reasonably be anticipated. In an effort to en-
sure fair treatment to the persons affected and be-
tween affected persons, this provision has been in-
cluded. Its use will be restricted to that purpose.
No purpose will be served by my attempting to
amend it. It stands on its merits and for its lim-
ited purposes.

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: The Opposition is still
not satisfied. I do not know whether there is any
way the Minister handling the Bill can put some
sort of definition on the word "anomalies", be-
cause to us it means anything and everything.
Although he has said it will operate in a limited
way, I still say the door will be left wide open for
the interpretation of the word "anomalies" to be
anything, including, if we liked, in the opinion of
the Government, a distortion of relativities. If that
is to be the effect, because of the mention made of
it on a number of occasions, we cannot allow the
legislation to be in this form, and certainly we
cannot allow the word, accepting that the legis-
lation can be changed at any time for almost any
season.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Of course, I agree the
Bill does not define the word "anomalies", but all
Bills and Acts are full of words undefined by the
legislation. We have well understood meanings of
words and well understood sources of authority to
put reasonable meanings to words. Had the
honourable member spoken for just a little longer,
I would have had the opportunity to look up the
word "anomaly" in the dictionary in front of me.
I am sure it is in there, it is defined, and the defi-
nition will make sense. I am sure any court ad-
judicating the matter would have no trouble in ar-
riving at a reasonable interpretation of how the
word should be applied.

We really do not have to be anxious to that ex-
tent because we are in a position here where an
aggrieved person does not need the protection of a
court, even if that protection were available. He
has the protection of the Parliament; he has the
protection of people like the Hon. Gordon Mas-
ters, who I am sure would be anxious to pursue
any regulation tabled in this Chamber in order to
ensure it is within the limited purposes of the
regulation-making power. If by any chance the
Hon. Gordon Masters were not here. I have every
confidence that the Hon. A. A. Lewis would per-
form that function in his stead. A number of other
members would do the same. Quite seriously, I
believe this matter is sensitive enough to ensure
that any regulations relating to it, unlike many
regulations, would not pass unnoticed. Any regu-
lation made under this Bill and tabled in this
Chamber will be subjected to the closest scrutiny
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by members, and I do not think anybody trying to
get away with anything would get away with it.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Some alteration should
be made to this provision. It is unfortunate that
the hour is late, and probably no great incentive
exists to make such a change. However, it is quite
normal in situations such as this for a change to
be made. A Government frequently suggests that
there be a short suspension or a deferment of
some kind so that it can obtain advice on that
which might be inserted in a Bill. The real prob-
lem seems to centre, apart from the Henry ViII
clause, on the extent of anomalies. If we were to
refer to anomalies of only a minor nature or
anomalies affecting the application of the legis-
lation to public servants-that is, the affected
persons-that situation might have been brought
about. If the anomalies were restricted to tidying
up some general misunderstanding that might
have been brought about, the provision might
work to the benefit of the people concerned. On
the undertaking that this Henry Vill clause will
not be used again, we could have some arrange-
ment for amendments, but it seems to me that to
let this clause go as it stands-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I ask you to be a little
more particular about the nature of the amend-
ment you suggest.

Hon. 1 G. MEDCALF: It may be possible for
the Government to suggest that the word
".anomalies" be qualified in some way. I doubt
whether the term -minor anomalies" would be
satisfactory because the word "minor" is almost
as bad as the word "anomalies". It is purely a
matter of degree, but who is to say? if it were
".anomalies" relating to the application of the
legislation to affected persons, that may be a sat-
isfactory way to define the word to ensure that
the legislation is not extended into other areas or
brings in classes of persons not intended to be in-
cluded.

A wide canvas can be covered by regulation. It
will take a long time for a regulation to be dealt
with by the Parliament, while in the meantime the
regulation will be applied.

The Government would want a surer method of
sorting this matter out. The Minister might con-
sider either a short suspension or a slight change
in plans so that he has an opportunity to consider
the suggestions made by the Opposition.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: I respect the reser-
vations expressed by members on both sides of the
Chamber, but I suggest that their concern is not
well based. Perhaps I can explain that best by
suggesting that the sort of amendment the Leader
of the Opposition has just proposed is already

catered for in the terms of the provision as
drafted. As I took dawn the suggestion of the
Leader of the Opposition, it would appear to me
to be generally satisfactory to insert a qualifi-
cation so as to have clause 17(c) read somehow
like this: "For the purpose only of removing or re-
solving any anomalies relating to the operation of
the Act in respect of affected persons" and so on.
The effect of that proposed amendment would be
to ensure no regulation made under clause 17(c)
would attempt to go beyond the scope of removing
anomalies arising between the affected persons
defined by the legislation.

On the face of it, the proposal seems to be
reasonable enough, but I invite the Committee to
consider the full terms of clause 17(c) as they now
stand. The terminology we have already does the
following: It restricts the application of any regu-
lation to anomalies only, to affected persons as
defined by the legislation only, and to the pur-
poses of the legislation only. Iff1 understand the
Leader of the Opposition correctly, that is the
very purpose of his proposed amendment. In fact,
I ask him to consider this proposition: Adopting
an amendment of the kind he suggested is
certainly unobjectionable, but the change would
end up, given the juggling of a few words, as the
same proposition expressed twice in the same
subclause.

I really do not think that would advance the
position. In particular, I cannot see that it would
protect the interests of affected persons any more
than those interests are already protected by the
clause in its present form. I put that to the Leader
of the Opposition and I would be happy to hear
his comments on it.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The problem with the
remaining words here is that in their present form
they do not really add anything. The subelause
provides-

for the purpose only of removing or resolv-
ing any anomalies that may have arisen in
the operation of the scheme in this Act for-

That part is all right, but the following words
seem to qualify the Act-

..the temporary reduction of the re-
mu neratLion -pa yable to afrfected persons,

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Don't you really think it
relates to the scheme; it qualifies the scheme
rather than the Act?

Hon. 1. G. MEOCALF: The scheme, yes, not
the anomalies. I repeat-

any anomalies that may have arisen in the
operation of the scheme in this Act..
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That refers to the scheme in the Act. It con-
tiue

.. for the temporary reduction of the re-
muneration payable to affected persons.

That qualifies the anomalies. I suggest that the
Attorney General might give consideration to
deleting the word "that" which appears in the
fourth line and inserting in its place the words "in
relation to" so that it would read "for the purpose
only of removing or resolving any anomalies that
may have arisen in the operation of the scheme in
this Act in relation to the temporary reduction of
the remuneration payable to affected persons". As
I see it, "in relation to" would then refer to the
anomalies.

I am not sure, without looking at it further,
whether in fact that will do what I thought it
would do-qualify "anomalies". It really requires
further study.

B-on. J1. M. BIBRINSON: If the Leader of the
Opposition was disposed to move that amendment
I would have no objection to it. We could perhaps
proceed with the effect of its being considered by
parliamentary Counsel in the passage of the legis-
lation from this Chamber to the Legislative As-
sembly.

lHon. H. W. Gayfer: How about deleting it
altogether.

lion. 1. G. PRATT: I find the proposition that
we are to amend the provisions of an Act by regu-
lation completely unacceptable. I cannot see how
we can accept this in its proposed very limited ap-
plication or in any other type of application. This
provision is to come into operation in the very
near future, which will mean that within this
short session of Parliament it will have at least a
three-month trial period during which time any
anomalies which may arise could be brought back
to the Parliament and amended without going
through the regulation process. However, if after
the three month period of this session problems
arise we will not be far from the autumn
session-which I presume we will still have under
the present Government-and if serious
anomalies then arise, although, I personally find
the proposition not particularly acceptable. I can-
not see why we cannot move an amendment with
some degree of retrospectivity to correct an
anomaly which has occurred during the period be-
tween the end of this session and the autumn
session.

I ask the Attorney General to look at the prop-
osition of handling it through the accepted and
tried method of Acts of Parliament emanating
from Bills which are discussed in this Chamber
and which can be amended or accepted or re-

jected, rather than by regulation which cannot be
amended. I want to hear the Attorney General's
views on that proposition.

Hon. ROBERT H-ETHERINGTON: I do be-
lieve that the honourable member has in the past
accepted Bills with clauses in them that allow
Acts to be amended by regulation. All Govern-
ments pass such Bills. Such clauses are in all
kinds of Bills. They have been passed by Liberal
Governments. The Leader of the Opposition's
memory was not quite correct when he said that
his Government did not pass any such Bills. I do
not think that is correct because we had a great
debate one night on whether or not a particular
clause was in fact a Henry Vill clause. I have for-
gotten which Bill it was, but I am sure if the
honourable member cares to look through the
Statute book he will find such a clause in a
number of Bills.

Whether we want to stop doing this now is
something that might well be debated, but it is
not a new thing. What is new is perhaps the
breadth, in one sense, of the clause and, of course,
the narrowness of it, in another sense. As the At-
torney General said, this is a Bill, the regulations
of which will come under great scrutiny. It is a
Bill which will exist for only one year and if any
anomalies arise once it becomes an Act we will
hear about them quickly. Perhaps then if the Op-
position discovers an anomaly it might be glad
that the clause is in the Bill. I would feel worse
about this were the Bill not one with a sunset
clause that will terminate the Act at the end of 12
months. I think that modifies and qualifies our at-
titudes towards a clause such as this. Certainly, if
any of the drastic things that have been suggested
were attempted, a court case would be held to see
if the powers were ultra yb-es and I would be of
the opinion that the anomalies would be found to
have-a fairly narrow interpretation. Of course, I
may be wrong, as the Leader of the Opposition
might suggest to me; and perhaps the I-on.
Gordon Masters might point it out to me more
forcibly-

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I would not be game to com-
ment on it.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: -and
the Hon. Sandy Lewis would not even be game to
comment on it because he would be even more
forceful. My opinion on this matter is not ncess-
arily stupid. I understand what members of the
Opposition are saying, but I would not regard
Henry ViII clauses as being completely new to
legislation in this State. Different varieties of such
clauses have been passed by all Governments.
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I advert again to the
concern of the Leader of the Opposition to have a
qualification inserted so as to affect the term
"anomalies". 1 ask the Leader of the Opposition
for his reaction to the deletion of the words after
the word "any" in the second line of clause 17(c)
down to the word "a ffccted" in the fifth line and
the insertion of other words so that the clause
would read as follows-

For the purpose only of removing or resolv-
ing any anomalies relating to the operation of
this Act in respect of affected persons, may
amend by regulation any of the provisions of
this Act, either generally or in relation to any
particular class of affected person or any par-
ticular circumstances.

As I understand it that must meet the point that
the Leader of the Opposition was making. If it
does I propose to move an amendment accord-
ingly, subject to the understanding that it will be
checked by Parliamentary Counsel to ensure it
meets with his standards. I am reasonably confi-
dent that it will, but the point we would have
reached is, at least, an agreement on principle to
the qualification of that term "anomalies".

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I still have strong res-
ervations about this clause, even with the pro-
posed amendment. My concern is with the words
-may amend by regulation any of the provisions

of this Act". It is a proposition which is not ac-
ceptable to members generally in this Chamber.

The word "anomalies" has not been defined in
a way that is acceptable to the Opposition and it
is necessary that we have another interpretation.

I am more concerned with the proposition that
this Bill can be amended by regulation for any
purpose whatsoever. I would prefer the deletion of
subclause (c). This would not result in causing
problems with the legislation.

The Hon. Ian Pratt is correct when he says that
if there arc problems with the Bill they should be
brought back to the Parliament and not changed
by regulation.

Hon. V. i. FERRY: I have been following the
debate on this clause with a great deal of interest.
It is apparent that the suggested amendment will
not overcome the real difficulty. I agree with the
views expressed by one or two members that para-
graph (c) should be deleted. It is the only way to
resolve the problem.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I support the comments
of the previous speaker because I am not aware of
any legislation which contains a clause of this
nature. The proposed amendment by the Attorney
General is not acceptable.

The Attorney General has stated that regu-
lations can always come before the Chamber for
disallowance. That is true, but I recall two oc-
casions, one in 1971 and the other in 1973 when
regulations were tabled and the members
intending to move for the disallowance were not
present and had told no-one of their views. The
papers were tabled and subsequently became law.This has resulted in a local government model
"A" by-law which has never been referred to this
Parliament again for repeal.

This clause should be deleted or alternatively
the Attorney General should report progress and
seek leave to sit again.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: I make the point again that
I find unacceptable the proposition that we amend
this Bill by regulation. I advise the Attorney Gen-
eral again that we will have at least three months
of sitting in this session so that if' anomalies crop
up in this legislation-the Attorney General has
told us they are likely to occur in the early
stages-it would be a simple matter to introduce
an amending Bill to correct them. If these
anomalies crop up after this session finishes we
would be running towards the autumn session and
amendments would have to be made retrospective
in order to cover the time chat Parliament was not
sitting.

I did ask the Attorney General for his views on
that, but possibly he was distracted as he was
yesterday when I put some propositions to him. I
would appreciate an answer from him now.

Hon. JOHN WILLIAMS: I make a suggestion
to the Minister. He is sitting here and his advisers
are at the back of the Chamber. Surely progress
could be reported and he could seek leave to sic
again at the ringing of the bells. That would give
him a break in which to discuss the matter with
his advisers.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I appreciate that, but I
think not.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: To test (he Com-
mittee, and in the light of the discussion so far, I
propose to move an amendment to clause 17. I
move an amendment-

Page 15-Delete paragaph (c)
The Opposition puts this amendment to the Com-
mittee because members on our side cannot live
with the idea of any Act being amended by regu-
lation, or any parts of an Act being so amended.
We believe that is the right and role of members
of Parliament. It is unacceptable to have such a
wide-ranging provision and for the Government to
take that sort of action. It was unacceptable to
most members of the Government when they were
in Opposition. They referred to it in many
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speeches. I believe this is the only proper course of
action a Parliament can take.

Hon. i. M. Berinson: Can I suggest you add the
word "and" after the semi-colon in 17(a)?

The CHAIRMAN: It would appear if Mr
Masters deleted everything after the word
" prescribed" and placed a full-stop at the end of
paragraph (bi), it would satisfy what he is endeav-
ouring to do.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I was only trying to
amend it in what I thought was the correct way.
The clause would then read as follows-

The Governor may-
(a) make such regulations as are necessary

or convenient for giving effect to the
purposes of this Act;

(b) make regulations prescribing all matters
that are required or permitted by this
Act to be prescribed.

Hon. J5. M. BERINSON: The Course of debate
seems to have changed rather radically. We
started with an objection from the Opposition
that the provisions of proposed clause 17(c) were
not specific enough in their restrictions. I did my
best to accommodate the concern expressed by
the Leader of the Opposition, and I think the
eventual form of words I put to him, while per-
haps not the most elegant that might be devised,
did meet the objections to that stage. Now an en-
tirely separate proposition has been put for-
ward-that clause 17(c) should be deleted.

I have already said, and I am happy to concede
again, that it is not a clause that should be en-
tered into readily or as any sort of regular prac-
tice. Against that, we have the serious potential
for anomalies, and that makes it more important
than in the usual sort of Bill that such anomalies
should be capable of being attended to quickly.
The point has been made by members on the
other side that if something goes wrong in the
regulation making process it takes time to make
amends and disallow the regulation. The opposite
of that applies with greater force, I would think,
where one did not have such a regulation making
power but anomalies emerged. As we all know,
the House as a regular pattern does not sit for
three months at a time.

lHon. P. H. Wells: You could bring it back at
24 hours' notice.

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: We could bring it
back at 10 minutes' notice, but I do not think the
practices of the House are such that on a Bill of
this nature one would call an emergency meeting
of the Parliament. I think that is the reality of the
situation. Under this amendment anomalies which

may be working unfairly and to the serious detri-
muent of public servants may be left unattended
for months at a time.

That has two serious faults. First it requires
people to suffer the effects of an unfair situation
for a long period of time. Secondly it raises the
potential for further dissatisfaction and tension
within the areas of' the service which might be af-
fected.

Unusual as it may be, at least clause 17(c) has
the merit that it would not allow the position of
the running sore to develop. If an anomaly
emerged and it was serious enough to require at-
tention, that could be done immediately. If any
excess of power was involved in that regulation it
would soon enough come to light and any ill or
unfair effect of the regulation would be cured by
disallowance and what flows from that. The result
is, I suggest to the Committee, that with the best
intentions in terms of theory and principle, the
Opposition is leading us in practical terms to a
situation which could well be to the detriment of
the people whom the mover of the amendment is
looking to protect. I urge the Committee not to
accept this amendment, but to reject it and allow
further consideration of the proposed amendment
I have already indicated.

Hon. I. G. PRATT: I regard this whole Bill as
highly unsatisfactory. I did not speak during the
second reading debate and neither did I vote
against the Bill at that stage, because I believe as
a general practice we should not reject Bills put
before us to provide the money the Government
uses to run its business.

This is a sloppy Bill. The concept is ill con-
ceived, and we are now asked to accept what we
find to be an unacceptable practice to get the
Government off the hook in case anomalies crop
up of which it is not aware. When we consider the
history of this proposition from the time it was
leaked by the Government, and the footwork used
by the Government to get itself out of trouble, we
can see why the Government wants the provision
in the Bill.

It is complete and utter rubbish for the At-
torney to say that if we do not accept the prop-
osition of amending the Act by regulation, we will
be responsible for the anomalies that arise.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I did not say that.
Hon. 1. G. PRATT: The implication was there.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: I said the amendment

would be responsible for a slowing of the process
of curing anomalies.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: I accept that.
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If a length of time is involved before the Act is
brought back to the Parliament for amendment,
that will be the Government's problem. That will
be the result of setting out on this ill-conceived
venture in the first place.

I cannot speak for my leader; perhaps he would
like to comment on this. As a member of the Op-
position, I can see no reason to slow anything
down if the Government makes a reasonable move
to bring amending legislation before the
Chamber. We have spelt out carefully the concern
that we as an Opposition have for the people
being imposed on by this legislation. We are not
doing anything that will delay the Government's
amendments, if they bring them to this place.

I support the amendment moved by the Hon.
Gordon Masters.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Hear, hear! Well said!
Amendment put and a division taken with the

following result-

A

Hon. C. J1 Bell
Hon. V. J. Ferry
Hon. H. W.CGayfer
Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. P. H. Lockyer
Hon. G. E. Masters
Hon. I[- . Medenalf

IN

Hon. J. M. Berinson
Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. D. K. Dans
Hon. Graham Edwards
H-on. Kay Hallahan

Ayes
Hon. C. C. MacKinnon
Hon. W. C. Atkinson
Hon. P.CG. Pendal

yes I5

Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. 1. G, Pratt
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. P. K. Welts
Hon. John Williams
Hon. Margaret McAleer

(Teller)
loes 10

Hon. Robert Hetherington
Hon. Carry Kelly
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Hon. Peter Dowding
Hon. Lyla Elliott
Hon. S. M. Piantadosi

Amendment thus passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Schedule I-

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move the following
amendments-

Page 16, line 6-Delete the words
"Chain Locks" and substitute the words
"Chain Lockers".

Page 16. lines 13 to 16-Delete the
following passage-

" Cleaning out ships holds immedi-
ately after coal, iron ore, alumina,
sulphur or phosphate cargoes, or
working on ships during the loading
of bulk grain (except whilst work-
ing in the engine room) "

Page 16, line 18-Delete the words
"Cleaning Tubes" and substitute the
words "Cleaning Boiler Tubes".

Page 16, line 22-Delete the word
"Composite" and substitute the words
"Composite Disability".

Page 17, line 26-Delete the word
"Limbers".

Page 19, after line 12-Insert the
words "Uniform and Boot".

Amendments put and passed.
Schedule, as amended, put and passed.
Schedule 2-
Hon. P. H. WELLS: Schedule 2 covers the

people earning between $29 000 and S33 500, and
it covers part-time workers so that they come
within the proposed Act. It also covers the fact
that Ministers will lose 12 per cent and the Prem-
ier I5 per cent. In other words, the schedule
embodies the whole principle of the Bill, which is
to cut people's salaries.

I am extremely disappointed, because, after
doing what I thought was a reasonable amount of
research on the Bill, I rose and presented a sum-
mary of that research. I asked what I thought to
be some reasonable questions and, as has occurred
on a previous occasion, the Attorney did not even
bother to answer them.

I listened to the debate with extreme interest. I
believe at least some of the questions I asked
should be answered. They were reasonable re-
quests and I made them in order that I could ar-
rive at a responsible decision in relation to the
rights sought by the Government under this Bill.

When he replied to the second reading debate,
the Attorney said it would be more appropriate to
handle those questions in Committee. I sat and
listened patiently to somne of the answers the At-
torney gave to members, but the whole host of
questions I asked during my speech, which lasted
approximately IH6 hours, were not answered. It
may well be the Attorney has the contagious, bad
habit of his colleague who sits on his right and
who is absent tonight in terms of answering
questions asked by members. He says, "They are
not good enough for me to answer"

However, as a member of Parliament, I am en--
titled to pose questions and a Minister of the
Crown has some responsibility, even if he dis-
agrees with what 1 am saying, to answer them. In-
deed, if the Attorney believes I am off the beaten
track, he should at least spend some time to in-
form mec about the matter to enable me to arrive
at a just decision.
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I shall quote the words of a previous member
who held the portfolios of Health, Mines, Lands,
and Labour. When speaking on a Bill seeking the
same powers as are contained in this Bill, the
Hon. A. G. Panton, who was originally elected to
the Council as the Labor member for West Prov-
ince but who, in 193 1. was the Labor member for
Leederville, is reported at page 3812 of Hansard
as saying-

What right has the government to ask the
Parliament to agree to such a proposal as
that embodied in this Bill? It has to be re-
membered that the Bill, if passed, will be-
come an Act of Parliament, not of the
Government. If we agree to it, Parliament
must accept the responsibility.

The Attorney considered it was all right to ignore
my question on this matter despite the fact that
the Parliament is clogged with advisers who could
very well have provided the information requested
and the necessary backup for the Attorney.

If the Chamber is to exercise its role as a
House of Review, it is obvious from the debate
tonight it will have to move into the area that the
Attorney was not very happy to consider when in
Opposition. and I shall need to seriously seek the
support of my colleagues to bring people before
the Bar of this House to be questioned by the
House so that we can be informed properly.

If Ministers responsible for Bills reach the
stage of being incompetent and will not provide
the necessary answers, the House has the right to
demand the information.

Hon. D. K. Darts: I thought the Attorney did a
perfectly good job tonight and every member of
this Chamber would agree.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I do not doubt the At-
torney did a good job handling the Bill, but, dur-
ing the course of my speech, I raised a whole
range of issues which I spent some Lime studying
and the Attorney has not answered my questions.
I began my speech very deliberately and quietly
and set out a series of questions.

Although I asked a number of questions as I
went along. I put the main questions at the begin-
ning of my speech in order that they would not be
misconstrued or lost when interjections were
made. I suggest those questions have not been
answered in this debate. Therefore, short of going
back through the whole speech again which you,
Sir, will not allow me to do, I indicate the infor-
mation for which I asked was to enahle me to sup-
port the Government. One must accept that, at
various times, the Government needs money.
However, it is reasonable to expect members of
Parliament to be given adequate explanations of

the Government's proposals. Therefore, as the
Government has not answered the questions I
asked, until the information is provided, I cannot
support the third reading of the Bill.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I meant no discour-
tesy to the Hon. Peter Wells in not dealing with
his questions during the Committee stage. I be-
lieve I gave a second reading reply of at least ap-
propriate length and I attempted at that time to
deal with questions which seemed to me to raise
the more basic issues which had emerged in the
course of debate.

Tonight I seem to have had some trouble with
terminology on several counts and, if Mr Wells is
correct, which I doubt, here is another such case.

In my second reading speech I said that too
many questions had been asked for me to attempt
to deal with them in a single comprehensive reply
and these would best be dealt with at the Com-
mittee stage. I did not go any further than that. I
did not spell out what I meant, but I would think
most members of the Committee would know;
that is, members who wished to pursue those
questions should raise them on the appropriate
clauses in the course of debate. That is in fact
what a number of members did. I accept that
involved some repetition, but the Hon. Gordon
Masters did that throughout our very long Com-
mittee debate.

To the best of my ability I dealt with each of
the questions he raised, whether or not they re-
peated matters raised in the second reading de-
bate. I ask the I-on. Peter Wells to accept that
had he also raised his questions at the appropriate
times in the Committee stage I would have done
my best to respond to them.

It is only fair to add that some of the questions
he raised in his second reading speech were, in my
Opinion, not reasonable questions. They went
much too far in demanding what amounted to an
outline of the Government's Budget consider-
ations and strategies; but that was just one aspect
of his questions.

For the rest I can only say that I participated in
this debate in as positive a way as I was able and
I responded as best I could both to questions and
arguments put by Opposition members.

Schedule put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Bill reported with amendments.

Standing Orders Suspension

HON. D3. K. DANS (South Metropoli-
tan-Leader of the House) [2.26 am.]: Mr Presi-
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dent, pursuant to Standing Order No. 430, 1
move-

That Standing Orders, including Standing
Order No. 117, be suspended so far as to en-
able the remaining stages of this Bill to be
taken during this sitting.

The PRESIDENT: Honourable members, this
motion requires the concurrence of an absolute
majority.

Question put.
The PRESIDENT: Honourable members, I

have counted the House and, there being an ab-
solute majority present with no dissentient voice, I
declare the motion carried with the concurrence
of an absolute majority.

Question thus passed.

Report

Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading

HON. J1. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [2.28 a.m.J: I
move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

HON. G. E. MASTERS (West) [2.29 a.m.): I
do not wish to keep the House more than a few
minutes, but it should be recorded that the Oppo-
sition is very disappointed with this Bill. We be-
lieve it to be a callous political exercise in which a
small group of very fine people are to be used as
pawns in a political game. We think that the
chickens will come home to roost and the Govern-
ment will get its just desserts.

The Government simply cannot treat people in
the way it has treated this group of people. It can-
not expect people to put up with these sorts of
insults. The repercussions of this legislation and
the precedents it sets will be heard and felt for a
long time.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and returned to the As-
sembly with amendments.

House adjourned at 2.30 a.m. (Thursday).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

FIRE

Shannon River Naitional Park

209. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Forests:

What extra lire equipment is to be allo-
cated to the Forests Department to con-
trol the Shannon basin as a "national
park"?

I-on. D. K. DANS replied:
Adequate equipment is available for
current levels of management. The need
for additional equipment will be kept
under review as the Forests Department
develops special Aire protection regimes
to meet the needs of flora and fauna
management.

TEMPORARY REDUCTION OF
REMUNERATION (SENIOR

PUBLIC OFFICERS) BILL

Public Servants: Letter of Explanation

215. Hon. G. E. MASTERS, to the Leader of
the House representing the Premier:
(1) Is it correct that the Government is pro-

posing to write to all public servants ex-
plaining the Temporary Reduction of
Remuneration (Senior Public Officers)
Bill 1983?

(2) Why is this necessary when the Civil
Service Association, as the representa-
tive body, is in regular contact with its
members?

(3) Is it correct that the cost all-up is likely
to be in excess of $20 0007

(4) Does the Government intend to deal
with all unions in this way in the future?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) A letter from thc Premier was for-

warded to all public servants outlining
its attitude towards current salary mat-
ters. The letter, a copy of which is
below, was not sent to explain the Tem-
porary Reduction of Remuneration
(Senior Public Officers) Bill.

(2) It is the Government's responsibility, not
that of the Civil Service Association, to
explain Government policies and actions
to its employees.

(3) No. The cost was approximately $2 200.
(4) Not applicable. The Government was

dealing with its employees, not the
union.

A Message from the Premier

Despite public claims to the contrary, the
Government has no vested interest in
undermining the employment or income se-
curity of the Public Service on which it de-
pends so heavily.

The opposite is the case and I have deliber-
.ately delayed writing to you until at least
some of the heat had evaporated from the
controversy in which we were involved.

Stated as clearly as possible, the Govern-
ment's position is simply one which aims to
continue the employment and career
opportunities of all existing staff.

To achieve this while overcoming our
financial difficulties has required a slower
rate at which people, are recruited into the
Service and a temporary reduction in re-
muneration for those best able to afford it.

At the same time we have acted to con-
tinue opportunities for salary increments and
reclassilications and to ensure that all wages
and salaries are fully adjusted for increases
awarded by industrial tribunals commencing
with the current National Wage Case de-
cision.

Claims that the Government intends deny-
ing its employees access to arbitration until
September 1984 are untrue.

In fact, I have informed the CSA that the
Government is prepared to permit an appli-
cation for a wage rise to proceed this year
Provided that any increase awarded operates
after the expiry of the Salaries and Wages
Freeze Act.

This will ensure that all State Government
employees enter the new wage fixation
system on a fair base.

Yours sincerely,
Brian Burke, M.L.A.

PREMIER

FRUIT, MEAT, AND VEGETABLES

Cool Store and Marketing Facilitiecs

233. Hon. V. J. FERRY, to the Minister For
Mines representing the Minister for
Transport:

In accordance with the Labor party's
4LBunbury 2000" development strategy enunciated
prior to the last State election, what progress has
been made to establish cool store and marketing
facilities for WA grown vegetables, meat, and
fruit in strategically located centres in South-East
Asia and the Middle East!
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fruit in strategically located centres in
South-East Asia and the Middle East?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
The South West Development Authority
has held preliminary discussions with ex-
porters and potential exporters to ascer-
tain the best way to proceed in this mat-
ter. Considerable care and negotiations
are needed to ensure that facilities most
appropriate for Western Australian
growers arc made available.
One of the prime concerns is to see that
adequate sea and air freight rates for the
State's produce are available. The Min-
ister recently made a trip to Singapore
to discuss, among other matters, this
question. The Minister has since re-
ported that, as a result of these dis-
cussions, events are now well in train
which will encourage more direct ship-
ping services between the west coast of
Australia and South-East Asia, and for
lower shipping freight rates.

Discussions were also held in respect of
air freight rates with subsidiaries of
Singapore Airlines and Singapore Port
Authority,
The Minister's inquiries reveal that con-
siderable coldstorage facilities are
available in Singapore itself.
It is possible to lease coldstorage facili-
ties in Singapore.
There are, however, difficulties with ad-
equate coldstorage facilities in other
parts of South-East Asia, and in the
Arabian Gulf. A full evaluation of these
impediments to our trade is to be carried
out shortly.
The structure of the new authority is
now being formulated by the Minister
for Industrial Development. His depart-
ment's progress on that matter will be
announced by the responsible Minister,

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Northampton District: Tenders

234. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Attorney
General representing the Minister for Education:

(1) How many tenders have been received
for the upgrading of the Northampton
District High School?

(2) Whatt wais the highest tendered amount?
(3) Whatt was the lowest tendered amount?

(4) As it has always been obvious that ten-
ders would exceed estimated costs for
the plans prepared, would the Minister
advise-

(a) is there any intention to allocate
more funding for this project; and

(b) who was responsible for the original
plans being drawn up and their esti-
mated cost of $350 000?

(5) In the event that the proposed plans will
not be adopted owing to insufficient
finance, will the Minister advise-

(a) whether the original allocation of
$350 000 still applies;

(b) whether revised tenders will be
called for; and

(c) what modifications to the original
plans are contemplated?

Hon. J. M. HER INSON replied:

(I)
(2)

(3)

Nine.

$1 316688.

$968 000.

(4) (a) No;

(b) Public Works Department.

(5) (a) to (c) Please refer to the answer to
the question without notice asked
by Mr Tubby on 23 August 1983.

FISHERIES: ROCK LOBSTER

Blo wholes

235. Hon. P. IH_ LOCKYER, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
Fisheries and Wildlife:

(1) Has the area known as the Blowholes
north of Carnarvon been made a restric-
ted area to professional rock lobster
Fishermen?!

(2) If so, when was the area gazetted a re-
stricted area?

(3) What are the precise details of the re-
stricted area?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) to (3) This action will require an amend-
ment to the Fisheries Act regulations.
Drafting of the amendment has not been
finalised, but it is proposed that the re-
strictions will be in force by I5
November 1983.
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MINING: LEASES

Homestead

236. Hon. D. i. WORDSWORTH, to the Min-
ister for Mines:

Further to question 173 of Wednesday,
17 August 1983, as the WA Govern-
ment is negotiating with a group of
Ravensthorpe farmers to convert their
former homestead leases under the
Mining Act to leases under the Land
Act-
(1) In which shire are the-

(a) 259 miners' homestead leases;
(b) 83 miscellaneous leases; and

(c) 76 garden area leases;
currently shown in statistics pro-
duced by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics?

(2) As only the older leases are being
converted, how many of these leases
have been in existence for over 50
years?

(3) As the Lands Department will be
charging a rental on such leases and
a fee to convert these leases to free-
hold. what rental does the Govern-
meat currently receive from these
leases?

(4) What are the usual terms of these
three categories of leases as enjoyed
under the Mining Act?

Hon. D. K. Dans for Hon. PETER
DOWDING replied:
(1) to (4) If the honourable member will

supply details of the specific homestead
leases he requires information on. I will
supply the information requested.

ROTTNEST ISLAND

Kingston Barracks

237. Hon. NEIL OLIVER, to the Leader of the
House representing the Premier:

I refer to the article in the Western Mail
of Saturday, 20 August 1983, regarding
the exchange of land currently occupied
on Rottncst Island by the Australian
Army for Crown land at Ledge Point-
(1) Is the Premier, like his prede-

cessors. briefed by each respective
service chief in Western Australia?

(2) If "Yes' to (1), has the Premier
consulted with service chiefs in re-

lation to the continued use of
Kingston Barracks by the Depart-
ment of Defence?

(3) If "Yes" to (2), why is it necessary
for the Premier to by-pass this ad-
vice and deal directly with the
Prime Minister?

(4) Has any approach been made by
the Premier to the Minister for De-
fence in addition to that reported
between the Premier and the Prime
Minister?

(5) Is the Premier aware of the require-
ments by the Army for training fa-
cilities either at Rottnest or an
alternative site?

(6) If so, have inspections been under-
taken at Ledge Point to ascertain
that these requirements meet the
training criteria?

(7) Is the amount of $700 000 for
improvements, reported in the
Western Mail of 20 August 1983,
ascertained from detailed
feasibilities undertaken to duplicate
those facilities at Ledge Point?

(8) If not, how was this figure arrived
-at?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) to (8) The Premier and Minister for
Tourism has approached the Prime Min-
ister requesting that the Department of
Defence transfer its Rottnest holdings to
the Rottnest Island Board, to be devel-
oped for public use. Whether the Army
will be relocated is, in the first instance,
a matter for the Commonwealth
Government.

FISHERIES: SNAPPER

Traps: Licences

238. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER. to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
Fisheries and Wildlife:

(1) How many snapper trap licences have
been issued by the Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife?

(2) What are the names of the licence
holders?

(3) How many have been issued since I
January 1983?

(4) What are the names of these licence
holders?
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Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) to (4) There are no -snapper trap li-

cences" as such. Fishing boat licences
must be endorsed before fish traps may
be used for the taking of snapper in
Western Australian waters. Such
endorsements apply only for the
currency of the fishing boat licences,
which expire on 31 December each year.
There have been 28 such endorsements
for 1983. However, by notice under the
Fisheries Act, the taking of snapper-in
fact, the taking of all fish-by means of
traps in Western Australian waters in
the Shark Bay area is prohibited.

239. This question was postponed.

WOR KERS'COM PENSATION: PAY MENTS

Loss of Big Toe

240. Hon. I. G. PRATT, to the Minister for In-
dustrial Relations:

(1) In Western Australia, what is the maxi-
mum benefit payable under workers'
compensation for the loss of a big toe?)

(2) In Queensland. what is the maxi mum
benefit payable under workers' compen-
sation for the loss of a big toe?

(3) Are the benefits paid under workers'
compensation in Queensland comparable
to those paid in Western Australia?

Hon. 0. K. DANS replied:

(1) $13547.40.
(2) $6 100.
(3) Lump sum benefits represent only a

minor part of the total cost of workers'
compensation in this State. In the 1981-
82 annual report of the Workers' Assist-
ance Commission, statistics showed
these represented 4.91 per cent and cost
$3.35 million. If Queensland benefits
had been paid in this State. the saving
would have been approximately $1.85
million.

FOREIGN INVESTMENTS

Roscwood Cattle Station

241. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Lands
and Surveys:

I refer to the recent negotiations by the
Sarawak Economic Development Cor-
poration to buy the Rosewood cattle

station that straddles the Northern Ter-
ritory and Western Australia, and ask-
I]) To his knowledge, has the refusal of

the WA Government to sanction
the sale of the part of Rosewood
that lies in Western Australia affec-
ted the sale of the Northern Terri-
tory portion to the Sarawak Econ-
omic Development Corporation?

(2) If the State, under its guidelines,
rejects a sale of land, can it be
forced into a sale by the provisions
of the Foreign Takeovers Act or
any other Federal Statute?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) Not to my knowledge.
(2) It is considered this part of the question

is out of order as it calls for an ex-
pression of a legal opinion.

FIRES: FIREMEN
Voluntary: Insurance

242. Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH, to the At-
torney Genera!:
(1) Is insurance cover for voluntary fire-

fighters intended to be expanded follow-
ing some of the recent experiences in the
south of the State?

(2) If so-
(a) what expansion in the policy is con-

templated;
(b) who will pay for it; and
(c) is there any indication as to the

added costs?
Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) Yes. The SGlO has made available to

local authorities additional cover for vol-
untary firefighters under its bushfire
insurance policy.

(2) (a) The following extensions were
available from 30 June 1983-
(i) death benefits payable to the

estate of deceased firefighters
without dependants; the
amount provided will be simi-
lar to that for a dependant
spouse, being 85 per cent of the
prescribed amount for workers'
compensation;

(ii) weekly payments to firefighters
not in receipt of a salary or
wage at the time of injury: the
benefits to be equal to the
State minimum wage up to a
maximum of 52 weeks;
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(b) should a local authority extend its
policy to provide increased cover,
additional claims costs will be borne
from premium income to the local
authorities insurance pool scheme,
administered by the SGIO;

(c) the additional premium cost per
authority is 75 per cent of the basic
premium plus extensions.

TOWN PLANNING

Urban Lands Council: Change in Status

243. Hon. NEIL OLIVER, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Planning
and Administrative Services:

I refer to the proposal for the Urban
Lands Council to be made a statutory
authority-

(I) What will result from this change
in status?

(2) What is the outstanding balzince,
including interest, owed to the Fed-
eral Government from the oper-
ation of the council?

(3) When will the repayments to the
Federal Government of the out-
standing balance commence and be
completed?

(4) What is the ruling interest rate?

(5) Are there sufficient funds from the
proceeds of the sale of land to ser-
vice the existing debt, and also pro-
vide a sinking fund for repayments?

(6) If not, how does the Government
intend to fund any repayments as
and when they fall due?

Hon. D. K. DANS rcplied:

(1) to (6) Details relating to the Urban
Lands Council's establishment as a
statutory authority will be made
available when the relevant legislation is
introduced into this Parliament.

ROAD

Denhamn-Overiander

244. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for
Transport:

What is the estimated completion date
of the sealing of the Overlander-
Denham Road?

Hon. D. K. Dans for Hon. PETER
DOWDING replied:

December 1985.

245. This question was postponed.

RAILWAYS: SLEEPERS

Boyup Brook-Ka tanning: Sale

246. Hon. FRED McKENZIE, to the Minister
for Mines representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Is the Minister aware that 5 000 sleepers
have been removed from the Boyup
Brook-Katanning railway line?

(2) Have the sleepers been sold or used else-
where by Westrail?

(3) If they have been utilised by Westrail,
will the Minister advise-

(a) where; and

(b) for what purpose?

(4) Did the Minister authorise the removal
of the sleepers?

(5) (a) If so, on what date; and

(b) if not, would he advise who did, anid
on what date?

(6) On what date did the previous Liberal-
Country Party Government close the
Boyup Brook-Katanning railway?

(7) Has the Government made any decision
in respect of the future of this section of
railway?

(8) If not, what is the current situation?
Hon. D. K. Dans for H-on. PETER
DOW DING replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) They have been used elsewhere by

Westrail.
(3) (a) On the Donnybrook- Boyup Brook

and Pemnberton-Northeliffe sections
and line in Collie yard;

(b) track maintenance,

(4) No.
(5) (a) Not applicable;

(b) the former Minister for Transport,
on 13 September 1982.

(6) 1 June 1982.
(7) No.

(8) The matter is currently being con-
sidered.
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TOURISM

Spencers Brook- Wundowie Railway Line

247- Hon. P. G. PEN DAL, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Tour-
ism:

(1) Has the Minister currently before him a
proposal to use the Koojedda and Spen-
cers Brook railway as a historic scenic
tourist railway?

(2) If so, what is his and his department's
attitude towards the restoration of this
line?

(3) Is he aware that Westrail is in the pro-
cess of selling off the line?

(4) Will he intervene with Westrail to stop
the destruction of the line pending fi-
nality of any talks between Westrail,
himself, and the Northam tourist com-
mittee which fully supports the resto-
ration?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(I) No.
(2) Not applicable.

(3) Westrail was planning to recover the
rail in the line in question to rerail
another country branch railway line.

(4) Westrail has ceased removal of the line
pending the outcome of submission to be
presented to Government by the group
concerned.

HEALTH: MEDICAL PRACTITIONER

M1t. Magnet
248. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Attorney

General representing the Minister for
Health:

What steps are being taken to provide a
doctor for the town of Mt. Magnet?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
Mt. Magnet is provided with a visiting
medical service by the State's salaried
medical officers based at Meekatharra.
The Mt. Magnet Shire Council has, in
the past, attempted to recruit a private
medical practitioner for the shire;, but
there have been no suitable applicants.

249. This question was postponed.

BRI DOE

Burswood Island: Facilities

250. Hon. FRED McKENZIE, to the Minister
for Mines representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) When the Burswood Island Bridge is
built, will there be separate facilities
provided for pedestrians and cyclists?

(2) (a) If so, will the Minister supply de-
tails; and

(b,) if not, why not?

Hon. D. K. Dans for Hon. PETER
DOWDING replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) (a) The bridge design carried out more
than 10 years ago provided for a
foot way-cycleway 2.5 metres wide
at roadway level. This design needs
to be reviewed for a number of
reasons, but in the event of design
changes the footway-cycleway pro-
vision will not be reduced;

(b) not applicable.

MINING: STATE BATTERIES

Waiting Time

251. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Minister for
Mines:

What is the waiting time for ore to be
processed at the following State Batter-
ies-

(a) Mt. Magnet;

(b) Meekatharra;

(c) Paynes Find;

(d) Leonora;

(e) Laverton; and

(f) Marble Bar?

Hon. D. K. Dants for Hon. PETER
DOWDING replied:

(a) I to 2 months;

(b) no bookings;

(c) 3 to 4 months-,

(d) 3 to 4 months;

(e) 1h to I month;

(f) 1101oI 1/months.
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ROTTNEST ISLAND

Kingston Barracks

252.. Hon. NEIL OLIVER. to the Leader of the
iHouse representing the Premier:

I refer to the article in (he Western Mail
of Saturday, 20 August 1983, regarding
the exchange of land currently occupied
on Rottnest Island by the Australian
Army for Crown land at Ledge Point-
(1) Is the defence advisory group aware

of the Army's requirements for the
duplication of facilities that are
Currently available at Kingston Bar-
racks?!

(2) If so, what advice has the defence
advisory group given to the Minis-
ter on this matter?

(3) If "No"' to (1) and (2). from what
source has the Government oh-
tained the information to rec-
ornmend Ledge Point as an alterna-
tive site to the Prime Minister?

(4) If "No" to (1) and (2). will the
,Minister also seek the advice of the
defence advisory group as to a suit-
able alternative site?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
( I) to (4) See reply to question 237.

BUILDING INDUSTRY: HARASSMENT

Comtplaints

253. Hon. G. E. MASTERS. to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:

(1) How many complaints, verbal or in
writing, have been received from the
public seeking advice and help over har-
assment by unions on building sites-
(a) at the Minister's office or
(b) at the department?

(2) Would the Minister separately list the
number of complaints for April. May.
June, July. and August so far?

(3) On how main' occasions have inspectors
visited work sites as at result of these
complaints?

(4) What action has been taken where wit-
nesses are prepared to give evidence?

(5) If witnesses, are prepared to give evi-
dence in the future, will the department
or Government take legal action accord-
ing to the laws, of the land to protect
those affected people'!

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) and (2)

April-l
May-i
J une-2
July-I
August-I
These complaints appear to relate to
harassment.

(3) None.
(4) The situation where witnesses are pre-

pared to give evidence has not arisen.
(5) If witnesses are prepared to give evi-

dence. the department will provide me
with a report on the official complaint
and a decision will then be taken on ap-
propriate action. A decision to take pros-
ecution action where a complaint is
lodged depends on the evidence gathered
and the merits of each particular case.

BANKS

Mt. Magnet

254. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Leader of
the House representing the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware that there is no

permanent daily banking facility in Mt.
Magnet?

(2) Will he give urgent consideration to
investigating the possibility of estab-
lishing a branch of the Rural anid Indus-
tries Bank in Mt. Magnet?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The Rural and Industries Bank con-

stantly monitors prospects for estab-
lishing new branches in country towns.
A thorough examination of business
prospects was carried out in Mt. Magnet
in 1982; but there would need to be a
substantial increase in present popu-
lation levels to justify, on economic
grounds, the establishment of a branch
there.

STATE FORESTS: KARR]

Regeneration: Casr

255. Hon. A. A. LEWIS. to the Leader of the
I-ouse representing the Minister for Forests:

What is (he difference in cost per hee-
tare in regenerating karri by seed tree
method and hand planting?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
$173.
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ROADS: BICENTENNIAL PROGRAMME

Local Authorities: Entitlements

256. Hon. P. H-. WELLS, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for
Transport:

What funding for roads from the bicen-
tennial road programme will be
available to the City of Stirling and the
Shire of Wanneroo for-
(a) the 1983-84 financial year; and
(b) the remaining years of the pro-

gramme?

Hon. D. K. Dans for Hon. PETER
DOWDING replied:
(a) Stirling City Council-$S168 000

Wanneroo Shire Council-SI 13 000
(b) Stirling City Council-$168000 each

year 1984-85 to 1987-88 inclusive and
$84 000 for 1988-89.
Wanncroo Shire Council-SI 13000
each year 1984-85 to 1987-88 inclusive
and $57 000 for 1988-89.

These amounts are based on estimates of col-
lections that will be paid into the AERID
trust fund and could vary dependent on
actual receipts into the fund.

PORT: FISHERIES

Exmrouth Gulf

257. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
Works:

(1) Will the Minister undertake to examine,
as a matter of urgency, the building of a
fishermen's boat harbour at Exmouth
Gulf?

(2) r not, why not?

Hon. 0. K. DANS replied:
(1) In June 1983 the Public Works Depart-

ment carried out hydrographic surveys
and rock probes at two locations within
Eximouth Gulf as a part of investigations
to determine the concept and cost of a
suitable facility. These investigations are
expected to continue over the next two
yea rs.

(2) The acceleration of the investigations is
not possible due to commitments of the
Government in respect of other Fishing

industry facilities. The commitments
preclude the construction of a facility at
Exmouth for several years.

FISHERIES

Wet Line: Licences

258. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Fisheries
and Wildlife:

(1) Would the Minister advise what criteria
are used to determine the most suitable
applicants when granting licences for
wet line fishing?

(2) Is any preference given to an applicant
in the event that he holds a coxswain's
ticket and an engineer's ticket, while
other applicants may not?

(3) In the event that an unsuccessful appli-
cant holds those qualifications, but is
passed over for applicants who are not
as well qualified, is there an avenue of
appeal?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) and (2) All applications are considered

on merit, taking into account the appli-
cant's proposed fishing activities, the
vessel to be used, and the applicant's
qualifications.

(3) Any applicant aggrieved by the refusal
of a licence may appeal to the Minister.

HEALTH: CANCER

Register: CatLegories

259. Hon. H. W. GAYFER, to the Attorney
General representing the Minister for
Health:

Regarding the Western Australian can-
cer register-
(1) Are the figures as promised for last

January yet available?
(2) Will the Minister please advise fig-

ures in category of numbers of
cases in most common sites for
male and female, i.e. breast, bowel,
throat, etc.?

(3) If the figures are not available, why
not?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) No.
(2) and (3) 1982 was the First full year for

data collection since regulations regard-
ing statutory notification of cancer be-
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came effective, An analysis will not be
available until October 1983. By extra-
polation from the data available for
1981, the commonest cancers in 1981 in
Western Australia are-
Males
lung
colon
prostate
melanoma
Females
breast
colon
melanoma
lung

372 cases
157 cases
281 cases
158 cases

466 cases
172 cases
190 cases
86 cases

STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE

Geraldton: Regional Co-ordina tor

260. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Local
Government:

When is it anticipated a regional co-
ordinator for the local volunteer emerg-
ency service in the Geraldton region will
be appointed?

Hon. D. KC. Dans for Hon. PETER
DOWDING replied:

The Government intends to proceed with
the appointment of a regional emnerg-
enicy service co-ordinator for the
Oeraldton region as soon as possible.
However, this must be considered as
part of the overall budgetary process,
and I am unable to guarantee accept-
ance or provide a timetable.

LOTTERIES: INSTANT

Distribution: Area of Responsibility

261. Hon. P. H. WELLS, to the Leader of the
House representing the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware that some organis-
ations seeking funds from the instant
sports culture lottery are being given the
run-about by both the Minister for the
Arts and the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, who each claim the organis-
ation's request rails within the other
Minister's area of responsibility?

(2) Will the Premier hold discussions with
the Ministers concerned and advise the
Government's intention on the problem?

(3) Will the Premier request that the Minis-
ters concerned arrange for their depart-

ments to exchange applications which
were refused on the grounds that the ap-
plications belonged to the other Minis-
ter's area?

H-In. D, K. DANS replied:

(1) This is not so. One application did not
clearly qualify under sport or culture;
but efforts were made to accommodate

-the request by the Ministers concerned
consulting with each other. If the
honourable member is suggesting that a
blunt "no" be the reply because of any
doubt, then this will be done. If he has
any particular complaint, it should be
referred to the Minister concerned.

(2) There is no need for this.
(3) The responsibility is on the applicant to

comply with instructions on the appli-
cation form.

RECREATION: FOOTBALL

State of Onigin Hatch: Children

262. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Attorney Gen-
eral representing the Minister for Education:

Further to the reply to question 78 of
Wednesday, 3 August 1983, would the
Minister advise-

(1) As the Education Department and
the WA FL believe such games arc
of educational benefit to schools in
the Metropolitan area, is the Minis-
ter prepared to ensure that the next
time such a game is contemplated
he will negotiate with the WAFL
and the ABC to make a direct tele-
cast of the game available to
country regions in place of their
usual school commitment pro-
grammes?

(2) If "Yes" to (1), what steps would
have to be taken to ensure that nor-
mal school broadcast commitments
are safeguarded and that no schools
are disadvantaged in receiving their
normal education programmes?

(3) Is there any likelihood of any other
sports of interstate or international
significance being given the same
consideration as football by permit-
ting schools to attend on such oc-
casions?
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Hon. J. M. RERINSON replied:
(1) to (3) Approaches are made to the Edu-

cation Department from time to time by
major sporting organisations to grant
permission for schools to take groups of
students to a major sporting event dur-
ing school time. Permission is granted to
one or two such requests each year and
is limited to events considered to be of
considerable interest and importance.
The Commonwealth Games, test cricket,
and interstate football have been the
subject of such approval in the past.
Numbers of groups from country re-
gions participate.

Participation by schools and by individ-
uals within the schools is entirely volun-
tary; and the number attending any par-
ticular event represents only a few
per cent of the total school population of
the State. 'Ihe level of participation
would not warrant the replacement of
school broadcasts by direct telecast of
the events.

STATE FORESTS

Seed Trees
263. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Leader of the

House representing the Minister for Forests:
What seed trees are being cut in cutover
forest?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
Seed trees are being cut in 14 coups as
follows-

Brockman 13
Crowea 3
Borrara 9
Weld I
Weld I I
Westcliffe 7
Westcliffe: 10
Dixie 2
Frankland 6
Keystone 4
Thomson 3
Merton 9
Poole 5
Poole 9

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOLS

Northern and Central Metropolitan Provinces:
Enrolments

264. Hon. P. H. WELLS, to the Attorney Gen-
eral representing the Minister for Education:
(1) What student numbers does the Minis-

ter consider optimum for each of the

high schools in the northern
central metropolitan provinces?

and

(2) Does the Government plan any ad-
ditional high schools in the Padbury and
Hillarys area; and when does it plan to
build them?

Hon. J. M. RERINSON replied:
(1) The department plans that secondary

schools should stabilise in due course
with a population in the 700-I1000
range. Enrolments will exceed those
numbers in the early years of a school's
history as the school copes with the
higher-than-normal proportion of
school-aged children in newly developed
suburbs.
However, the optimum enrolment in any
secondary school is dependent upon a
number of factors which include the
availability of permanent and temporary
facilities, class size policy, lower school-
upper school numbers, the size of the
school site, the distribution of the sec-
ondary school-aged population in the
area, and the disposition of neighbouring
secondary schools.

(2) Secondary school sites are reserved in
both the Padbury and Hillarys areas.
No firm decision has been made at this
time to establish a school on either of
these sites; but enrolments at neighbour-
ing schools and residential development
in the general area are being kept under
regular review.

STATE FORESTS: SHANNON RIVER
BASIN

Coups
265. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Leader of the

House representing the Minister for Forests:

What coups are left for cutting to be fin-
ished in the Shannon River basin?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
Shannon-I
Shannon-2
Westcliffe-7
Westcliffe- 10
Merton-9
Weld-I
Mossop-5
Gardner-9
Dixie-I
Dixie-2.
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LOTTERIES: INSTANT

Distribution: ApprovalIs

266. Hon. P. H. WELLS. to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for the Arts:
(1) In relation to the answer to question 142

of Tuesday, 16 August 1983, will the
Minister please advise which of the
grants were approved by the Minister
only, the ILDEC Committee, the WA
Arts Council committee and any other
advisory group used by the Minister
prior to approving grants?

(2) Which of the grants have not been paid
in full, and what amounts are outstand-
ing'?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) The Minister may consult such persons

and bodies as he thinks fit but under the
provisions of the Lotteries (Control)
Act, all grants can be approved only by
the Minister. In the case of all grants,
advice is sought before approval is given.

(2) Some grants are paid on an
basis and some others are
when certain conditions have

instalment
paid only
been met.

Grants not yet paid in full, with amounts
still outstanding, are-

Natimual Th .... ..
Hole... in- hr5,Il Th imtt,

Film~ ainid TV In~

Inoulr, Ci . .. n
N ~Ini Th, ,itre

WA OperA,. Co.
WA toallt Co.
Frttodtt cArt. 0-rn-

Artist' (.dllv, Ar ..... .. liioi

Pit Ilrtti.
Rrulalti IT ......' ui.. it.y
Young Au'tt.ilri Itigut.
Manr ll I t..ie Th t....
,M,..r...lin R..i.. : Chili Ou

frtnt.titll C0ty Cent's .1
Kaannn t....ow.. st hoot

0A, (Is (tut..' I o WA
Crtutldlto Town Cout, I
WA synmphtms Onh,,Itta
F, rmtliati o un I

(Cole
WA Yulodlas ( full

Air onditioing
Modification, to hack

stagfe area
Restortion ol ntained

glass
1984 programme
Supplementary honding
Supplementary funding
Supplementary lunding
Renovaions, attendant

salaries, adsu..tising
Establishmetnt of Nes us

Gallery
Mo.diftic t n

Musical insments
modifications
Piano, theatre lighting

and equipment
Orwl history minteviee
Travel1 assistance for

lleadquartrs,
Regional Art Gallery
Additional players

Uttradinit Prinucess May

fquiprnuent

$
26 000
25 200
17 250

4 400

50000
123 000
32275
59 827
50 686

11450

1 too
1 000
5 000
5 750
1 013

5 000
160

250 000
500 000
100 000
35000

3 035

TIMBER: PINE

Mills: Minimum Throughput

267. Hon. A. A. LEWIS. to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Forests:
(1) What is considered the minimum

amount of pine needed for a pine log
mill to be viable?!

(2) How many persons would be employed
in a mill of that size-
(a) in the mill itself;
(b) hauling logs; and
(c) falling?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(I) Currently it is accepted that a fully

integrated softwood sawmill requires to
have an intake of between I150 000 and
200 000 cubic metres per annum to be
fully viable.

(2) (a) Approximately I50 (for a minimum
mill and processing facilities);

(b) approximately 22 (extraction and
haulage);

(c) approximately 22 (Calling).

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

FI RES: FI REM EN

Voluntary: Insurance

75. Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH, to the At-
torney General:

Further to my question concerning the
extension of the SGIO policy for fire
fighters, he may recall my correspon-
dence with him and that of a particular
shire, and the extensive publicity in the
Press and nationwide television relating
to the case of a shearing contractor at
Mt. Barker whose wife was killed while
fire fighting, which led to the contractor
not being able to carry on his business
because the wife was not available to
carry out the important part she had
played in that business, such as doing
the bookkeeping and other tasks. At that
time the SGlO argued that its insurance
did not cover the death of a spouse. I no-
ticed in the Attorney's answer that he
referred to "dependancy". I am some-
what confused by his terminology of
"dependant spouse" and "Fire Fighters
without dependancy". There seems to be
a technical difference.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
It was a misprint, and I made a point of
reading the correction slowly for
Hansard. Obviously Mr Wordsworth did
not catch it- The word "dependancy"
should be "dependant".
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ROTTNEST ISLAND

Kingston Barracks

76. Hon. NEIL OLIVER, to the Leader of the
Hou se:

In answer to question 237 the Minister
said. "Whether the Army will be
relocated is, in the first instance, a mat-
ter for the Commonwealth Govern-
ment". My supplementary question is-

Is the Government concerned about
Australia's defence capabilities in
Western Australia?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
That question would be correctly ad-
dressed to the Premier. If the member
puts it on notice I will obtain an answer
for him.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN: DEPEND-
ANTS

Entitlements

77. Hon. G. C. MacKINNON, to the Leader of
the House:

Over the last couple of days we have
heard endless discussions about the size
of the deficit and the need for economy.
Under those circumstances is he pre-
pared to kill the assiduous rumour about
the generous travel arrangements al-
lowed to the wives and families of Min-
isters residing in the country? It is said
they have been granted an additional 12
trips each within Western Australia for
every year. This includes each child, no
nmatter how many children each Minis-
ter has. As this situation would make a
mockery of all the talk about economy
and the need for 10 per cent wages cuts.
perhaps the Leader of the House might
like to avail himself of this opportunity
to deny the rumour.

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
If the member puts that question on no-
tice to the Treasurer I am sure the mem-
ber will receive a correct answer at the
next sitting of the House.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN: DEPEND-
A NTS

Entitlements

78. Hon. G. C. MacKINNON. to the Leader of
the House:

That really is going a little too far. Mr
Dans is a member of the Cabinet; he
knows the answer to the question.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I think he ought
to answer the question.

The PRESIDENT: The honourable member
knows he cannot ask a supplementary
question to an answer he was not given.

ROTTNEST ISLAND

Kingston Barracks

79. Hon. NEIL OLIVER, to the Minister for
Inter-Governmental Relations and Defence
Liaison:

I have not been sure whether to ask this
question of the Attorney General in his
capacity as the Minister responsible for
Defence Liaison because when I asked
the original question of the Minister I
received a reply from the Leader of the
House. My question is as follows-

Is the matter of the transfer of mili-
tary facilities known as Kingston
Barracks to some other place in
Western Australia a matter to be
considered by the defence advisory
group, which reports to him'?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:

I make it clear this is niot a matter in
which I have been directly involved;
however, I see the matter as an appro-
priate one to be put to that advisory
committee. If the position appears to be
one where the prospects of such a move
are substantial, I will do so.

MINISTER OF THE CROWN: MINISTER
FOR MINES

Resignation

80. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Leader of the
House:

Is he aware of the pending resignation
from this House of the Minister for
Mines and if he is. is the Minister for
Mines campaigning in Cockburn?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

No.
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