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spend this year. I only wish we could
have it, because then there would be no
complaints from members: we would be
able to satisfy everyone, and there would
be no labour seeking employment.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: I hope you will not
ask for another £11,000,000 at the end of
the session.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Something has been said about the loan
position of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment. I remind members that in the
early stages when we started to reduce
the rates of interest from 3* per cent. to
3* per cent. and then to 3* per cent, it
made the other loans much more valuable,
and we did not have the difficulty that we
have now. The rising rate of interest has
come about because of the depreciated
value of our currency. Without increas-
ing the rates, we would have had no money
put into loans at all. Unfortunately, while
the rates were increasing they reduced.
proportionately to the increased value of
the interest, the market value of the loans.

When the loans fall due, they will be
met in full, but there is the disability,
to which I have referred, that where in-
flation is going on, increased rates of in-
terest make the old loans less attractive
to purchasers. I am thankful for the
reception members have given the Bill.
The speeches were informative, and I shall
draw the attention of my fellow hMisters
to the matters raised, and if it is at all
possible to give satisfactory replies at a
future time, they will be given.

Question put and Passed.
Bill read a second time.

in Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without

debate, reported without amendment and
the report adopted.

Bill read a third time and Passed.

AD OVEN MENT-S PEdAL.

The XMISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
(Hon. Sir Charles Latham-Central: I
move-

That the House at its rising ad-
journ till 4.30 p.m. on Tuesday, the
12th August.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 8.50 p.mn.

iKr~i~iati Arnwmthly
Thursday. 7th August, 1952.
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DUA-SUPPLY (No. 1). £13,000,000.
Returned from the Council without

amendment.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION.

The Premier and Loan Funds.
The PREMIER: I desire to make a per-

sonal explanation arising out of the de-
bate on the Supply Bill. This informs'
tion particularly interests the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. The hon. mem-
ber asked me what sum of money was
allotted to this State for housing at the
recent meetings of the Loan Council.' I
said that we had an allotment from our
own loan funds of £.2,900,000, plus an
extra £2,000,000 under the Commonwealth-
State Housing Agreement. These figures
should be transposed. We were allotted
£2,900,000 under the Housing Agreement,
and as a result of my special appeal at
the May meeting of the Loan Council,
£2,000,000 for housing was added to the
State's loan Programme. At the May
meeting, our allocation under the Rousing
Agreement wea £2,100,000, and at the
July meeting this was increased by
£800,000.

I should also like to remove a miscon-
ception in the mind of the member for
Melville regarding the amount of our
loan commitments this year. This mis-
conception has arisen, I find, from an
error appearing in the statement published
in "The West Australian" of the 10th
July. The Particular statement to which
I refer is Included in one forwarded by
the special representative of "The West
Augtralian," but Is Published in brackets
suggesting that it was an addition made to
the statement forwarded by the writer of
the article. The statement reads as fol-
lows:-

In his submission to the Loan Coun-
cil on Tuesday Mr. Mciarty said that
the West Australian Government had
contractual commitments amounting
to £11,600,000 this Year and, in addi-
tion, works in Progress were estimated
to cost £8,000,000. This Year's loan
funds are £0,l00,000 short of those
requirements.

Reference to my submission to the Loan
Council on the Tuesday, as Published in
"The West Australian" of the 9th July,
makes it perfectly clear that I said we
had commitments totalling £17t600,000. I
can only conclude that a printer's error
occurred in the issue of the 10th July.
where the commitments were shown as
£11,600,000.

QUESTIONS.
TRAM AND BUS SERVICES.
As to One-door Trolley-buses.

Mr. JOHNSON asked the Minister
representing the Minister for Railways:

(1) How many one-door trolley-buses
are in the Possession of the Tramway De-
ment?

(2) What is the anticipated life of these
buses?

(3) Can any steps be taken to rebuild
these on the two-door plan?

(4) If so, when will this be done?
(5) Is he aware that these one-door

buses slow down the loading and unload-
ing times of transport at peak periods?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION re-
Pled: L -

(1) Thirty-five. A further 15 are to be
delivered.

(2) Twenty years.
(3) Yes, but this would be extremely

costly.
(4) It is not proposed to rebuild these

bodies as to do so would be financially
unsound.

(5) Delay is caused where passengers
are slow to move along the aisle, thereby
causing congestion in front of the door-
way.

MONTE BELLO ISLANDfS TESTS-
(a) As to Subsequent Use of the.

Helicopters.

Mr. JOHNSON asked the Premier:
Will he give consideration to making a'

request to the British Government that,
on completion of the atomic tests at Monte.
Belle Islands, the various helicopters con-
cerned be given to this State for use in
forest fire controls, surf beach shark Patrol,
flying doctor and/or other uses?

The PREMIER repied:
The suggestion of the hon. member does

not appear to be a practicable one at this
stage.

(b) As to Danger to Fisheries, etc.
Mr. JOHNSON asked the Premier:
Is this State Treasury to receive any

compensation in cash or otherwise for the
anticipated damage to fisheries, etc.. by
the atomic tests?

The PREMIER replied:
No.

EDUCATION.
(a) As to Additional Accommodation,

West Leederville School.
Mr. JOHNSON asked the Minister for

Education:
In view of the overcrowding of class-

rooms at West. Leederville State School,
will he state-

(1) Whether a prefabricated unit is
to be allocated to the school from
those already to hand?

(2) If the answer to (1) is "No." will
one be allocated from those units
on the water or on order?

(3) If he claims that lack of finance
prevents erection, will he arrange
erection by a working bee of
parents?
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The MINISTER replied:
(1) It is not proposed to erect a pre-

fabricated unit at the West Leederville
School.

(2) The very limited number of such
units as will be available for erection as
school additions this year necessitates
their allocation to schools suffering greater
accommodation disabilities than exist at
West Leederville.

(3) Answered by (2).

1b) As to Collie High School Conveniences.

Mr. MAY asked the Minister for Edu-
cation:

(1) Regarding the Collie High School,
will he advise if a tender has been ac-
cepted for the erection of new latrines to
replace the antiquated system in use at
this school at present?

(2) Will he say if it is possible to have
the numerous holes in the playground at-
tached to the Collie High School filled
in with gravel until such time as it is
Possible to have the playground sealed
-with bitumen?

(3) Will he state why the teachers'
room at the Collie High School has not
been commenced by the Public Works De-
partment in view of the fact that it is
approximately four years ago since ap-
proval for the work was given?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) No tender has yet been accepted for

the erection of new latrines at the Collie
High School; consideration is now being
given to such tenders as have been re-
ceived.

(2) The Public Works Department will
be requested to arrange for an inspection
of the playground with a view to effect-
ing the temporary improvements sug-
gested.

(3) The provision of a staff room was
first brought to the attention of the Edu-
cation Department in September, 1950;
approval was given, and the work is in-
cluded In a contract which at present is
only partly completed.

MIDLAND JUNCTION ABATTOIRS.
As to Method of Slaughtering.

Mr. NEEDHAM asked the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Agriculture:

Will he give favourable consideration
to the abolition of the brutal method of
slaughtering now employed at the Mid-
land abattoirs so that a more humane
system can be introduced?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
Yes, as soon as a more humane system

can be established.

FREE MILK SCHEME.
As to Distribution of Cheese as

Alternative.
Mr. NEEDHAM asked the Minister for

Health:
(1) Has her attention been drawn to a

suggestion reported to have been made
by the Principal Medical Officer for
Schools in South Australia (Dr. W.
Christie) that cheese should replace milk
for free distribution to school children,
because-

(a) cheese had a higher food value
than milk; and

(b) It could be distributed more
cheaply and easily than milk?

(2) If so, will she have inquiries made
to test the accuracy of the statement?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) (a) Yes, I am informed that weight

for weight cheese has a higher food value
than milk. However, a number of chil-
dren would not eat it, but would have no
difficulty in drinking a quantity of milk
of equal food value. Cheese is a valuable
Part of school lunches and parents sheuld
provide it where their children find cheese
palatable.

(b) It could be distributed more cheaply
and easily than milk if the manufacturing
costs are not included.

(2) Answered by (1).

TRANSPORT BOARD.

(a) As to Term of Members' Appaintmnezts.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE asked the minis-

ter representing the Minister for Trans-
port:

When does the term of the persons who
are now members of the Transport Board
expire?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION re-
plied:

On the 30th August, 1952.

(b) As to Appointment of Chairman.
Mr. LAWRENCE asked the Minister for

Works:
(1) What was the period of appointment

of the chairman of the Transport Board?
(2) When does the period expire?
(3) Has consideration been given to the

appointment of a successor?
(4) When will an announcement con-

cerning the matter be made?
The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION (for

the Minister for Works) replied:
(1) For three years.
(2) On the 30th August, 1952.
(3) The matter is now receiving consid-

eration.
(4) The Government will make this an-

nouncement at the appropriate time.
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WAR SERVICE LAND SETTLEMENT.
AS to Complaints from Lower South-West.

Mr. HOAR asked the Minister for Lands:
(1) is It a fact that a branch of the

Farmers' Union in the lower South-West
has been endeavouring over the last 18
months, to prevail upon him, in company
with the chairman of the Land Settlement
Board, to visit the area to hear complaints
of the war service land settlers?

(2) If so, can he inform the House the
reason for the delay?

(3) IS it a fact that a reply-paid tele-
gram sent to him on the 15th July, 1952, is
as yet unanswered?

(4) If so, will he immediately reply to
the organisation, letting it know his in-
tentions in relation to the proposed meet-
ing?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The Land Settlement Board, through

its officers and members, is in close touch
with settlers in this area, and is aware
of their various problems.

(4) When it is convenient for myself
and the chairman of the Land Settlement
Board to visit the area, the branch of the
Farmers' Union will be advised.

DAIRYING INDUSTRY.
AS to Utilisation of Esperance Downs.

Hon. E. NULSEN asked the Minister
representing the Minister for Agriculture:

In view of the Esperance Downs land
practically involving no clearing cost or
problems, having an excellent climate, a
good rainfall, and where pastures thrive-

(1) Will he consider recommending that
dairy farms should be established there in
the near future?

(2) Will he consider financial assistance
if necessary?

(3) 1 also ask that the primary potential
of the Esperance Downs be brought under
notice of the Federal Agricultural Minister
(Hon. J. McEwen).

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
(1) The Minister for Agriculture in-

tends to visit the area at an early date to
discuss the subject with the local people,
after which a decision will be made.

(2) If satisfactory proposals from farm-
ers prepared to Justify dairy establishment
and maintenance of a butter factory with
necessary cold storage for transport to
markets, no doubt that will be the time to
consider the justification of financial assist-
ance.

(3) The Commonwealth is aware of the
potential of this district. Reports from
time to time will be forwarded to the Fed-
eral Minister for Commerce and Agri-
culture.

ELECTRICITY SUPPLIES.
(a) As to 50 Cycle Current for Fremnantle.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN asked the Minister
for Works:

Will he inform the House when Fre-
mantle districts are likely to be connected
up with 50-cycles generated at the South
Fremantle power house?

The CHIEF SECRETARY (for the Min-
ister for Works) replied:

Work has already been started and up
to date approximately 1,400 consumers
have been changed over to 50-cycles.

(bi) As to Charges at Fremantle.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN asked the Minister
for Works:

Will he inform the House how much
per unit consumers of domestic electricity
Paid at Fremantle-

(1) When the supply was supplied
by the Fremantle Tramways and
Electric Lighting Board?

(2) The charges now being made for
the same service by the State
Electricity Commission?

The CHIEF SECRETARY (for the Min-
ister for Works) replied:

(1) Table "A" Lighting (also domestic)-
First 100 units per month aid. Per Unit.
Next 500 units per month ad. per unit.
Next 4.400 units per Month 5d. Per unit.
All over 5,000 Unite per month 4d. per Unit:

Table "C" Domestic Power-
Private residences and purely resi-

dential flats only (not hotels, board-
ing houses or residences partly used
for business), 21d. per unit.
Table "D)" Combined Domestic Light-

ing and Power-
Service Charge (for every 100 or

portion of 100 square feet of basic
area covered by the premises as deter-
mined upon inspection by the Board).
4d Per month.

For all consumptions, 21d. Per unit.
A fee of 7s. 6d. for inspecting, mak-

ing plan and determining basic area,
shall be paid on applying for this
rate.
This rate shall not apply-

(i) to flats, boarding houses,
hotels or Premises used wholly
or party in connection with
any business:

(ii) until application has
approved by the Board.

Discount-

been

The sum of Id. per unit will be
allowed to be deducted from the fore-
going prices if the consumer Pays his
total indebtedness for current, meter
rent and sundries within fifteen (15)
days from date of rendering account
and otherwise complies with the

147



[ASSEMBLY.]

Board's conditions of supply and regu-
lations in force for the time being,
Provided however, the minimum pay-
ment in respect to each meter after
deducting discount is: Lighting, 2s.;
Power, Is. 6d.

(2) Table '"
Pint 100 units per month 6357d. per unit.
Next 500 units per month 5.87d. per unit.
Next 4.400 units per month 4.87d. per unit.

An over 5,000 units per month 38d. per unit.

Table "0" Domestic Power-
Private residences and purely resi-

dential flats only (not hotels, board-
ing houses or residences partly used
for business), 2.37. per unit.
Table "D" Combined Domestic Light-

ing and Power-
For domestic purposes only (does

not include fiats, boarding houses,
hotels or residences used partly for
business).

For every 100 square feet of basic
area, 21 units per quarter Q unit
per month) are charged at the Light-
Ing Rate; all balance at Domestic
Power Rate.

A fee of 7s. 6d. for inspecting, mak-
ing plan and determining basic area
to be paid on applying for this rate.

(c) As to Rivervale Crossing Cable.

Mr. LAWRENCE asked the Minister for
Works:

(1) To whom was the contract for lay-
ing the 66,000 volt cable from East Perth
power house to the Rivervale crossing in
1949 given?

(2) Is it a fact that this cable has had
to be repaired extensively since its laying?

(3) Who was responsible for the cost of
the repairs?

(4) How much have the repairs cost up
to date?

(5) What firm was given the contract
in 1951 for the laying and supply of a
68.000 volt cable on the C. and fl. line?

(8) What were the quotes given by all
the firms who tendered for this job?

The CHIEF SECRETARY (for the Min-
ister for Works) repied:

(1) British General Electric Co. Pty.
Ltd. 1947 for supply and supervision of
laying.

(2) Yes.
(3) British General Electric Co. Pty.

Ltd.
(4) £5,539 5s. 3d.
(5) British General Electric Co. Pty.

.Ltd.
(6) British General Electric Co. Pty.

Ltd. £143,958 12s. Enfield Cables, £209,115
17s. 9d.; Noyes Bros. (Melbourne) Ltd.
(a) £164,720 is. 8d.. (b) £164,531 6s. ad.;
W. T. Glover & Co. Ltd., £170,256 l6s.;

George Wills & Co. Ltd., £151,896 Os. 10d.;
Atkins (W.A.) Ltd. (a) £164,720 is. 8d.,
(b) £184,537 6s. 9d.; Overseas Corporation
(Aust.) Ltd. (Japanese manufacture),
f429.706 7s.; Gilbert J. MeCatil (Aust.)
Pty. Ltd. (German Manufacture) E150,000.

WAR SERVICE HOMES.

As to Use of Land at East Fremantle.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN asked the Minister
for Lands:

(1) Does the Government intend to
make available for the erection of war
service homes the land on Preston Point-
rd., East Fremantle, near "Leeutwin,'
which has been set aside for that Purpose?

(2) If so, when may approved appli-
cants select blocks?

(3) For what reason has this Particular
land been withheld from selection for
such a long time?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) The State Housing Commission has

decined to purchase the land at the price
fixed by the Lands Department.

(2) Consideration is now being given to
the question of sale of the land by public
auction on further negotiations with the
State Housing Commission.

(3) Action delayed because of the differ-
ence of opinion on the value fixed by the
Lands Department.

HOSPITALS.

As to Royal Perth Charges.

Mr. JOHNSON asked the Minister for
Health:

(1) Is she aware that under the present
administration, the sickness benefit pay-
able to a sick worker for himself, his wife
and first child, is swallowed up by the
charges of the Royal Perth Hospital to
such an extent that although the worker
is a member of an approved society, the
balance left to maintain his wife and
children is only 2s. per week?

(2) Does she consider this amount
sufficient to maintain a wife and child?

(3) What steps is she taking to correct
this situation?

The MINISTER replied:
(1), (2) and (3) This problem is well

known to the department but is not cor-
rectly stated by the hon. member. It arises
not from the hospital charges, but from the
provisions of Commonwealth law, which
sets off the amounts paid by friendly
societies against unemployment benefits,
as if friendly society payments were in-
come.

This problem-arising from conflicting
Commonwealth laws-was submitted to
the Commonwealth Social Services De-
partment a month ago, and also to the
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Commonwealth Minister for Health during
his visit last month. Sir Earle promised
to see that adjustments were made at
Commonwealth level.

Meantime, no patient is Pressed to pay
anything beyond his means.

RAILWAYS.

As to importation of Houses and Cost.

Mr. GUTHRIE asked the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Railways:

(1) What number of Simmns-Cook houses
is the Railway Department importing
into the country?

(2) What will be the cost of these build-
ings when erected on site?

(3) Is he aware that a contractor in
Eunbury can erect four-roomed timber
and asbestos houses for £1,850?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION re-
plied:

(1) Five hundred.
(2) Approximately £1,800 after deduct-

ing Commonwealth subsidy.
(3) This may be so, but the position did

not obtain and could not be anticipated
when the pre-cuts were ordered.

CAUSEWAY, NEW.
As to Construction and Cost.

Mr. GRAHAMv asked the Minister for
Works:

(1) When was work commenced in con-
nection with the construction of the new
Causeway?

(2) What was the original anticipated
cost and time of completion of the work?

(3) What has been the cast to date?
(4) What has been the total expense on

account of overtime and penalty rates?
(5) What are the reasons for incurring

these additional expenses?
(6) What is the present estimated cost

and the date of complete finalisation of
the work?

The CHIEF SECRETARY (for the Mini-
ister for Works) replied:

(1) 27th August, 1947.
(2) £532,500. March, 1951.
(3) £601,195.
(4) £21,000.
(5) To finish the construction at as

early a date as possible, having in view
the increasing volume of traffic using the
existing bridges, and also the insecure
nature of the old bridges and maintenance
difficulties.

(6) £750,000. April, 1954.

SALMON FROM SOVIET RUSSIA.

As to Shipment at Fremantle.

Mr. LAWRENCE asked the Minister for
Supply and Shipping:

(1) Is she aware that quantities of
salmon marked as a product of Soviet
Russia are being transhipped from over-
sea at Port Fremantle?

(2) Is she aware that the salmon is
being transhipped to troops in Korea?

(3) Can she give information as to who
the importer is?

(4) Can she explain why this is allowed
in view of the alleged reports that ]Russia
is our deadly enemy?

(5) Can she say whether these tins of
salmon have been examined to determine
if there is any poison in them?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) My only knowledge is that which I

have seen In the Press.
(2), (3), (4) and (5) Do not come under

this Department of Supply and Shipping.

WATER SUPPLIES.
As to Stoppage of Work at Wellington

Dam.
Mr. MAY asked the Minister for Works:
(1) Is he aware that the work of rais-

ing the wall of the Wellington Dam has
been completely stopped?

(2) Is he aware that a total of 38 houses
has been erected at the weir. complete
with water and electric light laid on?

(3) Does he know that a total of 61
employees, of which 29 are married with
families, have been sacked?

(4) Is it the Governent's intention to
cease this work altogether, and if so,
what provision is being made to transfer
these employees to other employment?

(5)Does he agree that the State is so
completely bankrupt as to warrant com-
plete cessation of this vital public work?

The CHIEF SECRETARY (for the Min-
ister for Works) replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) Yes. Electric light is not provided.
(3) and (4) Work is to cease. Alterna-

tive employment has been found for 19
married employees. The remainder are
under notice.

(5) As the cast of raising of Wellington
Dam is a charge against Loan Funds, the
question of bankruptcy does not arise.

UNEMPLOYMENT.
(a) As to Dismissals from Harbour Works.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN ((without notice)
asked the Premier:

(1) Is he aware that something like 5O
men have been dismissed from the Fre-
mantle Harbour Works and also that
people have been dismissed from the Bun-
bury and Albany Harbour Works?
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(2) Would he give a guarantee to this
House that these Men will not be dis-
missed, or will he agree to meet repre-
sentatives of the unions concerned?

The PREMIER replied:
(1) 1 am aware there have been some

dismissals from public works and con-
sideration is now being given to the
position by the Government in the hope
that these men will be re-employed as
soon as possible. As the hon. member
knows, their dismissals were due to short-
age of loan funds.

(2) I cannot say that I will give the
representatives of the men to which the
hon. member referred more satisfaction
than that which I am at present giving
the member himself. But I will keep in
touch with the hon: member and let him
know.

(b) As to Position at Bunburu.
Mr. GUTHRIE (without notice) asked

the Premier:
Yesterday I received a telegram from

Mr. Withers, Mayor of Bunbury, regarding
a large number of employees engaged on
harbour works being dismissed. In view
of the Premier having stated that other
dismissals would only be temporary, can
he inform the House when these men will
be re-employed?

The PREMIER replied:
Re-commencement of this work depends

on the loan position. Every effort will be
made to find the men concerned other
employment.

(c) As to Extent of Dismissals.
Mr, GU'THRIE (without notice) asked

the Premier:
As I received a further telegram from

Bunbury this morning stating that a total
number of 80 men had been dismissed
from the harbour works, will the Premier
say that this is the total number to be
dismissed or will more follow later?

The PREMIER replied:
I understand that notices already issued

constitute practically all the retrench-
ments anticipated on this job, but there
may be three or four more.

(d) As to Employment on New Berth,
Fremantle.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN (without notice)
asked the Premier:

(1) In view of the fact that the new
berth for the F'remantle harbour was so
urgently required last session, would he
say whether it is not just as urgently re-
quired now?

(2) Would it not be possible to re-
employ the men dismissed from the Har-
bour Works so that they may start on the
new berth?

The PREMIER replied:
(1) and (2) As I explained before, this

is all due to a shortage of loan funds.
There are a number of urgent works af-
fected by the loan position and again I
can only repeat that the Government is
making every effort to meet this situa-
tion and to try to find the finance necessary
to carry out the works.

INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL.

As to Submission to Referendum.
Mr. GRAHAM (without notice) asked

the Premier:
(1) Does he consider that the Industrial

Arbitration Act Amendment Bill has popu-
lar support?

(2) In view of the drastic nature of
the legislation and upon its being passed
by Parliament, would he have the courage
to submit the proposition to the people by
way of referendum?

The PREMIER replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) It is not usual for Governments to

submit their legislation to the people and
I do not consider there is any necessity
for me to do so.

METAL TRADES STRIKE.
(a) As to Basis for Settlement Discussions.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE (without notice)
asked the Premier:

Is the Government prepared to co-
operate with the whole of the trade union
movement in Western Australia for the
purpose of trying to bring the metal
trades strike to a speedy end by waiving
all penalties for holidays and by agreeing
to re-instate all of the 12 men dismissed
from the Midland Junction workshops?

The PREMIER replied:
I informed members the other evening

that the Government had appointed the
mediator, and I am firmly convinced that
if negotiations are carried on with that
mediator-that is, by the Railways Com-
missioners and by the representatives of
the unions-agreement will be reached.

(b,) As to Government's Attitude.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE (without notice)

asked the Premier:
Would the Government of its own initia-

tive, as the employer directly represented
in the matter, agree to waive the penal-
ties in respect of the holidays to metal
tradesmen and also to re-instate the 12
men to whom I referred in the previous
question?

The PREMIER replied:
The penalties were inflicted or imposed

by the Arbitration Court. The Govern-
ment has appointed the Conciliation Coin-



(7 August, 1952.] 5

missioner from the Arbitration Court to
try to reach an agreement and the Gov-
erment would be Prepared to accept re-
commendations from him.

The question of the 12 men was also re-
ferred to the Conciliation Commissioner
and I repeat again that I feel sure satis-
faction can be reached.

(e) As to Government's Position as
Employer.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE (without notice)
asked the Premier:

What is the Government's objection, see-
ing that it is the employer in this in-
stance, to making a decision, either, 'yes"
or "no'. in regard to the waiving of these
Penalties and also the re-engagement of
the 12 men in question?

The PREMIER replied:
I do not consider that the Government

would be acting rightly if it waived the
penalties inflicted by the Arbitration
Court. AS to the dismissed men, this is
a matter for the Railways Commissioners.
It may be said that the Government is
the employer, but it is the Railways Corn-
mnissioners who employ the men and
negotiate with them right through. On
this occasion, it is a matter for the Rail-
ways Commissioners to make a decision.
and I repeat that I have no doubt that
a de-ision can be reached if the negotia-
tlot, continue.
(d) As to Government Decision on Out-

standing Points.
Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE (without notice)

asked the Premier:
As the Government will finally have to

approve of a basis for the settlement of
the strike, and as a great deal of loss is
occasioned every additional day on which
the strike continues, cannot the Premier,
together with his colleagues, see his way
to making a decision upon the two points
to which I have referred?

The PREMIER replied:
I can only say again that the Govern-

ment has left the door wide open for
negotiations to be reached.

Ron. A. R. 0. Hawke: The Minister for
Housing told us on Tuesday that the
mediator had failed and given up the
situation as hopeless.

The PREMIER: I suggest that the
Leader of the Oposition should urge the
unions concerned to accept mediation.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: I am urging
the Government to make decisions.

BILL-STATE ELECTRICITY COM-
MISSION ACT AMENDMENT.
Standing Orders Suspension.

THE PREMIER (Hon. D). R. McLarty-
Murray)[3.2]: I move-

That so much of the Standing
Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable the State Electricity Corn-

mission Act Amendment Bill, 1952, to
be introduced, and, if necessary, to
be Passed through all its stages in one
day: and to enable the aforesaid busi-
ness to be dealt with before the Ad-
dress-in-reply is adopted.

I do not think there will be any disagree-
ment with the motion. When I attended
the meeting of the Loan Council in May,
I asked permission of the Loan Council
for the State Electricity Commission to
borrow the sum of £3,000,000. I did so
because, when I1 saw that the loan posi-
tion was, I realised that the Government
would be bard Put to it to carry on
essential work already in operation. In
the Eastern States, a number of the semi-
governmental instrumentalities have their
own borrowing powers. Ours have not,
though, of course, our local authorities
have their own borrowing powers.

The Loan Council agreed that the State
Electricity Commission should be em-
powered to borrow the £3,000,000. When
I made that application, I was under the
impression that power already existed in
the Act to permit of the Commission's
borrowing, and only when I returned did
I find that the necessary power is not
contained in the existing Act. If it is
agreed, as I am sure it will be, that the
Act should be amended to allow the Com-
mission to borrow the £3,000,000, it will
relieve our programme to that extent or
to the extent of any part of the £3,000,000
that we succeed in borrowing. This would
have a considerable effect on the loan
Programme of the State and permit of a
considerable sum of money being made
available. The Government is anxious to
Proceed with this loan, and I am asking
for the suspension of the Standing Orders
so that this legislation may be passed be-
fore the Address-in-reply is fiisihed.
thereby saving valuable time.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE (Northam) [3.61:
In view of the circumstances outlined by
the Premier, I wish to indicate to the
House that I have no objection to the
motion.

HON. E. NULSEN (Eyre) [3.7]: I agree
with the Leader of the Opposition and
offer no objection to the motion, but I
should like to know something more about
the State Electricity Commission. We
have not received very much in-
formation and we have not had an up-
to-date report tabled in Parliament as
required by Section 57 of the Act. We
ought to be given a little more informa-
tion so that we can discuss the matter
more fully when the Bill comes before
the House. I do not think the State
Electricity Commission has been quite
fair. It has not compied with the Act
and It has not given us information that
has been made available to the outside
world. I have asked on several occasions
for the report, but I have not seen it.
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The Minister for Education: One was
tabled here the year before last.

Hon. E. NULSEN: I have read that
copies of the report have been available
oversea.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The Minister
might be mixing it up with the Child
Welfare Department.

The Minister for Education; Not at
all.

Hon. E. NULSEN: At any rate, we in
this House have not been supplied with
information that would justify us in con-
senting to the Commission's borrowing to
the extent mentioned by the Premier. The
only redeeming feature of the proposal is
that it will help with the general financing
of the State.

HON. J. B. SLEEMAN (Fremantle)
13.81: 1 do not know that we should
agree to the motion unless we receive an
assurance that the State Electricity Com-
mission will use the funds In a proper
manner. We in the Fremantle district
have suffered a lot of disappointments
at the hands of the Commission. A special
line was built to carry the 50-cycle cur-
rent from the South Fremantle power
house to Fremantle, a distance of about
three miles, but instead of doing that, the
powers-that-be decided to send the 50-
cycle current to Perth. break it down to
40 cycles and return it to Fremantle.

The fact that I represent Fremantle
has nothing to do with the matter. There
are important factories in the Fremantle
area and their requirements and those of
the Fremantle Harbour Trust should have
made the Port one of the first places to
be linked up with the 50-cycle current.
These consumers quite expected it. The
only reason why Fremantle did not get
the 50 cycles was that it did not bow
the knee to Mr. Edmondson.

At the opening of the South Fremantle
power station, Mr. Edmondson said that
certain switch gear was required, but we
we were also given to understand by him
and by Mr. Dumas that Fremantle was
not going to get the 50-cycle current
because the Fremantle Municipal, Tram-
way and Electric Lighting Board had de-
cided not to Play ball with the Commis-
sion. They practically said, "You do what
we want, or else." The board said,
"It will be 'or else'." Unfortunately,
since then, the members of the
board have changed their minds.
Fifty cycles should be operating there now.
First we were told that the switch gear
was not available. Mr. Edmondson said,
"One of the first things I shall do when I
get to London Is to arrange for switch
gear for Fremantle." He has been halfway
round the world but there is still no
switch gear.

Mr. SPEAKER: Is the hon. member op-
posing the motion?

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN: Yes. I have to do
that in order to have something to say.
People fafrly high up in the electrical game
tell me it is not necessary to have switch
gear, and that, by making a couple of
connections. F'remantle can be supplied
with 50 cycles without the switch
gear. I want to know whether the Gov-
ernment is prepared to call in other ex-
perts. if the people in the department
cannot do the Job. let us obtain the services
of someone else and see if he can do it.
I think it is bad luck that Mr. Taylor
was allowed to leave the job, or was
pushed off the job, before the South Fre-
mantle Power house was started.

We should ask him, "Could you connect
Fremantle with 50 cycles without switch
gear?" and if he said, "Yes," we should go
on with the job and see that it is done.
The time has come when something should
be done to see that the State Electricity
commission spends money properly if this
Hill is agreed to and it Is allowed to float
a loan. The Commission has done a
pretty Poor job up to date. We were
promised we would be told what happened
when the two spindles went at the South
Fremantle power house, but the Commis-
sion has been silent as the grave, and there
has been not a word.

I still want to know what caused those
spindles to go. In the first place, we were
told that it was the fault of the firm in
Great Britain. Hut an engineer came
here from Great Britain and since then
there has been no talk of that kind. Ap-
parently he squashed that suggestion. We
should be told why the spindles went and
whether there is a possibility of others
doing the same. I hope that when the
Commission obtains the right to float a
loan, it will go on with the job properly
and use the special line from South Fre--
mantle to F'remantle and see that Fre-
mantle is supplied with 50 cycles instead of
running the power 15 miles on 50 cycles,
then breaking it down and sending it
back to Fremantle on 40 cycles.

THE PRE1MER (Hon. fl. R. McLarty-
Murray-in reply) [3.12]: The informa-
tion sought by the member for Eyre will
be given when the Hill is introduced.
I gathered that he was more concerned
with the revenue side. Of course, this Bill
will deal with a loan.

Hon. E. Nulsen: We have never had a
report from the Commission; only the
auditors' report.

The PREMIER: Turning to the points
raised by the member for Fremantle, I
am not the Minister in charge of elec-
tricity, and am not well versed on the
technical side, so I cannot give the hon.
member a reply. However, I will have
what he has said brought under the notice
of the Government's advisers, and ascertain
what the position is. If we do not get
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permission to raise this money, further
electricity extensions will have to cease
and that will have an effect upon the
general loan programme as well. I am
sure, however, that the House will agree
to the motion as outlined.

Question put and passed.

B]ILL-OATS MARKETING.
Standing Orders Suspensi on.

MR. ACKLAND (Moore) [(3.14]1: 1
move-

That so much of the Standing
Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable the Oats Marketing Bill to
be introduced and, If necessary, to be
passed through all its stages in one
day; and to enable the aforesaid busi-
ness to be dealt with before the
Address-in-reply Is adopted.

If carried, this motion will enable the Oats
Marketing Bill to be introduced, and, after
the preliminary formalities, the second
reading could be moved immediately. The
Bill would then be explained and be in
the possession of members. Although
power is sought to pass the BIll through
all stages at one sitting If necessary, It is
not desired unduly to hasten members in
their consideration of the measure. If
adjournments are required, the House can
decide accordingly. If the House agrees
to pass the Hill, the way will be clear for
a speedy passage in the Legislative Coun-
cil.

All members are aware of the fact that
members of this branch of the Empire
Parliamentary Association have done me
the honour of choosing me to go to Ottawa
to represent them at the Empire confer-
ence, and it is necessary for me to leave
Western Australia on the 20th August to
keep that appointment. That means that
there will be only another four sitting
days of the House to enable me to do this
work.

It is well known that a considerable
amount of publicity has been given to the
fact that it is my intention to introduce
a private member's Bill for the marketing
of oats, and I had agreed to go on with
the measure before members of the Par-
liamentary Association thought fit to select
me to go to Ottawa. I hope, therefore,
that members will see the reasonableness
of my request and will let me keep faith
with the people I represent and those who
are interested in this Biil far beyond the
boundaries of my own electorate. It is
with a feeling of confidence that I ask
members to pass this motion, because I
think it very lust that the request should
be made and I consider there is a high
degree of fairness amongst all members
of this Chamber.

HON. A. R. G. HAWKE (Northam)
[3.18]: Normally, there would be every
ground for opposing a motion of this kind
at this stage. However, as mentioned by

the member for Moore, he has been elected
by members of the Parliament to represent
them at an important conference to be
held in Canada in a few weeks' time. His
absence from the State at that period will
prevent him from introducing his Bill at
a time when it would be ordinarily per-
missible for him to do so. Therefore, I
think that, as we were responsible for elect-
ing him to go to Canada, the least we can
do is to give him an opportunity to intro-
duce his Bill so that its fate might be
made known to him before he leaves
Western Australia.

HON. J. T. TONKIN (Melville) (3.191:
1 am amazed at the facility with which
the suspension of Standing Orders can
be obtained this year. I tried previously
to secure the suspension of Standing
Orders to discuss a matter of vital im-
portance to a large section of this com-
munity. I refer to the eviction of people
from their houses as a result of legisla-
tion passed here. I endeavoured to get
the Government to open Parliament earlier
so that consideration might be given to
that legislation. The Government re-
fused that request. When Parliament did
meet, I attempted to obtain a suspension
of Standing Orders so that the matter
might be discussed. There was no possible
hope of my succeeding because the num-
bers were used against us, and we had
to wait until the Address-In-reply debate
had been completed before we could deal
with the position at all.

But this session there have been sus-
pensions of Standing Orders for an arbi-
tration Bill and for a Bill to Permit the
State Electricity Commission to raise
money. Now there is to be a suspension
of Standing Orders for an oats market-
ing BiUl; and I have no doubt that if
someone else, who is In a position to put
pressure on the Government, Comes along
there will be a further suspension of
Standing Orders. I venture to say that
in ordinary circumstances the Govern-
ment would not agree to this suspension,
but would say to the member for Moore,
"You either go on your trip and forget
about your oats, or stay here and attend
to it at the Proper time." So we have to
look for the reason for this change of
front on the Part of the Government, and
the reason is not far to seek. The Gov-
ernment knows it would be defeated on
this motion. It does not want the Bill.

The Premier: That is so, Is it?
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Yes. The Govern-

ment does not want the oats Bill, and it
would not suspend Standing Ord~rs to
permit of a discussion on it if it felt it
could Prevent it. So, discretion being the
better part of valour, the Government puts
a smile on its face and acquiesces.

The Premier: We would do it for you
if you were going to Canada.
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Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Going to Canada
has nothing to do with it.

The Premier: or anywhere else.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: The Premier

would like to send the member for Mel-
ville to Canada.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I believe Standing
Orders ought to be suspended to permit
the member for Moore to deal with his
Bill, and I am going to support the mo-
tion, but it is my firm opinion that if the
Government believed it had the numbers
to defeat this move, it would do so.

The Minister for Lands: No. You are
only trying to sow poison.

Ron. J1. T. TONKIN: There is no need
to do that. It is there.

The Minister for Lands: It is not there.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: I doubt if even

the Minister for Lands is in favour of the
Bill.

The Minister for Lands: My word I
am! I am in favour of its introduction.
anyway.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I have risen not
to oppose the motion, but simply to point
out the facility with which suspension of
Standing Orders can be obtained this ses-
sion. It is unprecedented during my term
in Parliament and I have been here 19
years.

Mr. Manning: Too long.
Hon. 3. T. TONKIN: The electors do

not think so. During that period I have
not experienced a situation such as we
have now where the Address-In-reply de-
bate has not even been allowed to con-
tinue beyond the initial speech on the
opening day, because of suspensions of
Standing Orders to permit discussions on
other matters. It is Perfectly clear to
me that the Government, having sized
up the position, has decided that the
motion would be carried against it, any-
how; and that, of course, would put the
Government in a very serious position.
If it decided to oppose the motion, deal-
ing with the order of business, and it were
defeated, then it would be obliged to resign.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: It could try to
discipline the member for Moore, and other
Country Party members.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: So it would not
risk defeat on the motion, but is pre-
pared to allow the suspension to go
through. The statement that it is be-
cause of the plight of the member for
Moore and concern lest he miss his trip
is just eyewash.

The Premier: No.
Han. J. Tr. TONKIN: It is nice to know

that when members have different opinions
from those of Cabinet it is possible for
them to have their way in Parliament
despite the desires of Cabinet. That is
what is happening in this instance.

MR. GRAHAM (East Perth) [3.25]: 1
tell the member for Moore that he is
fortunate in securing the consent of the
Government to proceed with this motion;
and, indeed, to have It Promoted some dis-
tance up th notice paper. I want, how-
ever, to protest against the discrimination
which the Government has shown. I gave
notice of intention to move for the sus-
pension of Standing Orders for the pur-
pose of introducing a most important Bill.
I did so before notice was submitted by the
member for Moore-quite a few days pre-
viously. If members think about the ques-
tion they will realise there is a far greater
degree of urgency in connection with my
proposition than there is with that of
the member for Moore.

If you will permit me, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause I want to emphasise the Prefer-
ential treatment that has been shown, I
would like to say that margarine costs 2s.
6d. a lb. and butter 4s. 2d. In Western
Australia there are no less than 32.623
people living on Pensions and, as members
may have noticed In the paper this morn-
ing, 590 receiving the dole. We know that
there are several thousand additional per-
sons who are out of employment. There-
fore my Bill becomes urgent because of the
need for allowing them to get an essential
foodstuff which they are unable to ob-
tain at the moment because of restrictive
legislation.

Mr. SPEARER: That Hill is on the
notice paper. It cannot be dealt with now.

Mr. GRAHAM: That is so. Surely
I am entitled, in the interests of the
people, in a matter of urgency, to
receive at least the same considera-
tion as that accorded to the mem-
ber for Moore; or are there to be certain
favours handed out to Government sup-
Porters whilst those who occupy the Op-
Position benches are to be trampled on? I
am further delayed in my desire to do
some thing to assist the more needy sec-
tions of the communtly by virtue of the
fact that the House did not sit at all
Yesterday; and Wednesday is private mem-
bers' day.

Mr. Bovell: It did sit Yesterday.
Mr.

mean.
it was
ting.

GRAHAM: Yesterday's sitting, 1
The hon. member knows aonite well
the carry over from Tuesday's sit-

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: The member for
Vasse Is still suffering from the carry
over.

Mr. Bovell: It Is not as bad as a hang-
over.

Mr. GRAHAM: I do not desire to inter-
fere with the good fortune of another pri-
vate member, but I appeal to the Premier,
in the arrangement of the notice Paper, to
give at least equal treatment to another
private member, particularly when the
claim, or giving of notice, was made sev-
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eral days prior to the notice given by the
member for Moore. I would like to hear
the Premier on this matter, and to have
some assurance from him. I do not think
the treatment accorded me has been fair,
decent or reasonable.

BON. J. B. SLEEMAN (Fremantle)
r3.28]: I think the member for East Perth
has a just grievance. Ever since I have
been in the House. private members' busi-
ness has had to take Its turn. The mem-
ber for East Perth did get in first on the
notice paper, but for some unknown rea-
son the Government has decided to lift
the application of the member for Moore
out of private members' business and put
it up with the Government business. That
might be all right, but when we examine
the motion of the member for East* Perth
we find it is the more urgent. Food for
the people is of greater urgency than a
Bill to deal with oats.

The Minister for Lands: Oats are food
for the people.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN: I think the Pre-
mier should state some reason for not giv-
ing the member for East Perth a better
deal. We know that butter is scarce and
dear. While some people might ridicule
the eating of margarine, I am assured there
is more nutriment in it than in butter. I
cannot guarantee that that Is so. but it
is a good substitute, if nothing else. It is
only fair and proper that the member for
East Perth should be given a chance to
move his motion, the same as the member
for Moore.

THE PREMIER (Hon. D. R. McLarty-
Murray) [3.30]: It is well known-the
member for Fremantle must know-why
the member for Moore is seeking to do
this and why the Government Is agreeable.
The member for East Perth did give notice
of his motion-I think on opening day-
but he did not know then that the Govern-
ment already had in preparation a Bill
that it intended to introduce very soon.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: You put that over
us once before.

The PREMIER: I can assure the hon.
member that nothing has been Put over
him.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: You did it before
in the case of the Upper House franchise
Bill.

The PREMIER: I can assure the hon.
member that the decision to introduce this
Bill was made before the opening of Par-
liament, and the Bill is being prepared.

Mr. Graham: But this is most urgent.
The PREMIER: It is, and because we

regard it as urgent, provision will be made
in the Bill to increase substantially the
amount of margarine to be manufactured.

Mr. Graham: The best service you could
render would be to allow my Bill to be
proceeded with.

The PREMIER: I understand that the
manufacturers of margarine in this State
are not manufacturing up to the maximum
quantity at the present time.

Mr. Graham: They are manufacturing
far in excess of it.

The PREMIER: That is not the informa-
tion I have received, and I will check up
on it. They have been told they can manu-
facture up to the maximum quantity and
I assure the hon. member that we will get
this Bill before Parliament as soon as pos-
sible, to facilitate the manufacture of a
much greater quantity of margarine.

Mr. Graham: Hang your Bill! What
about mine?

MR. BOVELL (Vasse) [3.321: As it is
obvious that there is urgent public busi-
ness needing the attention of the House,
why should we have to put up with the
tiresome Address-in-reply debate session
after session? To overcome the difficulty
I would suggest that Standing Orders be
amended to Provide for an Address-in-
reply debate at the beginning of the first
session after a Parliament is elected, al-
lowing us to get on with the business
of the country for the other two sessions
of the Parliament. We should get on with
the real business of the country, which is
the passing of legislation in the interests
of the People of our various constitu-
encies.

Hon. J. T. Tonkin: The Government
would like that.

MR. ACKLAND (Moore-in reply)
[3.33]: The position is unusual and
I would not have approached the Premier
had it not been that the circumstances
were so unusual. Members have honoured
me by deciding that I should go oversea
to do a job, but I have also a job to do
for my electors. I certainly have no in-
tention of failing to keep faith with them
and I am most anxious to represent this
Parliament at Ottawa. That is my reason
-I think it is a good and sufficient reason
-for asking the House to agree to this
motion.

Question put and Passed.

ORDER OF BUSINESS.
As to Earlier Consideration of Notice.
HON. A. R. G. HAWKE (Northam)

[3.351: Before you call the Orders of the
Day, Mr. Speaker, I move-

That Orders of the Day Nos. I to 4
inclusive be postponed in order that
No. 5 may be dealt with.

THE PREM]IER (Hon. D. R. McLarty-
Murray) (3.361: This is a most unusual
procedure and I cannot agree to the
motion. The member for Melville referred
to what has happened during his 19 years
in this House. I have been in this House
for 22 years and I say that the pro-
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cedure adopted this afternoon by the
Leader of the Opposition is a most un-
usual one and one that has never been
attempted before. This is a very clever
attempt to have passed a vote of no confi-
dence in the Government. If the Leader
of the Opposition is goin~g to take the
business out of the hands of the Govern-
ment, what is there for the Government
to do?

Hon. J. T. Tonkin: You could avoid
that by supporting the motion.

The PREMIER: I cannot support the
motion.

Hon. J. T. Tonkin: Because you know
you have the numbers.

The PREMIER: It is not for that
reason, and if the hon. member were in
my Place he would not support It.

Hon. J. T. Tonkin: You do not know
what I would do.

The PREMIER: I do, and I know what
the Leader of the Opposition would do. I
know he never expected for one moment
that I would agree to this.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. Hawke: I think you
should.

The PREMIER: I am not going to.

Mr. Graham: Why?
The PREMIER: Because, as the hon.

member knows, it would be a most un-
usual procedure to allow the Leader of the
Opposition or some other member to alter
at will the notice paper. Where do mem-
bers think the Government would land
if it were to allow its notice paper to be
altered at the desire of any particular
member? I cannot agree to the motion.

HON. J. B. SLEEMAN (Fremnantle)
L3.37]: I do not think the motion is
unusual, considering what has happened
this session. The member for Melville
has been here so many years, as has the
Premier also, but I have been a few years
longer than even the Premier and I know
that what has been done this session
has never been attempted before. You
know that, Mr. Speaker, because you came
here on the same day as I did. Never
before has the suspension of Standing
Orders been moved again and again before
the commencement of the Address-in-
reply.

During his earlier remarks, the Premier
said,"We have a margarine Bill," but I
would remind him that once before he put
it over us. On that occasion the Leader
of the opposition brought down a Bill-a
couple of sessions ago-dealing with the
franchise of another place. but the Prem-
ier hopped in and said,"This Is our busi-
ness and we will deal with It," with the
result that the Bill of the Leader of thte
opposition was sent to the bottom of the
notice paper and was kept there. The
Premier went on with his own Bill, know-
ing that it would never be carried. Yet the

Government got the credit of putting it
forward and had the satisfaction of saying
to the Leader or the Opposition, "Not on
your life; this is our business."

The same thing is happening now. The
member for East Perth desires to bring
down a Bill that would be of great value
to the people but the Premier says, "No,
we will bring down a Bill dealing with
margarine and we will put your Bill at
the bottom of the list." The Leader of
the Opposition has moved a motion the
purpose of which is to give the member
for East Perth a fair go. I do not think
that you. Mr. Speaker, can remember
Standing Orders being suspended on any
previous occasion to allow Bills to be
introduced before the completion of the
Address-in-reply debate. Here we have
seen it done three times, and now a fourth
time, but on this last occasion, because
the business is that of a member of the
Opposition, it is barred. I hope the motion
will be agreed to.

THE MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon. L.
Thorn-Toodyay) [3.401: On the opening
day I informed the House that a margarine
Bill would be introduced.

Mr. Graham: After I had given notice.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS: But before

the hon. member moved for the suspension
of Standing Orders.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. Hawke: He has not
moved it yet.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I know
that. The Leader of the Opposition said
what he would do if he were over on this
side of the House, as did the member for
Melville.

Hon A. R. G. Hawke: The Leader of
the Opposition said that?

The MINISTER FOR.LANDS: Yes, the
hon. member said that he would permit
this procedure.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. Hawke: I did not. I
moved the motion. Do not say things that
are not correct.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: It is
clear that the hon. member supports this
Procedure of taking the business out of
the hands of the Government.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke. I1 want the Gov-
erment to agree to my motion.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: We sat
on the other side of the House for several
years while in opposition. It did not
matter what we moved; the then Govern-
mnent, because of its force of numbers.
refused to agree to anything that we
wanted., Because we did not have a
majority, we were unable to carry any
motions we moved.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Can the Minister
give me one instance?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Fre-
quently the then Government used its
greater numbers in a brutal fashion.
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Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Give me one
instance.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Those
are the sort of tactics always used by the
hon. member-"Can I give one instance?".
The hon. member is very clever in that
regard but nevertheless he used those
tactics when he was in office.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Give me one
instance.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I will
give one later. The position is that mar-
garine is not an urgent matter.

Mr. Graham: Tommyrot.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS: It is not

urgent.
Mr. Graham: Not when you have a

moneyful of pocket!
Mr. SPEAKER: Order!
The MINISTER FOR LANDS: "You

can't keep a good man down"!I I know
that the member for East Perth spends
most of his time trumnping up something.
But the fact is that the manufacturers of
margarine have suffcient supplies at the
moment.

Hon. E. Nulsen: For how long?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Until about
September. The truth is that the manu-
facturers have sumfcient supplies for the
time being, but they intend to step up their
rate of production and therefore supplies
will cut out about three or four months
before the end of the year. It is the Gov-
ernment's intention to increase supplies
and by the time its Bill is dealt with by
this House and another Chamber, there will
be ample opportunity to make provision
for extra supplies to the margarine manu-
facturers.

Hon. J. T. Tonkin: When will that be?
The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The Bill

is being prepared now and will be presented
as soon as possible.

I-on. J. T. Tonkin: But the Address-in-
reply will not be finished until about the
middle of September.

The Premier: Why not? It is a shock-
ing waste of time.

The 1,fNISTER FOR LANDS: Members
on the other side dealt with nearly every
subject when speaking to the Supply Bill.

The Premier: Let us do some work.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The

Address-In-reply should soon be finished.
Hon. J. T. Tonkin: That is what you

think.
The MINISTER FOR LARDS: At

present the margarine manufacturers have
ample supplies, and consequently the mem-
ber for East Perth cannot claim that there
is urgent need for his Bill. This is a
Government matter, and the Government
intends to deal with it.

MR. GRAHLAM (East Perth) [3.431: 1
am certain that had the Premier displayed
the courtesy of suggesting or intimating
when he was likely to afford an oppor-
tunity for my motion to be considered, this
resolution would not have been submitted
by the Leader of the Opposition. But I.
like my leader, rightly object to Private
members on this side of the House being
trampled upon.

The Premier: Surely it Is not a lack of
courtesy. You did not discuss it with me.
I am only too willing to discuss things with
you.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Premier has made
certain arrangements with another private
member and has permitted his business to
proceed.

Mr. Hutchinson: Due to exceptional cir-
cumstances.

The Minister for Lands: Are you sure
you did not urge him to do it?

Mr. GRAHAM: The remarks of the Mixn-
ister for Lands are becoming familiar to
all members. His feet are not on the
ground, notwithstanding the fact that he
is the Minister for Lands. He should know
perfectly well that in this Chamber notices
are given before questions are heard.

The Minister for Lands: Exactly.
Mr. GRAHAM: Which means that on

opening day I had given notice of my in-
tention to Introduce this legislation and to
move for the suspension of Standing
Orders before questions were asked and
before the Minister had replied to the mem-
ber for North Perth indicating the inten-.
tion of the Government to introduce its
legislation. Subsequently the Minister, in
his remarks, said that the Government Bill
would be introduced in sufficient time for
this House and the Legislative Council to
deal with it.

Surely that indicates that the Govern-
ment intends to insult me a little further.
It means that the Government's legislation.
although notice of it has not yet been given,
will prevail and that 1, a member who has
some rights in this Chamber, am to be
given no opportunity to proceed with my
legislation. I know what is in the Gov-
ernment's Bill and mine is a far better one.

The Premier: How do you know what is
in the Government's Bill?

Mr. GRAHAM: Because I do.
The Premier: I would like to know how.
Mr. GRAHAM: When I indicated to a

senior member of the Government the pro-
posals contained in my Bill, he agreed that
it was a sounder proposition than the Bill
to be submitted by the Government; and
he was not the member who informed me
of the contents of the Government's Hill.
It is possible to know what Is going on
around the town.

The Premier: Evidently.

157
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The Attorney General: You know a
great. deal! The Bill has not yet been
drafted.

Mr. GRAHAM: I know what is in the
Government's Bill.

Hon. A. RL. 0. Hawke: The Government
is not the only organisation with a Gest-
apo.

Mr. May: The Minister said that it was
being drawn up.

Mr. GRAHAM: It will be for members
to consider the point. We have already
agreed that as a matter of urgency, or
because of certain circumstances, the
member for Moore should have his busi-
ness promoted to a higher position on the
notice paper and for reasons which I am
not at this stage able to give, surely mem-
bers can appreciate-whether the Govern-
ment is introducing one Hill or half a
dozen Bills-that the subject matter to be
dealt with in my proposition is of extreme
urgency to many thousands of people.

Therefore, as we agreed without a dis-sentient voice that because of certain ci'r-
cumnstances the member for Moore should
receive some special treatment to advance
his proposition. I am appealing to mem-
bers to give me exactly the same privi-
lege and right to Introduce my legislation.
I ask for that not because I am the mem-
ber for East Perth but because I am an-
other private member who, for the time
being, happens to be sitting on this side
of the House. I regard my legislation as
urgent and it will be up to members to
decide whether they agree with my sub-
mission.

HON. A. R. G. HAWKE (Northam-in
reply) [3.48]: The only thing the Premier
could think to say in opposition to this
motion was that it is unusual.

The Premier: Most.
Ron. A. R. G. HAWKE: Well, in a few

moments, we are going to consider a Hill
which has some most unusual provisions.

Mr. Graham: I'll say!
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: Is that Hill,

or are the most unusual provisions in It,
to be condemned simply on the grounds
that they are unusual?

The Premier: I do not see that there
is any comparison.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: There is a com-
plete comparison.

The Premier: No.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: Yes, there is.

In a House of Parliament we are not en-
titled to vote against a motion simply be-
cause it is unusual. The test of how we
should vote ought to be whether the
motion upon which we are voting has suf-
ficient merit to warrant support. The Min-
ister for Lands tells us that he, as Minis-
ter, has this margarine situation com-
pletely in hand.

The Premier: That is so.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: We know the

Minister for Lands pretty well-perhaps
even better than the Government knows
him-and we know his methods and his
attitude.

The Minister for Lands: I am getting
to know yours, too.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: I have not the
slightest objection to that. We know that
the Minister for Lands is casual and that
he is inclined to take things for ranted
when they should not be taken for granted.
It is obvious that the Minister does not
propose to take any action about his pro-
posed margarine Hill until the Address-
in-reply debate has been concluded. In
the ordinary course of events, that will
not be, I should say, until about the end
of August. From information which has
been made available to me, the margarine
manufacturing companies in this State
will be facing the month of September
with a great deal of doubt and a lot of
fear because they will, by that time, be
approaching a manufacturing figure which
will be near the limit allowed by existing
legislation, The Minister for Lands knows,
I am sure, because of his business experi-
ence, that there is nothing more upsetting
or disorganising to a business undertaking
than not to be sure where it is or where
it will be next week or next month.

So there is much more urgency required
in this matter than the Minister for
Lands appreciates. It is an easy matter
for him at this stage to say that there
is plenty of time; that the Hill will be
introduced in plenty of time; that It will
be passed in plenty of time. I suggest to
the Premier, in all seriousness that, if he
is not very careful and relies on the Hill
that the Minister proposes to introduce
to overcome this difficulty relating to the
continued manufacture of margarine, such
Bill will not be passed in time and that
there will be a lot of confusion and upset
in the industry concerned in this State.

The Premier: I am sure the Minister
for Agriculture is watching that very
closely.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I have no
doubt that the Minister for Agriculture is
watching it closely, but that is not the
point, which is that no move will be
made by the Government with its own
Bill until about the end of this month
and as such move will only be of a pre-
liminary character, it could easily be that
the Government's Bill would not be finally
considered by Parliament until towards the
end of September.

The Premier: W.ould You like the
Government's Bill to be introduced before
the conclusion of the debate on the Ad-
dress-in-reply?

H-on. A. R. G. HAWKE: The Govern-
ment had better look after its own busi-
ness; that is what it is paid for; that is
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what is expected of it by the people, al-
though the people are generally disap-
.Pointed.

The Premier: That is good! That is
good political propaganda!

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: So there Is
every justification and abundant necessity
for this motion by the member for East
Perth to have the Standing Orders sus-
pended to be agreed to now, so that he
can go ahead with his Bill today or
early next week in order that a situation
of doubt and confusion, which would
otherwise develop, should not arise.

The Premier: We will look after that.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: Therefore,' I

hope that members of the Country Party,
if not the members of the iberal Party,
will support the move I have taken and
enable the member for East Perth to move
his motion for the suspension of Standing
Orders.

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

Ayes .... ... .... 14
Noes ,. .... .... 23

Majority against

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr-
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Graham
Guthrie
Hlawke
J. HeRner
Hoar
Johnson
May

Alres.
Mr. Moi:
Mr. Nee'
Mr. Nut
Mr. Sew
Mr. Sine
Mr. Ton
Mr. Hell

Noes.
Mr. Abbott
Mr. Ackland
Mr. Butcher
Dame F. Cardell-Oliver
Mr. Doney
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Griffith
Mr. Hearmnan
Mr. Hill
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Manning
Mr. MoLarty'

Ayes.
Mr. W. Heaney
Mr. Marshall
Mr. Coverley
Mr. Rodoreda

Before proceeding to discuss the pro-
visions in any detailed way, I should like
to refer to the questions I put to the
Premier this afternoon regarding the
Waiving of thc penalties in connection with
holidays and the re-employing of the whole
of the 12 metal tradesmen dismissed by
the Railway Department from the Midland
Junction workshops, both of those points
being vitally associated with the existing
strike and the continuing efforts being
made by the State Disputes Committee
of the A.L.P. to have the strike brought
to a speedy conclusion.

So far as I am able to understand the
mind of the Governiment on this matter.
it is not prepared to make a decision as to
whether it is or is not willing to waive
those penalties and re-employ the 12 men.
It is surely a remarkable situation when
a Government cannot or will not make up
its mind on two comparatively simple
points such as those. I was under the
impression that members of the Govern-
ment were greatly concerned about the
continuation of the strike-

The Premier: They are.

- the mounting losses and inconvenience
9 which the continuation of the strike is

- imposing upon the people and the indus-
tries of the State. The two points I have

r mentioned have been recommended to the
Thn Government for adoption as a possible
ell means of settling the strike almost im-
mnan mediately. They have been presented to
kin the Government on behalf of practically

7 (Pelter.) the whole trade union movement in West-
ern Australia.

Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. Oldfield
Mr. Owen

Mr. Perkins
Mr. Read
Mr. Thorn
Mr. Totterdell
Mr. Watts
Mr. Wild
Mr. Bovell

PAIN.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Noes.
Brand
Cornell
Mann
Yates

Question thus negatived.

Sitting suspended from 4.0 to 4.15 p.m.

BILL-INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION
ACT AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 5th August.

HON. A. R. G. HAWKE (Northam)
[4.151: This Bill is in some respects much
better and in other respects very much
worse than I had expected it to be. Its
objectionable features, however, are so
objectionable as to cause me to oppose the
measure at the second reading stage.

The Premier: If that would settle the
strike immediately, why has the mass meet-
ing been postponed, waiting for those two
gentlemen to come over from the Eastern
States?

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: I have never
suggested that the approval of those two
points would settle the strike immediately
or even at all.

The Attorney General: Why do not you
ask the other people whether it would?

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: As I understand
the position it is this: The A.E.U. and the
Boilermakers' Union have agreed for the
first time during the currency of the strike
to allow the president and the secretary
of the States Disputes Committee to be
present at and to address a mass meeting
of the striking metal tradesmen in the near
future. The date of the meeting was orig-
inally fixed for Saturday of this week.
Owing, I understand, to circumstances thiat
have arisen, representatives of the Federal
bodies of the two organisations have not
been able to make arrangements to be here
for Saturday's meeting. The result is that
the meeting has been postponed until Tules-
day next.

The position of Mr. Chamberlain and Mr.
Webb, representing the whole of the
trade union movement, would be greatly
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strengthened at the meeting next Tuesday
if they could say, "We have submitted the
following possible basis of settlement to
the Government with the backing of the
whole of the trade union movement, and
the Government has advised us that it is
prepared to waive all penalties in regard
to holidays and to guarantee the re-em-
ployraent of the whole of the 12 men dis-
missed from the Midland Junction work-
shops."

The Attorney General: Do not you think
the normal way of doing the thing would
be to put your suggestion to the meeting
and, if it were agreed to, come to the Gov-
ernment?

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE:* No.
The Attorney General: That would be

the normal way.
H-on. A. ft. G. HAWKE: I do not think

SO.
The Attorney General: I should think so.

Hon. A. ft. 0. HAWKE: During the
whole currency of the dispute, the initi-
ative in trying to find a basis for settle-
ment has been taken by the State Dis-
putes Committee. I think even the Premier
would agree with that.

The Premier: The members of the dis-
putes committee agreed that the Govern-
ment's offer was a very reasonable one,
and I 'am sure they thought it would be
accepted.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: The State
Disputes Committee of the A.L.P. has sup-
ported a number of bases of settlement
which from time to time have come for-
ward either as a result of action by the
committee itself or as the result of sug-
gestions of action on the part of the Gov-
ernment or someone else.

The Premier: Let me make this sugges-
tion to You. You arrange that the A.L.P.
Disputes Committee and Messrs. Gibson,
Cahill and Symons should get together
straight away, meet the Commissioner of
Railways with the mediator and see what
recommendations can be arrived at. If you
do that, I believe we can end the strike,
provided you leave the margins question
out as one for the Arbitration Court.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: I am prepared
to do that. I am prepared to try to do
anything; but I come back to the point that
the Government ought to make decisions
upon these two points. The Government
is the overall employer, it knows the situ-
ation inside out, and what prevents it from
saying "yes" or "no" In regard to the two
points is completely beyond me to under-
stand.

The Attorney General: You make an
offer withdrawing the claim for margins
and see what the Government does. You
make an offer from the striking unions to
withdraw the claim for margins.

Hon. A. R,. G. HAWKE: Let me ask
the Attorney General this: If the unions
are Prepared to say that they will return
to work or prevail upon their members to
return to work on the basis that the
claim for margins or the demand upon
the Government for increased margins is
withdrawn, and the Government in turn
agrees to waive all the penalties in regard
to holidays and to re-employ these twelve
men at Midland Junction, would the At-
torney General say "yes" to that?

The Premier: No. The Attorney Gen-
eral cannot say "yes" or .no.,

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: Will the Premier?
The Premier: I want you to accept my

offer, and I say again that the door is wide
open. The Government is desirous of a
settlement and if you will do what I sug-
gest you do, I am hopeful the strike will
end.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: I have already
said I am prepared to try that.

The Premier: Good!
Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: But will the

Premier tell me why he refuses, why he
is unwilling to say or is incapable--and I1
say that with no offence-of saying "yes"
or "no" to a proposal put to him by the
whole trade union movement, for the waiv-
ing of all penalties in respect of holidays
and the re-employment of the whole of
the 12 men at Midland Junction?

The Premier: The penalties were in-
flicted by the court. I do not think the
Government should say it is going to wipe
out those penalties.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: The Arbitration
Court cannot say it in respect to these two
unions because the court has kicked these
two unions out of the court; therefore
the Government has to say it sooner or
later, or has to refuse to say it. I cannot
understand the attitude of the Premier at
all. I am entirely at a loss to understand
it. Here is an opportunity to end this
strike within the next two or three days,
and the Government will not make a deci-
sion on two simple propositions, despite
the fact that the Government is the over-
all employer, the direct employer.

The Premier: I have given you the way
out.

Hon. A. ft. G. HAWKE: It is not for
the Premier to give me a way out. The
Premier is Premier of Western Australia;
he and his colleagues are the Government
of this State; yet for some reason com-
pletely beyond my understanding, or for
no reason at all-which I think is the
more likely-the Premier and his col-
leagues will not or cannot say "yes" or
"no" to two simple propositions which
could easily lead to the ending of the
strike next Tuesday, if the Government
agreed to them. It is an amazing situation
unparalleled. I- would say, In the history
of this State or any other State in Aus-
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tralia. I want to give the Premier another
angle about this business of the official
mediator appointed by the Government. I
do not know the reaction of the strikers
to that appointment. I do not know the
reaction of the officials of the union.

The Premier: I should think it would
have been very favourable. I cannot
imagine its being otherwise.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: Not necessarily
so. That is the very point I am going to
put forward.

The Premier: He got no instruction
from the Government. I can assure you
on that point.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I am not sug-
gesting that he was given any instructions
by the Government. Let me put this to
the Premier and let him listen very care-
fully to it: The Arbitration Court, or the
president of the court, kicked these unions
out of the court, very unwisely in my
opinion.

The Premier: You mean deregistered
them.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: Cancelled their
registration, if the Premier wants it put
in very nice, presentable, official language.

Mr. Styants: A colossal blunder!
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: The mediator

appointed by the Government is an official
of and directly associated with the Arbitra-tion Court; therefore it might easily be
that the reaction of the strikers and of
the officials of the two unions concerned
to the appointment of Mr. Schnaars as
mediator, might have been unfavourable
or, alternatively, might not have been
nearly as favourable as was necessary to
enable representatives of the two unions
and the mediator to fashion out, by way
or consultation, a basis of settlement ac-
ceptable to both sides.

The Premier: I should think it would
be hard to find a more suitable mediator,
a man who was a union advocate for many
years.

Ron. A. R. 0. HAWKS: I could suggest
one who would be 100 times more suitable
and certainly 100 times more acceptable.
I do not want to mention his name be-
cause the mention of names in a situation
of this kind might not necessarily do any
good and might conceivably do some harm.
So the Premier does not want to think
that the person appointed by the Gov-
ernment was the right Person for the job.

The Premier: I thought he was the
natural choice.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: I am not ques-
tioning his personal qualifications, but I
am saying that his Position as a direct
part of the setup of the Arbitration Court.
which court kicked these two unions out
of court, could easily set up in the minds
of the officials of the two unions a pre-
judice or reaction that might militate

against the mediator in question reaching
a basis of settlement, or suggested settle-
ment, which would be acceptable to the
unions.

The Premier: I have not heard that
even hinted at previously.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: It is an im-
portant point-a. very important point.

The Premier: I admit that, but you
would have thought I would have heard
of it if there were such a doubt.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKS: It Is so import-
ant, in fact, as to make it all the more
urgent and necessary for the Government
to decide the two points itself and decide
them quickly. The Government has all
day tomorrow free, with no Parliament
on its hands. The members of the Gov-
ernment could easily get together tomor-
row and discuss those two points and say
"yes" or "no" to them.

The Premier: Will that end the strike?
Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKS: How can I

guarantee it will end the strike?
The Attorney General: Will it with-

draw the claim for margins or end the
strike on margins?

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: Of course the
unions would have to withdraw their de-
mand for an increase in margins.

The Attorney General: Get that offer
from the unions.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I will do my
best to get that offer from the unions pro-
vided I can take back to them an abso-
lute assurance from the Attorney General
or the Premier, on behalf of the Govern-
ment, that the Government is prepared to
waive penalties in regard to holidays, and
to guarantee the re-employment at the
Midland Junction workshops of the 12
men in question.

The Attorney General: The Government
would certainly give the matter full con-
sideration.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWVKE: What would
be the Position if I came back to the At-
torney General and told him that the
unions had promised to give the proposi-
tion full consideration?

The Premier: You accept the offer I
made to You just now, and work on that.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I had better dis-
cuss the matter with the Premier as he
is the leader of the Government. Why
not both propositions. Mr. Premier? Why
not let it be said that I shall take to
the unions, through the State Disputes
Committee of the A.L.P., the proposition
the Premier has put up, and the Premier
in return to give me an assurance that
the Government will tomorrow, or at lat-
est next Monday, make a firm decision
upon the points regarding Penalties, holi-
days and the re-employment of the 12
men at Midland?
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The Premier: Get on with my offer. You
will be doing good work if you do that.

Hon, A. R. 0. HAWKE: The Premier
is most unfair, and most one-sided. He
is not prepared, as leader of the Govern-
ment in a serious and critical situation,
to arrange with the members of his Gov-
ernment to make decisions on two simple
issues.

The Premier: I have made a very im-
portant decision.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: The Premier
has not made a decision at all.

The Premier: Rather, I have made a
most important offer.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKS: I do not think
the Premier has made an offer that Is
worth much unless the Government is
prepared to say as well that if the unions
withdraw their demand upon the Govern-
ment for increased margins, agree to sub-
mit their claim to the Arbitration Court
and go back to work, the Government will
then agree to waive penalties in regard to
holidays and re-employ the 12 men about
whom we have been talking. Will the
Premier agree to give me that undertak-
ing? It is not asking much, surely. One
has to remember that the unions' fight
is pivoted entirely on the question of get-
ting increased marginal payments for
skill from the Government. The unions
have to give way on that, and have to
go back to where they were 26 weeks ago
on the question of increased margins.

That would represent, on the part of
the unions, a great concession. It would
mean they were giving away practically
everything for which they have been fight-
ing the strike. The other questions are
incidental and are of no importance what-
soever when weighed against the major
issue-the questions of whether men are
to suffer a penalty of three days' holi-
day, and whether only eight of the 12 men
are to go back to work. Surely the Pre-
mier knows the mentality of trade union-
ists in regard to letting down their mates
who have stood with them and by them
during a strike.

There is not a trade unionist worthy
of the name who would go back to work
knowing that by so doing he was sacrific-
Ing two or three or more of his mates;
that they would have to bear the whole
sacrifice. Trade unionists are not built
that way. Not only is that so. but very
few men are built that way. I do not
think there is a man on the Government
side who, in a similar situation, would
sacrifice two or three of his mates in
order that he himself might go back to
work. It is not a reasonable proposi-
tion, but most unnatural to expect, and it
would not happen.

So the Government has sooner or later
to agree to the reinstatement of these 12
men. Why does it not do it now? The

longer the Government refuses to agree.
to their reinstatement, the longer the
strike will continue. So, why not make,
a truce with time, as it were, and agree

tthe re-employment of these 12 men
and to waive the paltry three days' penalty
in regard to holidays?

Mr. Hearman: Why not let the matter-
rest on its merits with the mediator? The
Government has agreed to accept the
mediator's decision.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: I am trying
to reason with the Premier on these points
because the bringing of the strike to a
speedy end is paramount to every other
question and matter in the State today.

The Premier: I agree, and if we do not
bring it to an end there will be much more
unemployment very quickly.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: There is no
shadow of doubt about that.

The Premier: We will have to stand down
a great number of other railway men be-
cause we just cannot go on.

Hon. A. P. G. HAWKE: That is so, and
I am very concerned about their position.

The Premier: I1 am, too.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKS: I am extremely
concerned about the people in Western
Austialia who deserve the best that the
Government, Parliament and the com-
munity generally can give them, and they
are the ones who are battling in the out-
back areas and carrying practically the
whole load-certainly the greater part of
it-and suffering inconvenience and loss
because of the repercussions of the metal
trades strike.

Normally the Premier is a reasonable
man-I will say that provided he gives an
undertaking not to publish it in his elec-
torate early next year!F I would like to say
that the Minister for Lands and Labour
normally is, too, but he Is looking so g-rim
as to give the lie to that suggestion, so I
will not make it. Most of the other Minis-
ters are reasonable individuals and surely
to goodness in the interests of Western
Australia, a State of which we are all
proud, and in which we regard it as an
honour to live, the Government could take
two small steps forward In an earnest en-
deavour to have the strike settled next
Tuesday.

The steps I am asking the Government to
take are completely insignificant when
compared with the step the strikers would
have to take to bring about a settlement
of the strike on the basis that has been
suggested. The strikers have to take a
giant step. if one were inclined to derive
advantage from the situation and describe
in appropriate terms the step they would
have to take, one could be very withering
indeed, because they would have to make
a tremendous concession, and recede a
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tremendous distance. They would have,
if we care to say so, to make a very great
surrender in order that the strike might be
settled in the interests of Western Aus-
tralia as a whole.

The Premier: Is it a very great surrender
when one considers they will have the right
to go to the Arbitration Court on margins?

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I know the
Premier is not an industrialist. When a
body of industrialists consider an issue to
be sufficiently important to cause them to
stage a strike, that, to them, becomes a
great and even a tremendous thing. They
make their decision, take their stand and
wage a fight for whatever the period might
be. Finally, a pass Is reached at which a
settlement is made. If the strikers and
their unions have to give way on the very
issue on which they staged and fought the
strike, then, surely, from their point of
view, they are conceding practically every-
thing.

The Premier: It is a great misfortune
for Western Australia that this State has
been the one selected for the taking of this
stand-this, the most innocent State of
all.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKCE: I agree abso-
lutely with the Premier on that point, but
are we to live in the past? We know the
strike was ill-advised, as I have said pub-
licly on more than one occasion. Are we
to say that the unions and the strikers
deserve to be condemned because, in the
first place, they broke the industrial law
of the State and then, in the second place,
broke the rules and constitution of the Aus-
tralian Labour Party in this State?

The Premier: We will have to strengthen
the rules and constitution a bit, will we
not?

lion. A.R.CG. HAWKE: I understand the
Premier to suggest that we will have to
strengthen the rules and constitution or
the A.L.P. in this State.

Hon. J. T. Tonkin: And detract from the
A.L.P. representation in this House.

The Premier: I did not suggest that.
Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: If the Premier

would reform politically and perhaps in
some other ways. I would be prepared in
three years' time-if he resigned from the
Liberal Party immediately-to consider
rcommending him for membership of
the Labour Party in this State.

The Premier: Not leadership?
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: May be, after

a suitable period of apprenticeship-a very
long period of apprenticeship. Then the
Premier, as an individual member of the
A.L.P., could play his full and democratic
part equally in deciding the rules and con-
stitution of the A.L.P. and whatever altera-
tions. additions or deletions should be
made in that regard. Now, Mr. Premier.

I appeal to you once more-for the last
time-to call your colleagues in the
Ministry together, either tomorrow or on
Monday, for the purpose of having made
a firm decision by the Government upon
these two points. That decision could
then be conveyed to the officials of the
State Disputes Committee of the A.L.P.
before they go to the mass meeting of
strikers on Tuesday, and it could easily
bring about a decision-on Tuesday-to
call the strike off. That is worth some-
thing. It is worth a bit of sacrifice even,
on the part of the Government, which
has already given way considerably on
certain points.

The Premier: Yes.
Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: The Gov-

ernment would lose nothing anywhere and
most certainly not In the esteem of the
public, if it gave way a little more, be-
cause what the Government would give
away altogether, in the long run, would
be a mere bagatelle compared with what
the strikers would have to give away in
deciding to surrender their demand upon
the Government for increased margins
and in deciding to go back to work on
the basis that their claim for increased
margins should be negotiated with the
court.

The Premier: I am willing to tak to
the hon. member and I ho~pe he will
consider the offer I made him and let
me know his decision about it.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: If the Premier
will put his proposition into writing so
that I can be absolutely sure about it,
and put it forward properly to those con-
cerned, I will be happy to make an effort
in the direction the Premier has indicated.

The Premier: You have had plenty of
evidence here of what my offer is. I know
you do not doubt my word.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I do not, but
in a matter of this sort I should have
the Premier's offer in black and white;
otherwise I might talk to these
people and give them a wrong under-
standing of what the Premier means.
In his own interests and those of the
Government, as well as in my interests,
the Premier should put his proposition in
black and white.

The Premier: Very well.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: It is only a

reasonable business proposition. I am
sorry to have had to devote so much time
on that point, but I consider the time
well spent because the subject I have
been discussing is a thousand times more
important at the present stage than is
the Bill. That is the justification I offer
the House for having spoken at such
length in connection with this matter.

Mr. SPEAKER: It is part of your
opposition to the Bill.
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Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: It may be. I
Will turn that suggestion aver in my mind,
while continuing, and will perhaps link
it up with something I will say later
in connection with the Hill. In "The
West Australian" yesterday morning there
appeared on page 1 the heading "Labour
Stonewall Delays Bill on Dispute." Be-
neath that appears the following, "A
Labour stonewall on the Supply Bill ob-
structed the introduction of the Industrial
Arbitration Bill in the Legislative As-
sembly last night." Those words, as
printed in "The West Australian" yester-
day morning are completely untrue and
there is no justification whatever for them.

Members of the Labour Party in this
House did not stonewall the Supply Bill
and there was no suggestion that it should
be stonewalled. At a meeting of our party
on Tuesday afternoon this week, I pointed
out the Procedure that our members were
entitled to follow in connection with the
Supply Bill, and each member used his
own discretion as to whether or not he
spoke on the Bill. A Supply Bill is a
tremendously important measure and that
which came before us on Tuiesday was a
Bill asking Parliament to grant the Gov-
ernment £13,000,000 which, as I think
members will agree, is a very large sum
of money.

That sum was required by the Govern-
ment to finance loan works, ordinary Gov-
ernment departments and the general
activities carried on in the State by the
Government. Surely all members, irre-
spective of whether they sit on the Gov-
ernment or the Opposition side of the
House, are not only entitled to discuss,
but also have an absolute duty to discuss
-in connection with the Supply Bill-any
matter which they feel is urgent and im-
portant to their electors or to the people
of the State as a whole.

The Premier: I hope they will not say
it all over again during the Address-in-
reply debate.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I also hope
they will not.

Hon. J. T Tonkin: There is plenty to
be said.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: The items dis-
cussed by Labour members in this Hous
when speaking to the debate on the Sup-
ply Bill were vital Items_-important and
urgent matters--such as housing, unem-
ployment and so on. Nothing that mem-
bers on this side of the House said when
speaking to the debate on the Supply Bill
was intended in any way to stonewall the
introduction of the Industrial Arbitration
Act Amendment Bill. it was said by mem-
bers because they considered that certain
things should be stated before Parliament
granted the huge sum of £13,000,000 for
expenditure by the Government during
the next three months. I should think
that members who debate matters of great
importance, when a Supply Bill is before

either House, ought to be given some credit.
for what they do, if the newspapers are
going to try to comment about what has
been done, rather than have ill-founded
and completely untrue statements pub-
lished in the newspapers that they in-
dulged in a stonewall in order to prevent
or delay the introduction of some other
Bill.

Mr. Styants: "The West Australian" is
running- true to form.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: If Labour mem-
bers of this House had wished to put up
a stonewall to delay the introduction of
the Industrial Arbitration Act Amendment
Bill they had Plenty of opportunity on the
motion Moved by the Premier to suspend
Standing Orders: they had plenty of op-
portunity on the motion moved by the At-
torney General for leave to introduce the
Binl, or on the motion for its printing. So
there was no necessity on the part of those
members to use the Supply Hill for the
purpose of trying to delay the introduction
of the arbitration Hill. Over the Years in
Western Australia industrial relationships
between employers and employees have
been remarkably good; easily the best in
all Australia, and probably the best in any
Part of the British Commonwealth of
Nations and, I should say, among the best
anywhere in the world.

The Premier: That is true.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: To a large ex-
tent, those good industrial relations In
Western Australia developed and con-
tinued because of a reasonable understand-
ing on the part of those in charge of the
trade union movement as to their obliga-
tions, as well as to a realisation of the
rights of their members in any particular
situation. Generally speaking, too, the
Industrial Arbitration Act, as introduced
into Western Australia in 1.924 and as
amended subsequently, played an import-
ant part in maintaining the peace as be-
tween employers on the one side and em-
ployees on the other.

Now we have this metal trades strike.
The Government, in this Bill, is trying to
introduce into the industrial law of West-
ern Australia some very harsh provisions.
and the justification for their introduction
is that there has been, and still is, a serious
strike in existence. The basis which most
people seek for the settlement of a strike
is one that allows for no hangover, which
obviates the possibility of bitterness re-
maining after the strike has been settled.
which bitterness could easily, from time to
time, cause other industrial unrest to de-
velop. If a strike is settled on a basis
which is unjust, or if legislative action of
a severe character is taken and a strike
is settled by the application of a severe
law, then there is what might be described
as a running sore left as a legacy from the
bringing of the strike to an end.
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I had intended to quote from the July
Publication of the "Readers' Digest" in
which appears an article headed "Why
Some Companies Have No Labour
Troubles." I do not propose now to quote
from that article because of the time con-
sideration, but I would suggest to mem-
bers, if they have not already done so,
that they read and study the article. If
they do that, they will find that modern
thought among employers in America, in
regard to the establishment and maintain-
ance of industrial peace, is based largely
upon initiating and maintaining the
friendliest of relations as between them-
selves on the one side and the employees
and their union officials on the other side.
The more wide-awake employers in
America, judging by this article, have ap-
plied scientific thought and measures to
this problem, and apparently they have
made a great deal of progress in estab-
lishing, within their own industries at any
rate, an industrial relationship which is
beneficial not only to the employees but
also to the employers and the industries
which they operate.

The first part of the Bill with which I
am particularly concerned is that portion
which aims at deleting from the Act the
existing interpretation of what constitutes
a strike. The existing interpretation, so
the Attorney General told us the other
night, has been found in practice to be
somewhat narrow, thus Permitting unions
and unionists, if they so desire and are so
inclined, to engage in a stoppage of work
which does not, in fact, legally constitute
a strike within the existing definition of
the term in the Industrial Arbitration Act.
This is the Proposed new definition-

"Strike" Includes--
(I) a cessation or limitation of

work or a refusal to work by
a worker acting in combina-
tion or under a common
understanding with another
worker or person: and

(11) a refusal or neglect to offer
for or accept employment in
the industry in which he isusually employed by a person
acting in combination or
under a common understand-
ing with another worker or
person;

unless and until in any particular
case the court declares the particular
cessation, limitation, refusal or neglect
not to be a strike.

I can hardly imagine that the Attorney
General, or any other Minister in the Gov-
erniment, realises how wide this is; this
is as wide as the world. It could, until
the court was able to take action and make
a decision, be used for the purpose of con-
scripting labour, for the purpose of regi-
menting labour, for the purpose of using
a law against any person who, with one

other person or more other persons,
did, or refused to do, the things
which are set out in this new definition.
I will read again the second part of the
definition. It says--

'strike" includes--
(Ii) a refusal or neglect to offer for

or accept employment in the in-
dustry in which he is usually em-
ployed by a person acting in com-
bination or under a common
understanding with another
worker or person.

I would ask members of the Howse. especi-
ally those on the Government side of the
House, to study that part of this pro-
posed new definition of the term "strike"

I remember during the war days, and
even after the war, when the Common-
wealth Government of that time held a
referendum in regard to employment, un -
employment and so on, and how members
of the Liberal Party throughout Australia,
including those In this House, went
through the country saying that the pro-
posal relating to employment and unem-
ployment in the referendum would, if car-
ried, give to the Commonwealth power to
conscript labour; power to regiment; power
to punish men who did not accept any
job that was offered them: power to
shanghai them here, there and every-
where.

The Prophesies on that referendum were
based upon mere possibilities; based upon
suspicion, based upon, to a large extent,
sheer political propaganda. However, here
we have, in black and white, in a Bill
presented to Parliament by this Govern-
ment. a proposal which would legally de-
clare that a person had engaged in a
strike if he simply refused or neglected
to offer for or accept employment in the
industry in which he is usually employed,
provided he did It in combination or under
common understanding with at least one
other person.

Take two men, for instance, who might
be employed in the charcoal-iron wood
distillation industry at Wundowie in my
own electorate. They might, conceivably,
not be employed, in the first place, in
the wood distillation section of the in-
dustry. For reasons best known to itself
-which might be very good reasons--
the management might say to 10 or 12 of
those men, or to a lesser or greater num-
ber. "You are transferred from the wood
distillation section of this industry to the
charcoal-iron section".

Some Phases of the charcoal-iron sec-
tion of the industry are those which, from
the point of view of working in the in-
dustry, are most unpleasant; most incon-
venient: most unsatisfactory-or would be
from the Point of view of many men. If
the men about whom I am speaking re-
fused or neglected to offer for or accept
the employment which was offered to
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them, then automatically, under this Bill
if it became law, they would be Illegally
engaging in a strike and would be subject
to the very severe additional penalty which
this Bill aims at putting in the Act.

The only saving grace in regard to that
is that the court, at some later stage,
when someone moved it, would consider
the application of those men to have the
experience which they have participated
in or had suffered, declared not to be a
strike. Is that a fair proposition? Is
that a reasonable power to place in the
hands of the employers of Western Aus-
tralia?

Is it a fair proposition to say to Bill
Smith or Tom Jones at Wundowie and
perhaps to two or three of their fellow
workers, "Some of our men have left the
charcoal-iron section of the industry and
we are shorthanded over there and so you
are transferred across to that section."
The men say, "No thanks, we do not fancy
that proposition at all" and they refuse
to be transferred. They refuse to accept
the employment offered to them in the
same industry in which they are engaged.

They would probably get the sack. That
is one penalty the employer can already
impose. In addition, they would auto-
matically have committed a strike under
this Bill, if this part of the Bill were to
become law. That is fact. Even the At-
torney General, if he studies this part of
the new interpretation of the word
"strike", must agree that it is fact. So
we see immediately, as we study the Bill,
how widely its provisions have been drawn.
We see that. in an endeavour by the
Government to try to punish any person
or union which becomes strongly dissatis-
fied with employment conditions at any
time in the future, the Bill has been
drawn as wide as the world.

The Opposition refuses absolutely to
countenance a proposition of this kind.
It is unreasonable: it is unjust. It is
a wicked use of legislative power or
would be if Parliament were to rant its
approval. No Government in this State
or, I would say, in any other part of the
world, would have the slightest justifica-
tion for putting workers in the position
that this part of the Hill aims at placing
them. We know only too well of the power
of individual employers under the capital-
istic system. We know all about their
right to hire and fire. Surely to goodness
it Is sufficient that the employer should
have the right to sack a man who is not
prepared to change his employment from
one part of the industry to another part
when the change involves the worker in
a loss of satisfactory conditions, in the
loss of reasonable convenience and prob-
ably also in a loss of wages.

It is clear that the Attorney General
and his colleagues in the Government are
not satisfied that the employer should
have only the right to sack a man in that

situation. They also want the man to
be legally in a position where he has done
something in the nature of a strike, thus,
laying him open under the provisions of the
Bill to a fine of £100 and, I think, to addi-
tional fines for every period he remains out
of the job which has been offered to him
by his employer. The Attorney General
and his colleagues might want to con-
script labour; they might want greatly to
increase the powers which the employers
have today, generally speaking, over em-
ployees, but they will not find members
on this side of the House supporting them.

When the whole truth about this pro-
position is made public, if it Is made pub-
lic, then the community generally will not
support a Government which would try to
Place a proposition of that kind on the
statute book. It is a wicked proposition
from every point of view. Even if the
Attorney General and the Government
generally had limited the new definition
of the word "strike" to the first paragraph
as it appears in the Bill, that would have
been enough, although there could have
been some substantial objections raised
to portions of that paragraph. Why the
Attorney General and his fellow Ministers
in Cabinet wanted to add this proposed
new paragraph to the definition of the
word "strike" is beyond me; I find it diffi-
cult to believe that they have done it
deliberately and knowingly.

Mr. Kelly: They may not have read it.
Hon. A. I. G. HAWKE: If the Govern-

ment has introduced this offensive para-
graph into the Bill knowingly and wil-
fully, then there is not a shadow of doubt
at all as to why the Government has been
so anxious to place this measure on the
statute book. I mentioned early on Wed-
nesday morning the fact that leading em-
ployers' organisations in Australia spent
sonic time in recent weeks in developing
a conspiracy in Australia to try to impose
upon workers and their families in the
country a tremendous load of sacrifice in
connection with cuts in wages and in-
creases in the number of hours in the
working week. That conspiracy was
thrust upon the public in the first place
through the newspapers. There were
articles specially written and specially
featured in the city newspapers of Aus-
tralia trying to influence the public mind
to believe that wages-high wages-were
the cause of the economic and financial
problems existing in Australia.

The suggestion was cleverly advanced
in all these articles by persons hired by
the employers' organisations, that wages
would have to be substantially reduced if
unemployment was to be avoided; if prices
were to be controlled effectively; if the
Industries of Australia were to be per-
mitted to go on producing a reasonable
volume of commodities. Then some time
afterwards, when the employers' organisa-
tions considered that a favourable impres-
sion had been made upon the public gen-
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erally, an application-or several appli-
cations-was made to the Common-
wealth Court of Arbitration. Summarised,
those applications have asked the Com-
monwealth Court to disallow the next two
quarterly adjustments in the basic wage.

Imagine that, Mr. Speaker! The basic
wage was increased recently by the Com-
monwealth Arbitration Court on the basis
of a quarterly adjustment by, I think, an
amount of 8s. 6d. a week. Obviously the
increased wages bill to be met by em-
ployers in Australia will increase their pro-
duction costs very substantially. Those
employers will recover that increase in
production costs plus something probably
for the trouble of doing it by increasing
the price of the goods which they handle
and, finally, the retail Prices to the con-
sumner will be higher, generally speaking,
than they are today. That Process would
Justify and make it necessary for the Com-
monwealth court at the end of the cur-
rent quarter to grant a further increase
based upon the cost-of-living increase to
the Australian worker.

The Attorney General: That is not in
relation to the Bill because that cannot be
done in this State.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWEE: It is.
The Attorney General: The local court

is not bound by a Federal award.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKCE: I Will come to

that.
The Attorney General: It will need

amending before that can be done.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I am coming

to that If the Attorney General will con-
tain himself.

The Attorney General: I wanted to be
quite clear on the matter, that was all.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: Three months
afterwards the employers want the court
again to refuse to grant any increases in
the basic wage which might then be jus-
tified.

The Attorney General: The Federal
court?

H-on. A. R. G. HAWKE: Yes. I am
talking about the Federal court.

The Attorney General: I wanted to
make sure.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKCE: I have just
said that the applications were made to
the Federal court.

The Attorney General: Quite right.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKCE: One would think

that would be enough; indeed it is far too
much in my opinion. It is a wicked pro-
posal. But the big Employers' Federation
and organisations in Eastern Australia are
not satisfied with that; it is only a small
part of their scheme; it is only a small
part of the sacrifice they want to inflict
on the workers and their families in Aus-
tralia because, in addition, they ask the
Commonwealth court to reduce the existing
basic wage by £2 6s. a week.

Mr. Manning: That is to cope with the
30-hour week.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE; So it would
appear that the employers' organisations
in Australia -,ant the workers to be de-
prived of at least £3 a week in regard to
the wages and salaries which they are to
receive in the future. Does the Attorney
General think that, if the Arbitration
Court granted the whole or any portion
of these claims, the workers of Australia
would accept the situation quietly? Of
course he does not. He cannot even
trust himself to say anything about it.
He knows as well as I do that the workers
of Australia would not accept the situation.
Indeed, they would be unworthy of the
name of workers if they did accept it
quietly, and I would be one of the first
to urge them not to accept it quietly.

What Is the purpose behind the move
of the employers-behind the evil con-
spiracy of the employers? Obviously, the
employers of Australia, especially the
wealthier ones, know that the inflation
problem has been allowed to get almost
completely out of hand. They know that
the inflation problem has been allowed
to reach a stage where it menaces the
financial and economic stability of the
whole nation. They do not need to be
very clever or shrewd to know this because
it is as obvious as the noon-day sun on
a cloudless day.

They did not know it previous to a few
months ago; they did not bother even to
think about it then. They were like the
Premier of this State and the Prime
Minister of the Commonwealth at that
time: but during the last few months, the
seriousness of and the dangers inherent
in the problem have startled them, so much
so that they say that someone has to
suffer great sacrifices if the situation is
to be put right, or even if the possibility
of putting it right is to be made to exist.

We all know, without saying much about
it, that employers generally in Australia
over the last 12 years have had a marvel-
lous time in regard to the profits they
have made. Their profits, in the majority
of Instances, have been extraordinary. But
now, in order to preserve the stability of
their industries, the stability of the econ-
omic and financial systems, and to pre-
serve reasonable profits for themselves-
and even unreasonable profits in many
instances-they are trying to load upon
the shoulders of workers and workers'
families a staggering burden of loss and
sacrifice. Well, they might get away with
some of it: I do not know. That is a
matter for the Arbitration Court to decide.

I am not here to suggest that any
Arbitration Court is directly Influenced by
any Government or by any Government
policy, but I can say that, from my experi-
ence over the years, some members of Arbi-
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tration. Courts are unconsciously influenced
by the Government of the day and by the
Policy of that Government.

The Attorney General: Do you think that
the court in New South Wales was thus
influenced to introduce the 40-hour week?

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: It may have
been. Apparently the Attorney General
is agreeing with me that some members
of some Arbitration Courts are influenced.
perhaps unconsciously, by the type of Gov-
ernent that is in office and by the type
of policy to which that Government is
committed, which policy in turn has been
approved by the electors. For example, I
suppose we could not take a great deal of
offence if a judge of an Arbitration Court
said, "The Government of Australia has
been elected by the people upon this par-
ticular policy and, consequently, to some
extent it is the duty of the court to bear
that consideration in mind in deciding any
matter appropriate to it."

The Attorney General: I think he said
he had to fallow the opinion of the people.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: He may have
done so. In addition to this conspiracy
by the big organisations of employers in
Australia to impose this tremendous econ-
omic sacrifice upon the working class gen-
erally, we have the existing policies of loan
squeeze and of credit squeeze. The appli-
cation of those two policies is creating a
good deal of unemployment in all the States
of Australia. I think that the extent to
which unemployment has developed in this
State in relation to Government loan works
has come as a most unpleasant surprise to
the Premier. I say this because, when the
Premier was returning from the last meet-
ing of the Loan Council. he gave a state-
ment to the Press at Kalgoorie to the effect
that very few men would have to be re-
trenched from public works in Western
Australia as a result of the cut in the
State's loan programme.

Today, we find reports coming in from
-all directions about action taken by the
Government in this State to sack 80 men
here. 60 there, 40 somewhere else and 30
in some other place. So, even in Western
Australia. apart from the unemployment
caused by the metal trades strike, we have
serious unemployment-far too much of it
-created by this loan squeeze policy.
Further, as I told members the other night.
we have a lot of unemployment as a result
of the credit squeeze policy operated under
the policy of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment through the trading banks and
through the Commonwealth flank.

The point I wish to make regarding what
could happen in this State under this setup
is that employers in Western Australia will
most certainly approach the State Arbitra-
tion Court for reductions in wages if the
employers in Eastern Australia succeed in
any degree with the applications they now
have before the Commonwealth court.

The Attorney General: They could not
do it in connection with the quarterly ad-
justments.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: Not as the Act
now stands, but they could do it in
connection with the basic wage as a whole.
We know that the State basic wage in
Western Australia is higher than the Com-
monwealth basic wage for this State. Con-
sequently, if employers in the Eastern
States succeed with their application to
get the Federal basic wage reduced, it is
a million to one on that employers in this
State would go to the State court with
an application for a reduction in the over-
all basic wage for this State, and it is a
million to one on that they would succeed.
Make no mistake about that! Therefore
we have this industrial setup developing
in Western Australia-a setup In which
there is growing unemployment, a setup
in which It is on the cards that there will
be an unjustified reduction in the overall
basic wage.

Do members of this House think that
the workers of Western Australia are going
to lie down quietly under that sort of
thing when they know it is being done
deliberately to impose huge sacrifices upon
them so that the employer class in Aus-
tralia can escape having to make any
sacrifice at all? Workers will not lie down
quietly under that sort of policy; they
never have done so. I know there Is an
idea abroad that workers these days have
not the backbone or the fight in them
which workers had 50. 60, 70, 80, 90, or
100 years ago.

The Attorney General: That is ridicu-
lous. There are just as many people
volunteering for nasty jobs in Australia
today and going oversea and fighting.
The Australian worker is just as able and
determined as ever he was.

Mr. Lawrence: Then why kick him?
Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: I did not say

he was not.
The Attorney General: You were sug-

gesting I was thinking it.
Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: No. The At-

torney General is becoming far too self-
conscious. I do not think half as badly of
him as he thinks I do, not half as badly.
If we had him in the Labour Party for a
few years we would make a human being
out of him. No, what I said was that
many people in Australia today think that
the worker has not half the dash or deter-
mination or fight in him that was in
workers in Australia 50, 60, 70. 80 or 100
years ago.

The Attorney General: I was pointing
out that I do not think that.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I am very glad
the Attorney General does not agree with
some people who say that. I think the
workers of Australia stand more today
than their forbears would have stood 40
or 50 years ago.
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The Attorney General: I do not think so.
Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: We shall agree

to disagree.
Hon. E. Nulsen: They had more to fight

for.
Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: Yes, and they

had less legal protection than is the case
these days, which might explain the whole
situation.

The Premier: Much less.
Hon. A. H. G. HAWKE: I say very deter-

minedly and without any qualification that
the workers of Australia and of Western
Australia today will not stand this sort
of thing quietly. They will take whatever
action is available to them to fight the
conspiracy which the employers of Aus-
tralia, the Commonwealth Government of
Australia and the big financial interests
of Australia are putting over them.

The Premier: Do you think it is a con-
spiracy?

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: I do. Un-
doubtedly it is. Why else would the big
employers' organizations In Australia ap-
ply to the Commonwealth Arbitration
Court for a reduction in the basic wage
of £2 6s. 4d. and an additional depriva-
tion from the worker's income of anything
up to l5s. a week? Why would they do
that if it is not a conspiracy? most de-
cidedly it is a conspiracy! There is not ashadow of doubt about that. This cut in
loan funds is part of the Commonwealth's
policy-its secret policy, certainly-to
create unemployment in Australia and to
have a number of men unemployed in
Australia. all the time.

The Premier: I am amazed to hear you
say that any Government would seek to
create unemployment, the worst problem
that could face it.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: Only a month
ago I would not have believed It either.

The Premier: I do not believe it now.

Hon. A. H. 0. HAWKE: The Premier
has a perfect right not to believe it. Only
a month ago I would have had grave
doubts whether any Government would
operate a policy of that kind, but I know
from an absolutely unimpeachable source
that the Commonwealth Government has
done some of the things it has to create
a permanent unemployment pool in Aus-
tralia. Make no mistake about that!

The Attorney General: You do not be-
lieve that.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I do believe it.
The Attorney General: No.
Hon. A. H. 0. HAWrKE: I believe it be-

cause of the source f rom which it came.
it came from one of the Commonwealth
Ministers.

The Attorney Gxeneral: You have too
much commonsense.

(7)

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKSE: I may have.
The Premier; That a Government would

deliberately set out to create a situation
that would bring it down! None of us
want to cut our dwn political throats.

Mr. Lawrence;. You have to obey your
boss.

Hon. A. Mt G. HAWKSE: Ministers in
the Commonwealth Government have been
in the position in recent months of hav-
ing to choose from very unacceptable
alternatives. Make no mistake about that!
The Commonwealth Goverrnent, because
of the policy it operated from November
1949. was not in recent months in a posi-
tion to choose between acceptable alter-
natives. Its own policy had forced It into
the position where it had to choose from
most unacceptable alternatives. Does the
Premier think that the Commonwealth
Government would have operated the loan
squeeze, if I may call it such, unless that
was one of several unacceptable alter-
natives available to it?

The Premier; All I know is that it is
trying to squeeze as much money out of
people as it can by way of loan money.
That is the only squeeze I know of.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: I do not want
to go into that, because I spoke on it
the other evening.

The Premier: That is to keep people
in work.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKSE: I pointed out
that the Commonwealth Government. as
a. result of its own policy, has destroyed
public confidence in Australia. in public
loans and the Premier knows that as well
as I do.

The Premier: That is reduction of
interest.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: Yes, and vari-
ous other lines of policy operated by the
Commonwealth Government-

The Premier; That is a decision of
the Loan Council.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKSE: -which caused
the people in Australia to feel that the
present Commonwealth Governent was
not competent or was so incapable as
to make it unwise for those with money to
invest in Commonwealth loans. The
Premier knows that as well as I do.
There is no need to argue further about
it, I should imagine. When workers'
wages are cut down unjustifiably, as will
be the case if this present application be-
fore the Commonwealth court succeeds.
wholly or in part: and when unemploy-
ment has increased as it will do under
the loan cuts programme and the bank
squeeze programme, we wil have a situi-
ation in this State the same as will pre.
vail in other States, which will be to
some extent inflammable from an indus-
trial point of view.
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Think for a moment about the reaction
of returned servicemen who went away
during the last war and fought for Aus-
tralia: or of the men who are away dur-
ing this war in Korea. fighting for Aus-
tralia, and who return from Korea within
the next few weeks, get a job, and then
are sacked because the Private employers
cannot employ them and the Government
cannot employ them because they have
not the money to do it. What will be
their reaction? I should think it would
be a bit worse than the reaction of the
average worker in Australia. Yet, under
portion of this new definition of the term
"strike" in this Bill, all persona like that
are going to be subjected to the most
severe penalties imaginable.

The Attorney General: Nothing can be
done under our own Act concerning what
you have been talking about. You are
talking about the Federal situation and
the Fedora] awards.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: Yes, and also
of what could happen in this State.

The Attorney General: The Act would
have to amended, would it not?

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: Why would
the Act have to be amended for the State
court to reduce the overall State basic
wage?

The Attorney General: Once a year it
could do that.

Hon A. R. G. HAWKE: Well, is that
not enough? What does the Attorney
General want?

The Attorney General: And it could be
increased once a year.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: The Attorney
General is profound plus.

The Attorney General: If you make
yourself clear-

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: I made myself
clear on the point some time ago when
the Attorney General interjected. If the
Federal court reduces the wages of work-
ers under its jurisdiction by 30s. during
the next few months, the Attorney General
knows as well as I do that employers in
this State would early next year go before
the State Arbitration Court with an appli-
cation for a substantial reduction in the
overall State basic wage. He also knows
that the court here would substantially
reduce the State basic wage.

The Attorney General: I am not too sure
that it would.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKCE: I am Sure it
would, noes the Attorney General sug-
gest for a moment that the State Arbitra-
tion Court would continue the State basic
wage at a figure 35s. a week higher than
the Commonwealth basic wage in this
state?

The Attorney General: It might. It has
always been higher than the Federal court.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: I do not know
whether the State basic wage has always
been higher than the Federal basic wage.

The Attorney General: it has been for
many years.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I agree with
that, but I say to the Attorney General,
in this connection, that the State basic
wage has been higher than the Federal
basic wage during the last seven or eight
years, only because a Government in this
State, some eight years ago, took action
to prevent the State court from reducing
the State basic wage by 5s. a week, which
would have brought it into line with the
Commonwealth basic wage as then exist-
ing, and it would have continued in line
ever since. I am sure the Attorney
General, remembers that.

As a matter of fact, I was a member
of the Government-I am not sure whe-
ther the member for Melville was, too-
which approached the Curtin Common-
wealth Government to issue a national
security regulation to grant to workers
In this State 5s. a week in respect of the
quarterly adjustment of the basic Wage
which the State court had refused to grant.
The Attorney General either does not
know about that, or does not remember it.
However, he can check on it, and he will
find that what I have said is absolutely
true.

I am sure, too, if he thinks a few
moments he will agree that no Arbitration
Court in this State, or in any other State,
would allow the State basic wage to be
35s. a week higher than the Common-
wealth basic wage. Yet the hon. gentle-
man proposes to put into the hands of the
employers in this State a power such as
the one I referred to in the second Para-
graph of the new definition of the word
"strike'" For the Premier's benefit, par-
ticularly, I shall read it again, because he
was not here when I read it before. Under
this paragraph "strike" includes-

a refusal or neglect to offer for or
accept employment in the industry in
which he is usually employed by a
person acting in combination or under
a common understanding with an-
other worker or Person.

In other words, if a person in the industry
in which he is usually engaged refuses or
neglects to offer for work or accept a job
in some other Part of the industry, if
necessary, and one, other person does the
same sort of thing with him, then they
have done something which, under the new
definition, will constitute a strike.

I cannot imagine a much stronger or
more vicious power to put in the hands
of employers with which to dog their work-
ers if they were in a mind to do so. and
I cannot think of a more severe or com-
plete power to give to employers to regi-
ment and conscript labour. So I offer the
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utmost opposition to that particular part
of the Bill. Other portions of it are
equally objectionable to me, but I think
I have probably said enough to indicate
to the Government that this one portion
is sufficient to cause me to record my vote
against the Bill on the second reading.
In all the circumstances, the Government
would be well advised to dwell on the Bill;
to look very carefully at it and to study
its proposals and implications.

The Attorney General: You are basing
your whole argument on one paragraph
that could be altered.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: I can speak
about several other objectionable features
in the Bill.

The Attorney General: I am
why you oppose what is, by
a good Bill for the sake of one

wondering
and large.
paragraph.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: It is not a good
Bill.

The Attorney General: There are many
good paragraphs in It.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: I can refer to
half-a-dozen other features which are ob-
jectionable from my point of view. When
we get into the Committee stage, if we
do-I hope we do not-I will be prepared
to indicate in no uncertain ternms to the
Attorney General which of the clauses I
consider are most objectionable. To give
one further instance to the Minister, take
that portion of the Bill which proposes
to amend Section 30 of the principal Act.
This part seeks to deal with the situation
which arises when a union has its regis-
tration with the court cancelled. I know
of two unions in Western Australia that
are not registered with the court.

The Attorney General: I think there are
three.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: There may be
three. There may be more. The two I
have in mind are the boilermakers and
the amalgamated engineering unions.

The Attorney General: And the Dock.
Rivers and Harbour Workers Union, of
course.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: Yes. The regis-
trations of the unions I have referred to
were cancelled by the court, but the award
which they won from the court before
their deregistration still has legal exist-
ence: it is still the law of the land in an
Industrial sense, and employers are still
bound, if they employ men under the terms
of the award, to pay the rates of pay and
to provide the working conditions set out
in it. This portion of the Bill proposes
that members of any union, the registra-
tion of which is cancelled, shall not any
longer be entitled to the benefit of an
award, order or industrial agreement to
which the union is a party. If this part
of the Bill were to become law, the em-

ployers would be handed the opportunity
to do some wonderful things, from thefr
point of view, would they not?

The Attorney General: On deregis-
tration? Once the union ceases to be a
registered body?

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: The employer
would then be able to please himself.

The Attorney General: Yes.
Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: That is what I

thought, though I really could not believe
it was true. I did not imagine that any
Government. anywhere, would wish to
do that.

The Attorney General: They would lose
the privileges of that particular award.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: The employers
in the industries covered by the award
would then be able to Please themselves.

The Attorney General: Not entirely.
but the worker would lose the privileges
of that award. There are other provisions.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: I suppose the
Attorney General will remind me of the
ractories and Shops Act.

The Attorney General: Yes, and there
are the basic wage, and other provisions.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: Let us deal with
the existing metal trades strike in an
effort to demonstrate what a great gift
to the employers this provision would be.

The Attorney General: To the State,
not to the employers.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: It would be of
no benefit to the State.

The Attorney General: Is not the pre-
sent position the concern of the general
public? Deregistration is a terrific penalty.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: Is it?
The Attorney General: It should be, at

all events.
I-on. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: If that provision

of the Bill were law at present, an employer
of men in the metal trades could pay them
the basic wage and no more without com-
mitting any offence against any law of the
State. Is that not so?

The Attorney General: As regards that
particular union.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: With what
unions does the Attorney General think
I am dealing? The lawyers' union! Cer-
tainly not. I am dealing with the A.E.U.
and the Boilermakers' Society and I main-
tain that if this part of the Hill were to
become law, the Government would be
handing on a plate to employers a very
large amount of money together with the
legal right to exploit labour in an extreme
way-that is, if they could find any labour
silly and docile enough to be so exploited.

Mr. Hearman: Yes, if they could.

171



[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I have already
referred to what is happening In Aus-
tralia today. I should think the member
for Blackwood would have a fairly clear
recollection of the industrial and economic
situation that existed in Australia for some
Years from 1931 onwards. He knows what
men were compelled to do then because of
the threat of starvation to themselves
and their families. We must not be foolish
enough not to envisage what will happen
under this Bill on the basis of today's
employment and economic standards. We
must look ahead and try to see how the
existing unemployment problem in Aus-
tralia will develop.

Mark my words, it will become much
worse than it is at present. We must try
to visualise the industrial situation that
will arise if the employers' organisations
in eastern Australia succeed, wholly or in
part, in the conspiracy which they are
now trying to put over the working class
people in Australia in the direction of
wage reductions. Because the Attorney
General challenged me, In effect, to do so,
I have indicated another vicious Proposal
in this Bill. If he continues to challenge
me In that way. I will indicate other
vicious provisions.

The Attorney General: Tell us about
some of the good provisions, or do you
want me to do that?

Mr. J. Hegney: It contains no good ones.

The Attorney General: The main pro-
visions of the Bill were drafted by Dr.
Evatt.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: As I have
indicated, there are some provisions of the
Bill that are better than I thought they
would be, and many that are as bad as
I expected. All in all the measure contains
so many dangerous provisions that it Is.
on the whole, a dangerous Bill. For that
reason I propose to vote against the second
reading.

MR. NEEDHAM (North Perth) [5.55]:
Following the comprehensive. exhaustive
and analytical survey of the Bill made by
the Leader of the Opposition, I shall not
detain the House at great length in ex-
pressing my opposition to the measure.
I had hoped this evening-as I hoped in
the early hours of Wednesday morning-
that the earnest and sincere appeal of the
Leader of the Opposition to the Premier
in connection with the present industrial
trouble would have horne fruit, and that
the Premier would have agreed to the re-
quest of the Leader of the Opposition to
concede the points at issue.

But unfortunately it seems that the ap-
peal has again fallen on deaf ears and
that the Premier and the Government are
prepared to go on relentlessly, with no
conception of the damage they are doing
to the community and-on present ap-

Pearances-caring even less. There has
been some confusion about what are the
points at issue at the present juncture.
It seems that in the minds of some mem-
bers of the Government and their sup-
Porters the margins of the metal trades
workers is the point at issue.

Mr. Hearman: Is not that what they
struck on?

Mr. NEEDHAM: That certainly was the
cause of the trouble, but it is not the point
at issue now. It is true that the strike
was caused by an award made by Mr.
Galvin in his capacity as conciliation
commissioner when hearing the metal
trades case. That was one of the most
unjust awards ever delivered in an indus-
trial court. The commissioner set himself
up as an authority on economies and in-
troduced matters entirely irrelevant to the
question at issue.

It was not his job to determine the ques-
tion of how an award would affect the
economy of Australia. Such decisions
rest at a higher level, with the Govern-
ment of the country and not with one
of its servants. The claim of the metal
trades workers for increased margins Is
quite just and the men had every justifi-
cation for making the claim. To illus-
trate the position at the present time and
so that members of the Ministry and their
supporters will know exactly where the
situation is leading, I will read an extract
of the minutes of a meeting of the Trades
Industrial Council of the A.LP. held on
Thursday, the 31st July last, at 2.30 p.m.
It is as follows:-

That this Industrial Council of the
A.L.P., representative of the Trade
Union Movement in this State, is of
the opinion that a meeting of the
members of the Amalgamated En-
gineering Union and Boilermakers'
Society engaged in strike action
should be called for the purpose of
hearing and consideration of a report
from the President and Secretary of
the State Disputes Committee, in re-
spect to the negotiations they have
entered into on behalf of the Unions.

We consider that the objective of
the Unions, ILe., increased margins
can best be achieved by an immediate
resumption of work, provided that in
addition to the Points already resolved
in favour of the Unions, there shall be
complete satisfaction to the A.E.U.
and the Boilermakers' Society in re-
spect to-
(a) the reinstatement

dismissed at the
tion Workshops;

of the .12 men
Midland Junc-

(b) the application of the penalty
clauses relating to annual leave;

(c) the withdrawal by private em-
ployers of the summonses against
their employees;
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(d) that the State Disputes Committee
be requested to assist in expedit-
ing negotiations in respect to
margins.

Mr. SPEAKER: I cannot allow any more
discussion of this description. All these are
outside issues that were dealt with fully
by the member for Northam in outlining
his opposition to the Bill, and I must ask
the hon. member to deal with the Bill
itself. All these points have been enun-
ciated by the Leader of the Opposition and
replied to by the Premier by way of inter-
jection. Therefore I urge the member for
North Perth to keep to the principles con-
tained in the Bill.

Mr. NEEDHAM: So far as I can make
out, I have never been out of order because
I have been discussing points which are
relevant to the Bill now before us. This
Bill has been introduced because of the
metal trades strike. Just now I men-
tioned all the points that are at issue and
even now I think the Premier would be well
advised to give further consideration to
these matters with a view to ending the
strike. The points I mentioned are inci-
dental to the strike itself-they are the
aftermath of it. In nearly every case where
there is an industrial upheaval, or where
there is a strike of any magnitude, these
questions always crop up and Invariably
they have to be decided before a resump-
tion of work.

The question of victimisation arises in
this instance and, as has been forcibly
pointed out by the Leader of the Opposi-
tion, no member of any trade union will
be a party to any system that will allow
a man to be victimised because of his
actions during the course of an industrial
dispute. It would not be to the discredit
of the Ministry if it heeded the points I
have outlined, and surely it could concede
the point concerning victimisation. That
has always been done by employers. I have
taken part in many industrial disputes not
only in the Commonwealth of Australia
but also in the Old Country. Some of them
were most important and invariably the
question of victimisation cropped up before
the dispute could be settled and, In every
case, that point was conceded.

When I addressed the House on Tuesday
afternoon, I expressed the hope that the
Government would do something to avoid
the end of the session rush so as to give
members every opportunity to study all
phases of the legislation brought down. I
also suggested that the Government should
make up Its mind what Bills it con-
sidered important, submit them to the
House and concentrate on their passage
through both Houses.

The Attorney General: What has that to
do with this Bill?

Mr. NEEDHAM: Who is making this
speech, you or I?

Mr. May: Hear, hear!
Wr NEEDHAM: The Attorney General

Is not the speaker yet; he Is only the
Attorney General.

The Attorney General: I have to listen
to the speech.

Mr. NEEDHIAM: I think the Premier has
adopted my suggestion in reverse. He has
brought down the first of his important
Bills and, from what I understand, is
determined to put It through all stages at
this sitting.

The Premier: Now, now!
Mr. NEEDHAM: I have heard that men-

tioned.
The Premier: You ask the Leader of the

Opposition.
Mr. NEEDHAM: I have heard other

members say so.
The Premier: Ask the member sitting

next to you.
Mr. NEEDHAM: I would rather the

Premier accept my suggestion. This Bill
should not be Put through all stages at
one sitting. I suppose it has taken weeks
or months to prepare and draft. Members
of this H-ouse should be allowed adequate
time to study the measure without its
being rushed through unreasonably. How-
ever. the Premier has assured me that it
is not to be rushed through as I heard
it would be and that will give us a better
chance to study its provisions. I Intend
to vote against the Bill for many reasons.
In the first place there is no urgency for
it. If there were, then it should have
been brought down in the session that
was held in March of this year. The in-
dustrial strike which we are now discuss-
ing was still on at that time.

Mr. Hearman: It took some consider-
able time to draft this Bill.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The Bill has
been taken from other Acts already in
existence.

Mr. NEEDHAM: There wassill plenty
of time, from February to March, to draft
the Bill. The urgency was just as acute
in March as it is now. If the intention
of the Premier, through this legislation,
is to settle the current dispute, then I
can assure him that it will not help to
bring that settlement about.

One important part of the Bill provides
for selection ballots to be held for the
election of officers of unions. There is
no need to introduce legislation of this
nature for that Purpose. Many unions
already have that system in force and
ballots are conducted for the appointment
of their officers. Therefore, so far as
the holding of selection ballots for that
reason is sought, the Bill introduces no-
thing new. Another phase of the Bill
proposes to prevent irregularities in the
elections of officers of unions. There agin,
I suggest that the Bill is redundant.
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With regard to the election of their
officers, the unions in this State have a
very good reputation. They also have a
reputation for industrial peace, not only
in Australia but also throughout the
world and, further, they have a reputa-
tion for the way in which they conduct
the ballots held for the election of their
officers. I repeat that we have had no
irregularities in such elections held by the
unions in this State. If there had been
any irregularities to any degree whatso-
ever, then the objections to this type of
legislation would have been less. The At-
torney General cannot quote any Instance
of any irregularity In the election of any
union officers.

This portion of the proposed amend-
ment to the Industrial Arbitration Act
apparently comes from the Common-
wealth sphere, because the Common-
wealth Parliament has brought down
amending legislation containing such a
provision. I admit that, as regards the
Commonwealth legislation, in view of what
had been taking place in the election of
officers of unions in soine of the East-
ern States of Australia, there was neces-
sity for a measure of that kind, but I
strongly deny that there is any necessity
for such legislation to be introduced in
this State, So that is one phase of the
Bill that will certainly receive my keen
opposition apart from any other clause
contained in it.

I now come to the proposed new in-
terpretation of the termt "strike." Fortu-
nately, it has been pointed out by the
Leader of the Opposition that that pro-
posed amendment requires some con-
sideration and thought. I will tell the
Attorney General now that no matter what
definition may be specified for the term
"strike," it will not take away the in-
herent right of any worker to strike-I
do not care what law is brought down.
The right to strike is not only inherent,
but is recognised in nearly every part of
the civilised world where there is any
semblance of democracy or democratic
government.

The Attorney General: One of the
members of your party did not think so
-Mr. McCallum!F

Mr. NEEDHAM: If my memory serves
me right, the Premier was a supporter of
the right to strike. When he was sitting
on this side of the House as a private
member, I think I heard him say some-
thing about the rights of milk producers
in his electorate. At the time there was
some trouble about the price of milk and
the milk producers were threatening to
cease production. 1 think, If the Premier
will take his mind back to that time, he
will agree that he was then In favour
of those producers going out on strike.

Mr. Kelly: I think he remembers that,
too.
Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.mn.

Mr. NEEDHAM: Before the tea suspen-
sion I was referring to the right to strike.
I contended that it was an inherent right
of the worker. I also said that that right
of the worker had been acknowledged
in all countries. One of the principal
reasons for that is that the worker has
only one commodity to sell, namely, his
labour. He should be allowed to sell that
labour in the best market.

The Premier: Was not that the case
before the Arbitration Court?

Mr. NEEDHAM: It would be wrong to
take that right from him.

The Premier: Even though the Arbitra-
tion Court gives a decision?

Mr. NEEDHAMv: I am sorry, Mr.
Speaker, but I fear my hearing is not
good enough to catch that interjection.
If the Arbitration Court has given a deci-
sion, invariably the worker has abided by,
it; rarely has anything been done to defy
the ruling of the court, I believe in arbi-
tration. This Parliament believes in arbi-
tration. and so does the Labour Party.
But there comes a time when the award
of an Arbitration Court may be unjust
and may interfere seriously with the right
of the worker.

Now that I have understood the inter-
jection of the Premier, the point he raised
was very effectively dealt with by the
Leader of the Opposition, who instanced
what is proceeding in the Federal Arbitra-
tion Court, where the employers are seek-
ing a reduction of the weekly wage to the
extent of £2 6s.. with an Increase of hours
of work and are also attempting to de-
prive the worker of any benefit in basic
wage adjustments from now until next
February. If the Premier were a member
of one of these unions and the Arbitration
Court decided to grant the request of the
employer to increase the working hours
and lower the wage and stop the quarterly
adjustments, would he consider that just?
It would be most unjust.

The Premier: If it is unjust, it should
not be granted.

Mr. NEEDHAM: It would be most un-
fair,

Mr. Hearinan:. What about the in-
justice of the employer's position?

Mr. Styants: He just passes it on to
somebody else.

Mr. NEEDHAM: Under the Bill, the
employer is doing very well. This measure
is completely one-sided and deals only
with the penalties the worker will suffer.
There are no penalties for the employer
at all: everything is to the detriment of
the worker. There could arise circum-
stances under the award of a court which
might appear both inequitable and unjust
and though the workers might be legally
bound by it, they would not be morally
bound by the award. Amongst the many
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objectionable features of this Bill is Pro-
Posed new Section 36M, which appears in
Clause 11. This deals with the question
of election and reads as follows:-

36M (1) An industrial union may. in
writing, request the Registrar that an
election for an office in the industrial
union be conducted under this section
with a view to ensuring that no ir-
regularity occurs in or in connection
with the election.

Subsection 10 of the proposed new Section
36M reads as follows:-

(10) The expenses of an election
conducted under this section but not
including the salary of an officer of the
State, performing a duty in relation
to the election, shall be borne by the
industrial union concerned.

That perhaps would be right under certain
conditions. Proposed new Section SBA(1)
reads--

SBA(1) Where a member of an in-
dustrial union, or a Person who, within
the preceding period of twelve
months, has been a member of an
industrial union, claims that there
has been an irregularity in or In con-
nection with an election for an office
in the industrial union, he may lodge
an application for an inquiry by the
Court into the matter.

I would like to point out, and emphasise'
the following words in that new section:-"A person who within the preceding 12
months has been a member of an industrial
union claims that there has been an ir-
regularity in or In connection with an elec-
tion for an office......If that map makes
a claim to a registrar and is not a mem-
ber of a union, he can put that down to
expenses of Investigation, and' the union
will have to pay.

The Attorney General: That is not cor-
rect.

Mr. NEEDHAM: There might be some
fairness or equity in it if the man were
still a member of the union and felt that
there was something wrong in the con-
duct of the elections, as has so often oc-
curred in some of the elections in the
Eastern States. But this new section pro-
vides that a person who is not a member
of the union, and has not been a member
of the union in the preceding 12 months,
can legitimately claim that the union pay
all the costs--and he would get away with
it.

In the course of moving the second read-
ing, the Attorney General stated that the
Bill contained a number of minor clauses
that would be dealt with in Committee.
I say there are no minor clauses in the
Bill: they are all major clauses which, If
they become law by the passing of this
measure, will vitally affect the conditions
of every worker in the State. For this rea-
son. I cannot agree with him that there

is any minor clause in the Bill; to my way
of thinking, every clause is vital. One pro-
vision in the Bill seeks to make a worker
who refuses to accept employment guilty
of an offence. This Bill will not prove to
be a solution of industrial trouble: it will
not aid in settling the existing metal trades
dispute, and it certainly will not bring
about industrial peace.

MR. HEARWAN (Blackwood) [7.42): 1
support the second reading of the Eml be-
cause I consider that a measure of this
nature is very necessary at this juncture.
It will have the effect of strengthening the
power and influence of the Arbitration
Court, and anyone who believes In and
subscribes to the principle of arbitra-
tion must acknowledge the necessity for
strengthening the court as far as possible.

I consider that the clauses designed to
ensure greater control of the conduct of
ballots in union affairs are very wise. They
should be a guarantee that ballots will be
properly conducted and will give the rank
and file of the unions an opportunity to
lodge an effective protest if sufficient
grounds exist to warrant that course.

Experience In the Eastern States-and
the member for North Perth has admitted
this-has shown that ballots have not al-
ways been conducted in a proper manner.
I would not be one to subscribe to the
suggestion that we should wait until we
reach a stage where ballots are improperly
conducted in this State before providing
in our Act the requisite protective pro-
visions that have since proved effective in
the Eastern States. Nobody can fairly ob-
ject to those provisions. All that they aim
at doing is to ensure a fair and proper
conduct of the ballots, and if that is not
good enough for anybody, I should like to
know what is.

Mr. Graham: I wonder whether you have
read the Bill.

Mr. HEARMAN: It would not matter
what answer I gave to the Interjection of
the member for East Perth; he would
still disagree with me. Some members
opposite do not wish to see ample pro-
vision made to the end that ballots will
be conducted in a proper manner. I be-
lieve that this Bill will render communist
control of unions very much more diffi-
cult. I cannot see that anyone who is
not sympathetically disposed towards the
communists can reasonably object to any
provision in an 'Arbitration Act that will
make communistic influence and control
more difficult.

In moving the second reading of the Bill,
the Attorney General showed quite clearly
that the present metal trades strike in this
State is being directed from the Eastern
States by a committee which is communist
dominated. That contention, to the best
of my knowledge, has not so far been
denied. Obviously, the communist objec-
tive is to disrupt the arbitration system,
cause industrial strife, upset our economy
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and generally overthrow our Australian
way of life, and ft is not right that there
should be an opportunity for people in
the Eastern States to be able to direct the
course of a strike in this State. or that
the Government should pay no attention
to their actions but allow a state of af-
fairs to continue that wo uld lead to the
success of their tactics. I do not know
whether members opposite would seek to
argue that communist Influence in Aus-
tralia has not affected our Industrial rela-
tions and our international standing and
has had no effect on our Australian way
of life.

Several members interjected.

Mr. HEARMAN: If members desire me
to give some Instances of communist in-
fluence having been exerted, I am pre-
pared to do so.

Mr. Graham: And I shall give you
some on the other side.

Mr. HEARMAN: Does the hon. mem-
ber want some instances or Dot? Evi-
dently members opposite are not fright-
fully anxious for me to enumerate some
of the misdeeds of the communists and
the influence they have exercised. They
have had a very definite influence.

Mr. Lawrence: Tell us some of those
instances.

Mr. HEARMAN: A case in point was
the ban on shipping in December, 1946,
which continued for a considerable time.
This had a very unfortunate effect. I
happened to be in the islands to the
north waiting for goads to be sent to us
on the ship in question, because the re-
ceipt of those goods would have made
our task very much easier, and I had the
mortification of being told by an Asian
communist agitator that he knew well that
the ship would not be loaded. To use
his own words-he spoke good English-
he said, "The communists have got the
Australian Governent where they want
it, and it can do nothing about that
boat." To be told that did not make
pleasant hearing.

I did not like the idea of having to
make apologies for this sort of thing in
a foreign country. Unfortunately, the
prediction of that communist agitator
proved to be only too correct and we
were put in the position of having to
do a considerable amount of extra work.
It would take a lot to convince me that
communists have no Influence in the con-
duct of our affairs or that as a result
of such influence, our international stand-
ing and relationships have not deteriorated.

Mr. Lawrence: The Dutch were not
running arms up there, were they ?
* Mr. H-EARMAN: No, but I can say

that my own battalion, and in fact the
whole brigade, had instructions from

Army Headquarters in Melbourne to leave
our weapons to the Dutch; and I think
that in 1949 Mr. Chifley, who was then
Prime Minister, must have spent consid-
erable sums of money advertising the fact
in all newspapers throughout Australia
that there was a crippling coal strike
which was communist inspired. Would
members opposite want to deny that?

Mr. McCulloch: What has that got to
do with this Bill?

Mr. HEARMAN: I was asked to give
some illustrations.

Mr. Graham: Here, in Western Aus-
tralia.

Mr. HEARMAN: Mr. Chifley seemed to
think it was worth while advertising in
"The West Australian." Do not say that
it had no effect on Western Australia,
no effect on steel supplies and so on!

Mr. Styants: Why do you not bring
down an anti-communist Bill and leave
decent unionists alone?

The Premier: Decent unionists need
not worry about this.

Mr. Styants: They are just as decent
as you are.

The Premier: I do not deny it.
Mr. Styants I am not going to take

that from you!
The Premier What are you talking

about?-~
Mr. HEARMAN: I am not suggesting

that everybody sitting opposite is a com-
munist supporter or sympathiser. I do
not believe they are. I believe that many
people in the trade union movement have
fought communism with a great deal
more resolution than have many other
members of the community. I do not
wish to place a stigma on members of
the A.L.P., by calling them communists.
But I do suggest that the memboers of
the A.LP. in common with all other
decent Australian citizens, should con-
sider their actions very carefully, and en-
sure that no action they take will in any
way contribute, directly or indirectly, to
the communist objective of destruction.

I do not think for one moment that at
the outset the Leader of the opposition
realised the extent to which this strike
was connected with communism. I be-
lieve tbat had he done so, he would have
been very much more resolute and prompt
in his statement of views. But to the best
o my knowledge some months went by
before he made any open display at all
or gave any indication of what his stand
iii this strike was.

Mr. Lawrence: You do not inean the
Premier, do you?

Mr. HEARMAN: I am not suggesting
he did not do anything.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: I did it a lot
earlier than the member for Blackwood.
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Mr. HEARMAN: It is not sufficient for
a man in the position of the Leader of
the Opposition merely to take same action.
He must make it very apparent to the
Public that he has taken that action and
must leave no doubt in their mind where
he stands. I think the Leader of the Op-
Position gave no public Indication of his
Position for months as he very well could
have and should have done.

Thereby he lost the opportunity to do
good service not only for his party, but
for the State. He would have done this
service if he had come out very much
sooner and much more resolutely and said
that this was a strike directed from the
Eastern States against the arbitration sys-
tem; that he would have no part of it
and no sympathy with it; and that if
the strikers concerned wanted additional
margins there was a proper constitutional
manner in which they could secure them.

The Leader of the Opposition should
have used his full influence to get these
people to go back to their employment
and work through his awn organisation.
the State Disputes Committee, and
through the Arbitration Court. I suggest
that had he done that, the effects from
the State's viewpoint and from the paint
of view of his party, might have been
very much more satisfactory and desir-
able than was the effect of his at first
giving no outward sign of his stand, and
then belatedly saying that he stood for
arbitration and was behind the disputes
committee, while at the same time criti-
cising the Premier because he would not
negotiate outside the disputes committee.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: I hope the hon'member does not mind my expressing my
own thoughts in preference to expressing
his.

Mr. HEARMAN: The Leader of the Op-
position has suggested that he is well
versed in industrial affairs and better
versed than members of the Government.
But I very much doubt whether the
Leader of the Opposition is aware of the
extent of communist influence in the
first place in connection with this strike.

Mr. Lawrence: What about proving that
statement?

Mr. HEARMAN: I said I doubted it. It
is a matter of opinion whether he knew
it. He may have known all the time; but
I am giving him the credit for not know-
ing it. because, if that was not the case,
it would show him in a worse light than
I believe he should be shown in.

Mr. Lawrence: Prove that the strike
is communist Inspired!

Mr. IfEARMAN: I think the Attorney
General has stated as clearly as possible
what the position is. and if the hon. mem-
ber cannot understand that, I am afraid
I cannot make it any clearer

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Under pressure,
the Attorney General proved- that there
were three probable communists on a
management committee of 19.

The Attorney General: No "probable"
about it.

Mr. HEARMAN: He proved more than
that, too.

Ron. A. R. 0. Hawke: And "The West
Australian" did not print the fact that
there were 19 on the committee.

Mr. HEARMAN: I am not responsible
for "The West Australian." This evening
the Leader of the Opposition suggested
he did not know what the reaction of
the trade union movement was to the ap-
pointment of the mediator, Mr. Schnaars.
It seems to me amazing that a man who
claims to have his finger on the industrial
pulse as it were and knows what the in-
dustrial movement Is thinking, has to
stand up and say he does not know what
they feel about this mediator.

H-on. A. R. 0. Hawke: As a matter of
fact, I did not say that at all.

Mr. HEARMAN: I made a note of what
the hon. member said and it was that he
did not know what the unions' reaction
was.

Han, A. R.. G. Hawke: The trade union
reaction?

Mr. HEARMAN: Yes.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: I did not say

anything of the kind.
Mr. HEARMAN. That is what I under-

stood. That is the impression I was given.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: You took It down

wrongly.
Mr. HEARMAN: I suggest that the re-

marks of the Leader of the Opposition in
connection with the mediator could hardly
be calculated to make Mr. Schnaar's Job
any easier. He suggested that a very much
better person could have been appointed.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Certainly.
Mr. HEARMAkN: Whether that is cor-

rect or not, I suggest that the fact that
the Leader of the Opposition has stated
a very much better mediator than the one
appointed could have been chosen, is
hardly conducive to successful mediation.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Are we not to
tell the truth as we understand it?

Mr. HEARMAN: I do not think the
Leader of the Opposition has contributed
anything. I think he has possibly made
the position much more difficult and the
likelihood of a settlement as the result
of mediation more remote.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Does the bon.
member not desire members to speak the
truth as they see it?

Mr. HEARMAN: I have no objection
to their speaking the truth.
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.Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Then what are
YOU moaning about?

Mr. HEARMvAN: A certain amount of
comrmonsense should be exercised; and
while members may speak what they be-
lieve to be the truth, they should show
discretion. If no useful purpose is to be
served by undermining the standing of
the mediator, I cannot see any point in
doing it. I do not feel that the remarks
of the Leader of the Opposition in con-
nection with the mediator in any way con-
tributed to a settlement of this strike.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Well, I repeat
them.

Mr. HEABMAN: I do not think the
Leader of the Opposition helps in any way
by repeating them. The point Is that a
mediator has been chosen, and I do not
see any reason why he should not get full
support of members from both sides.

Ron. A. R. G. Hawke: The Minister for
Housing told us on Tuesday night that he
had failed.

Mr. HEARMAN: He is likely to fail un-
less he Bets support from all people on
both sides and from everybody who wants
to see a settlement.

H-on. E. Nulsen: Do you think the
mediator should have absolute power to
make a decision?

Mr. HEARMAN: If we appoint a
mediator-and do not forget there were
some requests made to the Government
to appoint one-we must in fairness be
prepared to accept his decisions. The Gov-
ernment has stated quite clearly that it
will accept the decisions of the mediator.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Of course not.
Mr. HEARMAN: He was to mediate

without any reservations, other than that
the point at Issue In regard4 to the margins
was to go to the Arbitration Court-some-
thing with which the Leader of the Op-
position fully agrees.

Hon. E. Nulsen: The strike would be
over tomorrow if that power were given
to the mediator.

Mr. HEARMAN: The Premier made it
quite clear.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Would the Pre-
mier tell the 'House whether the Govern-
ment has given the mediator power to
make decisions without reference back to
the Government?

The Premier: The Government has
given him power to tell the Government
what agreement has been reached as a
result of his mediations.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: That is totally
different.

Mr. Graham: In other words, he has
no power whatever.

The Premier: He has power. Let him
mediate if you want to settle the strike.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The member fc
Blackwood said he has power to mas
decisions, which he has not.

Mr. HEARMAN: He must have power
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: The Premier he

just told the hon. member and the re,
of the H-ouse that he has not powert
make decisions.

Mr. HEARMAN: Well, what has he gc
power to do?

Hon. A, B. G. Hawke: We are wonder
ing. He can only make recommendation

Mr. HEARMAN: If we accept the prir
ciple of mediation we must be prepared t
accept the mediator's recommendation,
and the obligation to accept the recoin
mendations is shared equally by both Side
to the dispute. In a football match th
umpire is the mediator, and If both side
are not prepared to accept his decision
we cannot have a game of football.

Hon. E. Nulsen: We agree with you o
that point.

Mr. HEARMAN: Then the hon. mewi
ber must surely agree that if the Arbitre
tion Court is the accepted medium c
mediation or arbitration, both sides muf
be prepared to accept its decisions. It
exactly the same thing in principle a
with a football match, because in the on
case there are two football teams and a
umpire, and in the other the employer
and the employees, and the Arbitratlo
Court. If the decisions of the arbitratoi
in every case, are not accepted in goo
faith by both sides, then quite obviousl
the system of arbitration must break dowr
I do not think members opposite woul
seriously dispute that. I do not think i
all the years they occupied the Treasur
Bench they brought down any legislatio
granting workers the legal right to strika
If they really believed that arbitratio
could work in the face of the legalise
right to strike, they would have brougli
in such legislation; but they have not don
SO.

Hon. E. Nulsen: Our policy is arbitra
tion, but now we have a dispute to settli

Mr. HEARMAN: Then I assume t,
hon. member's policy is not to strike. I
he wishes to say that employees have
perfect right to strike, he must give th
employers an equal right to disregard th
Arbitration Court and its awards. Surel
he will not argue that one football teai
should always accept the umpire's deal
sions and the other have a moral rlgt
to disregard them. In any case, I feel th
Bill is not one that is directed at any par
ticular section of the community. It
a fair'Bill which is intended to malt
arbitration function, and those who be
lieve in arbitration must accept and wel
come any steps to ensure that communis
control and influence in unions Is wipe
out: that union aff airs shall be conducte,
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in a completely fair and proper manner,
and that the powers of the Arbitration
Court shall be upheld.

Hon. E. Nulsen: The preponderance of
the Bill Is restrictive so far as the worker
is concerned.

Mr. HEARMAN: I do not think so.
Mr. Lawrence: Do not you think the

workers should control their own affairs?
The Premier: That is what we want

them to do.
Mr. HEARMAN: I understand that Dr.

E9vatt has taken a certain amount of credit
for providing ballots and so on which
can be controlled from outside, If neces-
sary. I consider that anyone who believes
in arbitration must subscribe to the prin-
ciples which the Bill endeavours to up-
hold. In conclusion, I would like to make
a suggestion to the Leader of the Opposi-
tion. There has been a good deal of talk
this evening about methods of settling
the strike. arnd I believe the Leader of the
Opposition is completely sincere in his
desire to see the strike settled. But there
seem to be some reservations in his mind
as to the Government's intentions and
doubts as to whether, if the men go back
to work, there will be any victimisation.
The Leader of the opposition can clear
that point up quite simply, and without
any reference to the Premier. The Gov-
ernment at all times has been prepared
to take the men back to work.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Some of them.
Mr. HEARMAN: If all the men on strike,

including the 12 who were dismissed, re-
ported back to work on Monday it would
make clear very quickly what the Gov-
ernment's attitude would be.

Mr. Lawrence: What would its attitude
be towards the 3111l?

Mr, HEARMAN: That is not the point
I am discussing. The men concerned
would know very soon, and so would the
whole State, whether the Government
would take them back, and whether any
penalty clauses would be invoked.

Hon. A. R. 0, Hawke; How could the
foremen take them back when they are
black-listed.

Mr. HEARMAN: I do not know that
they are.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: They have been
sacked.

Mr. HEARMAN: I am suggesting that
the bona fides of the Government can be
tested. If what I have suggested were
done, the Leader of the Opposition would
know quite clearly where he stood in the
matter, and whether all the dreadful
things he seems to think might happen
would occur. I commnend the suggestion
to the hon. gentleman, but whether he
accepts it Is out of my control. I Put it
forward in all seriousness and sincerity.
At any time the strikers go back to work
they will quickly know whether there is
to be victimisation or not.

MR. MOIR (Boulder) [8.83: I do not
intend to traverse the whole Bill, but I
do wish to say something on certain as-
pects of it. The matter of secret ballots
was mentioned by the member for Black-
wood. This principle Is not new to unions
in this State as such ballots have been
conducted for many years. The union to
which I belonged, the A.W.U., has in its
Federal constitution, under which ballots
and elections are held, some 3& pages of
closely printed matter describing the rigid
manner In which ballots shall be con-
ducted, and what is laid down there is
carried out in full.

I have no great objection to the pro-
visions in the Bill relating to secret ballots,
except certain portions which to my mind
it is absolutely ridiculous to include in
such a measure. It would be impossible,
for instance, for the Australian Workers'
Union to abide by some of those pro-
visions and the union would therefore be
placed in the position of having to break
the law. I am well aware that the Bill
states that under certain circumstances
some of its provisions may be waived-
"may" be, not "shall" be-by the Arbit-
ration Court.

Again I realise that the difficulty of
the Governent in dealing with indus-
trial aff airs is that it has but a limited
knowledge of such matters and even that
knowledge is largely coloured by the red
bogey that is always in front of it. The
Government is using the present indus-
trial trouble as an excuse to bind, gag and
shackle the workers of this State, by far
the greatest majority of whom are law-
abiding citizens who do not require repres-
sive legislation of this nature which, I
think, Is intended almost to regulate their
very thoughts.

This is repressive and one-sided legis-
lation which is all aimed at the worker.
The Attorney General, when introducing
the measure, said that the public had to be
protected from a certain class of employer
or employee, but the Bill contains only
one mention of the employer, in the case
where a fine which is provided for in the
present Act Is to be increased under the
Bill. The rest of the measure deals solely
with the worker. The definition of "strike"
on page 3 of the Bill states--

a cessation or limitation of work or
a refusal to work by a worker acting
in combination or under a common
understanding with another worker
or person: and a refusal or neglect to
offer for or accept employment in the
industry in which he is usually em-
ployed by a person acting In combina-
tion or under aL common understand-
ing with another worker or person;
unless and until in any particular case
the Court declares the particular ces-
sation, limitation, refusal or neglect
not to be a strike.

179
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That would have particular application to
goidmining, the industry with which I
have been most closely associated.

The mining award of the Australian
Workers' Union makes provision that
piecework may be worked and among other
things says; "Tbe rate of remuneration
agreed upon shall not be decreased during
the engagement." Members should note
that. It is agreed upon, of course, between
the employee and employer. All occupations
in the goidmining industry are covered
in a wages schedule which sets out the daily
rates to be paid. The piecework prices at
the present day in the goidmining industry
are agreed upon between the employer
and the employee. but I ask members what
would be the position of an employee who,
not being able to reach agreement with the
employer on the price to be paid, said to
him: "The piecework price offered is not
acceptable to me, so I will not work piece-
work on that job. I will work for the
daily rate set down."

Anyone who understands the industry
realises that it is not reasonable to expect
a man to put forth the same effort when on
the daily rate as he would give working
under the piecework system. That would
immediately constitute a limitation of out-
put and would amount to a strike under
which all the penalties contained in this
measure could, and I have no doubt would,
be imposed. I am aware that the court has
power to declare any cessation, limitation,
refusal or neglect not to be a strike; but
until the court was moved and made that
declaration, it would be deemed to be a
strike and the men concerned would prob-
ably not be allowed to work on the employ-
er's premises.

Quite often a man, for health reasons
or because he desires a spell from a certain
type of work, does not wish to work in
a certain place. There are some very
arduous occupations in a mine-I refer
to winse and shaft-sinking, which are
both arduous and dangerous. A man may
feel that his nerve or capacity Is not as
good as it was and may therefore desire
a change which the employer may not
wish to grant. If the employee then re-
fused to continue working in that place,
that would constitute a strike. I have
done that myself and have changed from
one type of work to another because I
felt I needed the change for various
reasons. I do not say the employers in
the industry at present would not agree.

We are fortunate In the goldmining
Industry in this State in that we have
fairly amicable relations with the employers
at present, but that has not always been
the case. There have been some bitter
disputes, well justified from the point of
view of the employees. One occurred about
two years ago over piecework prices, when
all the pleceworkers in the industry, alter
negotiating with the employers, were re-
fused increases notwithstanding that at

that time the employers had just receive(
a 50 per cent. increase in the price a.
their product, while piecework rates hac
remained the same for a considerabli
number of Years. without any large measuri
of increase. When the workers had beer
refused that increase they decided the3
would work on a wage basis, and did so
For various reasons it was sometimes threu
or four months before final agreement wa,
reached with all the employers.

Had this Bill been the law of the land
at that time, their action would have con-
stituted a strike, although at that time th(
men were complying with the law and hac
a perfect right to work for wages undet
this award. Some of the men failed tc
reach agreement with the employers and
were dismissed. To prove that they weri
purely intimidation tactics, almost all 01
the men dismissed from the various miuwt
were re-engaged as soon as the dispute ovei
piecework rates was settled.

I point that out to illustrate the type ol
clause that is to be found in the Sill and
how it could affect workers when they were
doing something well within their rights.
A clause of that nature is most tyran-
nical and is certainly designed to
handcuff the workers. I will have More
to say on that matter when we reach the
Committee stage. There should also be
provision for a penalty against an em-
ployer who does not offer work.

Years ago large numbers of men were
out of work in this State and at the change
of every shift on the mines there were
large numbers of men standing around the
shafts. Some employers--I do not say all,
but one company in particular-made it
a practice of selecting a certain number of
men on a Saturday and giving them their
time--that was when we worked the short
Saturday shift. There was no reason for
the dismissals because, having Worked with
some of the men, I knew that they were
good workers.

On the Monday morning a fresh batch of
men would be engaged in their places.
There is no doubt that those tactics were
designed to Intimidate the workers. In
those days the piecework system was not
widely used and the men were employed on
a wages basis. Consequently, the whips
were cracked over them all the time. If one
could not bog out the drive in a shift or
very close to it, one went up the shaft.

Mr. Lawrence: And never came down.
Mr. MOIR: That was the Position. Of

course, there are certain employers who
would like to see those days return. I am
satisfied, and I agree with the Leader of the
Opposition on this point, that that is the
policy of the Federal Liberal-Country
Party Government.

The Premier: No, it is not.
Mr. MOIR: It Is designed to create an

unemployment pool.
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The Premier: It most certainly is not.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: It most certainly

is.

Mr. MOfI: The members of that Gov-
ernment hold those views and some of the
people who advise them also hold them.

Mr. Grayden: Rubbish!
Mr. MOIR: It is not so many years ago

that a learned economist, stationed in Tas-
mania, said that a true balance would not
be maintained under a policy of full em-
ployment and it was always better to have
a certain number of unemployed.

Mr. Orayden: You have completely dis-
torted the statement.

Mr. MOIR: The trouble is that a certain
class of people believe in that. I am not
alone in my ideas and I am sure that a
number of people in this State, and in the
other States too, believe that that Is the
policy of the Federal Government.

The Premier: That is some of the propa-
ganda that is being pumped out for politi-
cal purposes.

Mr. MOIR: We do not pump out propa-
ganda.

Mr. Kelly: We have not any medium of
pumping it out.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: We judge by
results.

Mr. MOIR: Yes, If that is not the policy
of the Government, why are people being
dismissed all over the State? We were
given to understand that the Ministers in
the Menzies-Fadden Government were
financial wizards.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Whizzers!
Mr. Lawrence: They made us bankrupt.
Mr. MOIR: They told us that they

would solve all the problems confronting
this country, and it is not long since the
Federal Treasurer. Sir Arthur Padden,
told us that there was more value in the
pound today than ever before. I could not
see any difference in the quids I had. I
know, too, that a given sum of money
purchases less and less every quarter; also,
the basic wage has to be increased at the
end of each quarter to make up for the
loss of the worker's purchasing power. So
these people who pose as financial wizards
have not accomplished what they said
they were going to do. They have not been
honest with the people. It must be ap-
parent to every thinking person that the
policy of the Commonwealth Government
is to break down this idea of full employ-
ment.

I now come to the question of secret
ballots. As I1 have already said, I have
no objection to the b:zad principle of
secret ballots and Most unions have
adopted that practice for many years.
But there are certain provisions which
would be impossible so far as some unions
are concerned. The Bill states that a

register of members must be kept, a copy
filed with the Arbitration Court and al-
terations notified each quarter. One por-
tion of the Bill states--

An industrial union shall, at all
times during which a person is a
member of the industrial union, keep
a duplicate or butt of the latest union
ticket issued to him, showing his
name and usual place of residence
and, if he is temporarily living away
from his usual place of residence on
the date when the ticket is issued to
him, the place where he is so living
at that date.

I ask you! On the Goldfields the men
pay their union dues at the pay office and
in some cases there are hundreds of men
being paid. The union representative is
standing there and the workers pay their
union dues to him. They merely give their
addresses to the union representative, and
he does not have time to ask them if that
is their usual place of residence or if it
is only temporary.

Consequently, if the union representa-
tive did not obtain that information, he
would be committing a breach of the Act.
I can imagine the reception the union
representative would get if he attempted
to hold up the workers by making all
sorts of inquiries of that nature. In my
opinion, that is one clause the provisions
of which cannot be observed. On page 13
of the Bill appears a most repressive pro-
vision which deals with offences com-
mitted, and on the following page the
penalties are outlined. The penalties set
out are £100. or imprisonment for 12
months, or both. Then it reads--

An act or decision of the registrar
under this section shall not be sub-
ject to appeal to the court, shall be
final and conclusive, and shall not be
questioned In the Supreme Court or
any other court.

That is the penalty proposed to be im-
posed on a person, not a trade union,
who does certain things or falls to do
certain things. Is there any Act that pro-
vides a penalty of £100 to be imposed on
some person found guilty of an offence
where a right of appeal is not given?

The Attorney General: There is always
an appeal in the Arbitration Court against
penalties.

Mr. MOfI: The clause reads, "Shall not
ba subject to appeal to the court .......
Thie registrar imposes the fine, not the
court.

Mr. Styants: The Minister does not
know his own Bill.

Mr. MOIR: The clause goes on, "shall
be final and conclusive." If I understand
the English language at all, that means
only one thing. The offender can be given
12 months' imprisonment as well as a fine
of £100-
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Hon. J. B. Sleeman: They might even
bang him.

Mr. MOIR: -"and the decision shall
not be questioned in the Supreme Court or
any other court." Evidently, the Supreme
Court is not competent to deal with one of
these nefarious workers under this Pro-
Posed legislation. He is not permitted the
usual justice on which we Pride ourselves
and which other citizens can enjoy.

Mr. McCulloch: It sounds like some-
thing from Russia.

Mr. MOIR: Russia is not in it with
these fellows! They could teach Russia
a lot! I now turn to page 27 of the Bill
where an amendment is proposed to Sec-
tion 61 of the principal Act. A paragraph
proposed to be added to that section
reads-

to determine and declare in a par-
ticular case that a cessation or limi-
tation of work, or refusal to work, or
a refusal or neglect to offer for or
accept employment, does not consti-
tute a strike.

That refers to the court's Powers. The
next paragraph proposed to be added
reads-

from time to time to declare what
functions are those of an office in
an industrial union and from time to
time to add to, vary or cancel a de-
claration made under this paragraph.

It has been stated by interjection during
the introductory remarks by the Attorney
General when moving the second reading.
that the Bill was designed to give more
power and control to union members. The
paragraph I have just read proposes to
take control away. It is quite apparent
and open. I will read it again-

from time to time to declare what
functions are those of an office in an
industrial union...

On page 3 of the Bill, the definition of
the term "office" is set out. It reads-

"office" in relation to an industrial
union means-
(a) the office of a member of the com-

mittee of management of the in-
dustrial union.

and it goes on to name all the persons who
may hold the different offices in unions.

However, the court is to have power to
tell those people what their duties are to
be-not the members of the union who
pay these people to carry out their duties;
not the members of the committee of
management of a union who are elected
by the members to control and manage
their affairs!

Is the court to be given power to step
in and tell the secretary what he is to do
and what he is not to do; to tell the in-
dustrial officer what he is to do and what
he is not to do? After all is said and
done, the Attorney General may tell me

that that is inserted to ensure that these
fellows do their work. My experience as
a union member and as an official of a
trade union is that the members very
soon deal with a union official who, in
their estimation, is not doing his job to
their satisfaction,

Mr. Lawrence: The Attorney General
has a fatherly interest in the unions.

Mr. MOIR: To me it seems almost im-
possible to endeavour to have such power
embodied in a BE-to give any outside
tribunal Power to direct the officers of a
union and tell them what to do or what
not to do. I see nothing in the Bill giv-
ing the court power to direct the officers
of the Employers' Federation what they
should do and how to carry out their
duties.

Mr. Lawrence: They are not allowed.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: No, sir!
Hon. J. B. Sleeman: What about telling

doctors what they can do?
Mr. MOIR: Of course, it is quite all

right when it is the nefarious workers
that are being dealt with, and to Inter-
fere in what are, after all, their private
affairs so far as trade union matters are
concerned. On page 28, paragraph (c) of
Clause 16 reads-

Where a question of law Is raised
or argued or is likely, in the opinion
of the court to be raised or argued, in
Proceedings before it, the court may
allow legal practitioners to appear and
be heard.

In this State, the Arbitration Act pro-
vides that no legal men shall be admitted
to the court except where the two parties
appearing agree that there shall be legal
representation, but here the groundwork is
laid for the appearance of lawyers in the
court.

It seems to mec that it is to be a Roman
holiday for the legal fraternity. I daresay
the Attorney General has very kindly feel-
ings towards the fellow members of his
union and is seeing they are provided for
to the detriment of the average union
official who is generally a Person who has
been a worker in the industry and because
of the confidence his fellow members have
in him has been elevated to various offices
until he becomes the secretary of the or-
ganisation. He then becomes the advocate
of the union in the Arbitration Court and
because of his knowledge of the industry
and due to his experience, he is well able
to put forward the various cases on behalf
of the members of his union from time
to time.

But if he has a particular employer cited
in the court and the employer decides he
will have a legal man there the question
may very easily arise that there is quite
likely to be some point of law raised and it
would be well for them to have legal repre-
sentation thus compelling the union also
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to have legal representation in order to
match the calibre of the advocate on the
other side. In some cases this may well
put the union to terrific expense, because
we all know that these legal men, though
they may not know their law, certainly
know how to charge.

I think it is quite apparent to anyone
who Understands industrial affairs that
the Bill is designed all the way through
to Put the various unions to considerable
expense: right through it Places an added
financial burden upon the members of a
union. I would not go so far as to say that
it is the desire of this Government to see
the unions crippled financially-I would
not say that-but I do say that this Bill
right through makes provision for various
things to be done that will impose a con-
siderable financial burden on those par-
ticular unions.

Like everybody else in these days of the
very valuable E of Sir Arthur Padden, the
unions are suffering considerably finan-
cially in their endeavour to give a decent
service to their members. Paragraphs (b)
and (c) of proposed new Section 98A. con-
tained in Clause 22 of the Bill read as
follows:-

(b) that a number of members of an
industrial union, sufficiently large
to form a substantial part of the
industrial union refuses to accept
employment either at all or in
accordance with existing orders,
awards or industrial agreements;
or

(c) that for any other reason an
order or award or industrial agree-
ment ought to be suspended or
cancelled in whole or in part.

The Leader of the Opposition dealt fairly
fully with this Phase, but there is a point
which I do not think has been made pre-
viously tonight, and it is contained in the
following words:-

(c) that for any other reason an
order or award or industrial
agreement ought to be sus-
pended or cancelled in whole or
in part:

the court may. by order, subject to
such conditions or exceptions, or both.
as it thinks fit, suspend or cancel for
such period as it thinks fit, all or any
of the terms or any order or award or
industrial agreement in force so far
as the order or award or industrial
agreement applies to. or is in favour
of, the industrial union or its mem-
bers.

Subsection (2) of the proposed new sec-
tion referred to above, however, reads as
follows:-

(2) The order for suspension or can-
cellation may be limited to per-
sons named therein, to classes of
Persons, or to Particular localities.

I think that is most repressive. If men
somewhere have a bit of a dispute and
decide to cease work the court can
Immediately suspend the section of the
award dealing with Lhose workers. It
means, of course, they are. left at the
mercy of any employer. The other work-
ers who are working under that award
have no redress whatsoever because that
portion of the award has been suspended.
I will now refer to Clause 24 of the Bill
which amends Section 132 of the prin-
cipal Act.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member
ought to avoid mentioning sections.

Mr. MOIR: This Provision refers to the
fact that any person who takes part In a
lock-out or strike is subject to the im-
position of a penalty, and I notice that the
penalties referred to in the Bill are greater
than those already set out in the principal
Act. While under this amending Bill it
is very simple to define what a strike is,
it has certainly not made it any clearer
as to what constitutes a lock-out. In-
dustrial unions know to their cost that
it is very difficult to prove a case of lock-
out against employers where this occurs.
But the Hill deals purely with the worker
and is not very concerned with what the
employer may do. Clause 25 which re-
enacts Section 137 sets out--

Where it appears reasonably likely to
the court that an act, omission
or circumstance will occur,

The court evidently is to have the power
of being able to foresee something that
will occur and then take certain steps.

Another clause of the Bill proposes to
repeal Section 138 and re-enact the fol-
lowing:-

The court has the same power to punish
contempts of its power and authority,
whether In relation to its judicial
powers and functions or otherwise, as
has the Supreme Court in respect of
contempts of court, and this power
extends to an Act or omission con-
stituting a contempt, notwithstand-
ing that the act or omission Is pre-
scribed by this or any other Act as
an offence, or that a penalty is pre-
scribed or provided by this or any
other Act for the offence, or that the
offender has been punished for the
offence as such.

Here we are asked to lay down a prin-
ciple that cuts against all established con-
ceptions of justice. I sincerely hope that
the Bill will not become law, but if it
does, a man may be punished twice for
the same offence. In none other of our
laws of which I am aware is this principle
included, and I do not know how the
Attorney General can Possibly justify it.

When the Leader of the Opposition was
dealing with the employers' approach to
the Commonwealth Court for a reduction
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In the basic wage, a suspension of the
next two quarterly adjustments and a re-
version to the 44-hour week, the Attorney
General interjected that he did not think
it likely that the State Arbitration Court
would follow suit. In the 1952 volume
of Reprinted Acts the following annota-
tion appears at page 100:-

Interstate Competition.-It follows
from the fact that trade and com-
merce between the States must be
absolutely free (see Section 92 of the
Commonwealth Constitution) that
wages In this State must be kept at
a level which will enable industry here
to stand up to Eastern States com-
petition.

Then it goes on to say-
The court will not, however, follow

slavishly the standard adopted in the
Eastern States.

Of course, the courts do have regard for
the wages paid in other States, and if
there were any substantial reduction in
wages and a reversion to the 44-hour week
in the Eastern States, I have no doubt
that the State court would take cognis-
ance of it. I shall leave the rest of my
criticism of the Bill until we reach the
Committee stage, but I express the hope
that the Government will prove amenable
to reason and will agree to the deletion
of quite a number of the proposals, which
I consider are absolutely unjustified and
would be most oppressive. There Is no
need for them in this State and they
would have the effect of handcuffing the
industrial workers of this State.

MR. GRAHAM (East Perth) [8.55]: For
reasons beyond my control I anm afraid
that my remarks may be somewhat dis-
Jointed. It was after 6 o'clock this even-
Ing when I finished reading the Bill com-
pletely for the first time without hav-
ing a proper opportunity thoroughly to
analyse it and make the requisite refer-
ences in order to give full consideration to
the measure. Not until 7 a.m. yesterday,
after an allnight sitting, was the Bill in-
troduced with, may I say, scant informa-
tion from the Attorney General. Person-
ally, I think it shocking and a grave
reflection on the Government that It has
sought to hurry through this legislation
in the manner it has without giving us
a fair opportunity to study Its contents
thoroughly and certainly without giving
any proper opportunity to the people most
vitally affected to consider its ramifica-
tions.

The Premier: You will have 4f days to
study it in addition to the time you have
already had.

Mr. GRAHAM: But with its dire pen-
alties, the Bill will affect workers from
one end of the State to the other and not
merely those within a few hundred yards
of this building. BY this legislation, the

Government is seeking to go much fur-
ther than it attempted to do last year,
when it did not have sufficient courage to
Persevere with the amendments it then
Proposed to make to the Act.

The Premier: Insufficient time, not
courage.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Government is
capitalising on the industrial situation
at the moment in order to do something
that in normal circumstances it would
not have had the intestinal fortitude to
venture upon, much as it might desire to
do so. The fact of the Government's hav-
ing acted in this way at this time shows
the workers at least the calibre of it and
its supporters.

The Premier:, Now discuss the Bill.
Mr. GRAHAM: If the Premier will

conduct himself in conformity with the
high position he occupies and will allow
me to make my speech in my own way,
there will probably be less disjointedness
than I feared at the outset. The present
unfortunate industrial disturbance has
dragged on for many months because of
the inaction of the Government. It is
all very well for the Premier to tell us
how he has had conferences with his col-
leagues and how worried he has been, but
I should like to know what sincere or
concrete efforts have been made in five
long months to effect a reconciliation.
Much more is involved in this legislation
than mere arbitration.

It is all very well for the Premier and
his colleagues to fall back on the old cry,
"This is a matter for the Arbitration
Court. It is a question to be determined
by that court." The Premier knows per-
fectly well that the Arbitration Court lays
down the minimum and that he or any
other employer can pay workers in excess
of that bare minimum established by the
court. The Premier should know, because
he associates with people with whom I do
not associate in any great numbers, that
many if not the majority of employers of
Western Australia are paying their hands
in excess of the minimum laid down by the
Arbitration Court.

If, many months ago, the Government
had made some small gesture to these
men, something which would not have
been an affront to the Arbitration Court
and would not have run counter to it
or placed the Government in the position
of superimposing Itself above the Arbitra-
tion Court, the strike would have been set-
tled long since. I do not know from
whom the Government is taking its in-
structions and its guidance, but ap-
parently it has resolved that it must pre-
serve its dignity and hang the welfare
of the State so long as it folds its arms
and sits down and does nothing.

That has been the position. Those of
us who have had some experience of in-
dustrial disputes and strikes in this State
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know perfectly well that if the employers
and, in many cases, the Government had
not moved to some small degree in the
direction of the strikers, strikes in the
past would have dragged on for very many
months. But In a great many cases they
have been settled, if not averted, within
a few days or a few weeks. It stands to
the disgrace of this Government that, In
order to preserve its face, it is prepared
to allow the state of affairs to drift and
the economy and welfare of the State to
degenerate to the extent it has. And the
strike still goes on.

The Attorney General: That is only
because Rowe and Wilson control it.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Attorney General
knows that is not the case.

The Attorney General: It is absolutely
correct and you know it.

Mr. GRAHAM: I know nothing of the
sort.

The Attorney General: Of course you
do!

Mr. GRAHAM: I know that if there
were a meeting of the strikers tomorrow
morning and they resolved-and every
man is free to vote as he wishes- to re-
turn to work the following day, return
they would.

The Attorney General: They would not
do it against the head of their union. You
know that.

Mr. GRAHAM: That, of course is
sheer nonsense and reflects the Attorney
General's paucity of knowledge of in-
dustrial affairs,

The Attorney General: I know that
much.

Mr. GRAHAM: Under the cloak of
the circumstances surrounding us today,
the Government is resorting to action
which otherwise it would not take, action
about which it does not itself feel particu-
larly happy. Therefore I wonder who is
behind It, who is supplying the pressure
in this matter. I refer once again, and
I intend to keep asking the Attorney Gen-
eral or the Premier questions until I find
out the facts, to what happened the other
night. Who was responsible for the dis-
graceful setup when four or five uniformed
men and approximately a similar number
of plain-clothes men, plus security officers,
were sent to Parliament House?

Mr. Grayden: Do not be afraid; they
were not watching you!

Mr. GRAHAM: Goodness knows! They
probably were-me amongst others. They
might also have been watching the mem-
ber for Nedlands. Of course, that indicates
the frame of mind of the Government. I
wonder whether next week, when the
much-discussed oats Bill comes before the
House and a number of cockies come along
to see what is happening to it, the At-

torney General or another Minister will
ask for reinforcements from Police head-
quarters.

The Attorney General: I did not ask
the last time. I have already told you
that.

Mr. GRAHAM: I am still waiting for
the Attorney General to tell me who in-
spired the move.

The Attorney General: I will. I did
not.

Mr. GRAHAM: Very well; I will wait.
This savage piece of legislation is having,
and will have, the opposite effect to that
desired by the Government. I think I can
say. if not for all then for quite a number
of my colleagues, that whereas several
days ago the tendency was to condemn
these men who are on strike-members
are aware of the attitude of the State
Executive of the A.L.P. and the trade
union industrial council and what they
thought of the men going on strike be-
cause of these margins, however much they
sympathised with them in their aspira-
tions-the introduction of this Bill has
had the effect of unifying all the forces
of the Labour Party in Western Australia
and all the unions and unionists.

So far as I am concerned, I am pre-
pared to back up the strikers or any
others who join them to the maximum
and furthest extent they desire to go: and
legislation such as this finds no place
whatsoever in a democratic country. I
suggest that some who occupy the back
benches and are supporters of the Govern-
ment will not be here next year to deal
with a Bill which will certainly be intro-
duced by the new Labour Government to
repeal-

The Premier: False prophecy!
Mr. GRAHAM: -the hysterical pro-

visions of this measure.
The Premier: This is not the only time

you have been wrong. I have heard you
say that for years.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Premier, wittingly
or unwittingly, is telling a lie.

Mr. J. Hegney: There will be a change
in the Federal arena.

The Premier: You do not like the Bud-
get!

Mr. GRAHAM: I ascertained by his
very silence that the member for Black-
wood had not studied this Bill, and it
occurs to me that quite a number of others
who are supporting the Government
blindly in the matter have no conception
of what it contains. Accordingly it is my
intention to quote from this document just
a few provisions to show just how really
savage it is. In one clause we read, "Pen-
alty: Fifty Pounds:" in another, "Pen-
alty: Ten pounds for each week of de-
fault; Ten pounds for each week of de-
fault; Ten pounds for each week of de-
fault; Ten pounds for each week of de-
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fault; Ten pounds for each week of de-
fault; Penalty: Twenty pounds; Pen-
alty: Twenty pounds; Penalty: Ten pounds
for each week of default".

Mr. J. Hegney: A good means of rais-
ing revenue, that.

Mr. GRAHAM: In another clause we
find, "Penalty: One hundred pounds or
imprisonment for twelve months or both."
And again, "Penalty: One hundred pounds
or imprisonment for twelve months or
both." This particular clause contains the
following subclause,

(3) The provisions of this section
do not derogate from the other pro-
visions of this Act relating to con-
tempt.

For these there are other penalties. I
proceed to quote from the Bill-

Penalty: One hundred pounds or
imprisonment for twelve months, or
both.

Penalty: One hundred pounds or
imprisonment for twelve months, or
both.

On the following page we find-
(3) Penalty for an offence men-

tioned in this section: One hundred
pounds or imprisonment for twelve
months, or both.

On the next page there is the same
penalty, and once more it appears. Then
on another page we find-

Penalty: In the case of an em-
ployer or an industrial union, five
hundred pounds; and in other cases,
one hundred pounds.

And later we read-
Penalty: Fifty pounds or imprison-

ment for six months.
Then, at the end of the Bill we have
what might be called the daddy of them
all.

Where this Act prescribes an act
or omission as an offence and pre-
scribes, a penalty for the offence, and
the offence is a continuing offence but
is not punishable as such, the maxi-
mum penalty for each day the offence
is continued is one-tenth of the
penalty so prescribed.

So. In the case where a penalty of £500
can be inflicted, there is a further Penalty
of £:50 for each day the offence continues.
Is it any wonder that vicious legislation
of this type finds no place on the statute
book of a democratic country; particularly
in the view of the people against whom
it is directed? I wonder why!

After all, strikes are serious matters.
In some industries they can cause con-
siderable dislocation to the affairs of the
State. We all know that the wheat
farmers have resolved to grow less wheat
for certain, shall I say, very good reasons
of their own. Do we see this Govern-
ment flying into action for the purpose

of Providing heavy penalties against this'
section of the community which will deny
hungry People food? No! It Picks on
the unionist-the ordinary average worker
-and his organisation, but the farmers,
the backbone of the Country Party-Oh,
dear me no!

If, as is provided in the Bill two workers
talk things over and decide to leave the
job, they incur a penalty, but if an em-
ployer decides that 10, 50 or several hun-
dred employees shall get their walking
ticket, it is quite all right. As we know,
this is happening every day in Western
Australia and the Commonwealth. The
Premier and his Ministers are placing out
of employment scores of men week after
week. There is to be no penalty for that
sort of thing.

The Attorney General: There is a
penalty for a lock-out.

Mr. GRAHAM: If two inoffensive work-
ing men decide that, in the vernacular,
they have "had" a certain place and leave
it, they commit an offence. Surely it is
equally an offence for an employer to hand
notice to two employees or more. But
no, because the sinews of war are sup-
plied to the Liberal Party from that sec-
tion of the community, no action is taken
against them.

The Premier: A lot of rubbish!
Mr. GRAHAM: The Premier knows

that what I say is absolutely right.
Mr. Grayden: You ought to be a gag

writer for Bob Hope.
Mr. GRAHAM: I direct the attention of

the people in the public gallery for a
moment-

The Premier: That is to whom you are
talking.

Mr. GRAHAM: I sincerely hope I am
talking to the whole of Western Australia
because if the people know what is in
this pernicious legislation, mighty few of
the present Government's supporters will
comprise the Opposition in a few months'
time.

The Premier: You hope.
Mr. GRAHAM: It is just as well the Pre-

mier has a publication like "The West Aus-
tralian" to look af ter him. The other even-
ing, as everyone knows perfectly well, there
were many speeches from this side of the
House dealing in a general way with this
suggested legislation. One of the finest
speeches I have heard my leader give was
made on the matter, even to the extent
that those occupying the front bench on
the other side were absolutely speechless
because he had them floored. But notwith-
standing that the Premier made only a
short address, there was a considerable re-
port of his remarks, but not one word of
what the Leader of the Opposition had
said or of the speeches of other members
on this side of the House.
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Of course, we are becoming accustomed
to that sort of thing, which is grossly un-
fair. I venture to suggest that if the
workers of Western Australia had any con-
ception of the ramifications of the Bill,
industrial Lrouble in a large way would
confront the Government. To proceed,
without dealing with the member for Ned-
lands, criticism is aimed at the workers
and, as I stated earlier, the legislation is
a broadside against them.

A few moments ago I went to the trouble
of looking up certain figures and other
particulars which suggest just how hard
the people who sponsor the Liberal Party
candidates are working. I find that for
the 12 months to September of last year-
the latest figures I could obtain-no less
than 66,509 persons, permanent residents
of Australia, departed from these shores
to other parts of the world-the United
Kingdom, Canada, India, New Zealand,
South Africa, France, Germany, Greece,
Italy, the Netherlands, the United States
and so on. I wonder how many of them
were workers. What sort of an effort are
these People making in the interests of the
economy of their country? It will be con-
ceded that a limited number of them
would be going oversea on essential busi-
ness, but the great majority of them would
be going on pleasure-merely tripping
around the world. No suggestion whatso-
ever has been made to deal with such
people who are rendering no service to the
country. One of my friends on the other
side of the Chamber asks what about some-
body? I might state that most Federal
Ministers are tripping, every few weeks, to
various parts of the world. I think half of
them are out of the country at present.
Mr. Menzies takes his wife for a trip around
the world at the taxpayers' expense. An-
other trip is shortly to be taken by him.
Sir Arthur Fadden also took a trip, but as
one newspaper stated the other day, there
have been no tangible results from visits
made by either the Federal Treasurer or
the Prime Minister.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber is getting away from the Bill.

Mr. GRAHAM: I am endeavouring to
show that some people, who do not come
in the classification of a worker, should
receive the serious consideration of the
Government. Who are the people who, in
their thousands, patronise the country race
meetings? Who can be found at the select
golf clubs? Are they workers on strike,
or are they some fortunate sections of the
community disporting themselves regularly
week by week on the green? Once again
there is no suggestion of paying attention
to these shirkers, but if working men be-come discontented with their pay and leave
the job, they immediately incur the wrath
of the Government to the extent set down
in the legislation we are considering.

if the Government were sincere in this
matter, I could make some suggestions
that might bear fruit. Why not do some-

thing about the British Medical Associa-
tion? A few weeks ago, a close relative
of mine was suffering acute agony on a
Wednesday night and found it -necessary
to go from doctor to doctor and from
suburb to suburb because no doctors were
available for a consultation on Wednes-
day night.

Only the other day, the wife of a friend
of mine collapsed in the streets of Perth.
She was taken by car to St. George's Ter-
race, where two doctors held a consultation
but, because she had a regular doctor in
her own suburb-who incidentally did not
treat her for the misfortune she suffered
in the street-refused to have anything to
do with her. Through the intervention of
her husband, the woman was ultimately
rushed to hospital, and within a few hours
there were hall-a-dozen doctors round her
in an endeavour to save her life. But
there Is no penalty suggested for people
who do that sort of thing.

The Premier: You are attacking a sec-
tion of the community that probably gives
more honorary service to the people than
does any other.

Mr. GRAHAM: It is easy for the Pre-
mier to attempt to justify certain of 'his
friends.

The Premier: They are good friends to
you, too.

Mr. GRAHAM: The workers are my
friends, any they have built up this coun-
try, yet they are not being shown much
appreciation by the Premier and his col-
leagues in the Bill that is now before us.

The Premier: They have done more
than you have ever done to help the men
who build the roads of this country.

Mr. GRAHAM:, Whom does the Premier
include in that?

The Premier: I say we have done far
more than you have ever done to help the
men who are building the roads of this
country.

Mr. GRAHAM: If the Premier is as con-
fident of himself as he appears to be, he
can appeal to those same people as soon
as he likes, and we will be happy to ac-
commodate him. We will then see how
great is the appreciation of his efforts
on behalf of the workers.

Mr. Grayden: And then your dreams
will come tumbling down.

Mr. GRAHAM: I have illustrated the
attitude of certain members of the E.M.A.,
and, though no one suggests they are all
of that calibre, there should be some means
of dealing with them. The member for
South Fremantle could instance the case
of another type of professional man akin
to the Attorney General. I refer to a firm
of lawyers that muleted a certain worker
to the tune of £100 for certain advice
which the member for South Fremantle
was able to obtain by telephone at a cost
of 3d.
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The Attorney General: He probably got
It from me.

Mr. GRAHAM: There is no thought of
legislation to deal with people of that
sort. Yet the Government seizes the op-
portunity to introduce this brutal meas-
ure against the workers of the State. The
Government has made much of its be-
lated gesture in appointing as mediator
the conciliation commissioner Mr.
Schnaars. I wonder if the Premier knows
what Is the position of Mr. Schnaars. It
has been suggested that that gentleman
has no authority whatever. He has a brief
to hear certain people and make a report.
That report will be submitted to the Presi-
dent of the Arbitration Court for com-
ment and perhaps recommendation. That
report, with comments or recommenda-
tions, will then go to the Government for
determination.

The Attorney General: I do not think
it has to go to the President of the Arbitra-
tion Court.

Mr. GRAHAM: I know that it has.
The Attorney General: You know a

great deal.
Mr. GRAHAM:: I know that. It is a

pity the Attorney General does not know a
bit more about industrial matters.

The Attorney General: I know some-
thing about them.

Mr. Lawrence: Not very much.
Mr. GRAHAM: What I have said in this

regard is perfectly true, as the Attorney
General can ascertain tomorrow. It is
not as though the conciliation commis-
sioner is in fact a mediator or is clothed
with power to make any decisions. What
the Government Is seeking to do is to sell
the workers in this strike a pup and to
make them accept something that is worth
absolutely nothing to them, as the At-
torney General well knows.

Mr. Griffith: Do you know the facts
about the conciliation commissioner?

Mr. GRAHAM: Of course.

Mr. Griffith: You do not know what he
is going to do.

Mr. GRAHAM: Strangely enough, I do.
I do not know what his decision will be,
because he cannot make one.

The Attorney General: You must have
an efficient Gestapo.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Attorney General
should know Perfectly well that Mr.
Schnaars has had a number of consulta-
tions with representatives of the unions
concerned, and representatives of the dis-
putes committee of the A.L.P., and they
have taken the precaution of ascertaining
from him how far he can go in the matter.
There was no secrecy about it, but
through the columns of the Press and in
this Chamber the Premier and his col-
leagues are endeavouring to make much

of a state of affairs which I know does
not exist. Tactics such as they are em-
ploying will cause the striking men to
have an even greater suspicion and dis-
trust of the Government than If it had
made no move whatever.

Hon. A. Rt. G. Hawke: If Mr. Schnaars
has power to make decisions, when is he
going to make them?

The Attorney General: I did not say
that. I said there was no necessity for
him to submit anything to Mr. Justice
Jackson.

Hon. A. Rt. G. Hawke: What powers has
Mr. Schnaars?

The Attorney General: Those of a medi-
ator.

H-on. A. Rt. G. Hawke: And what power
to make decisions?

The Attorney General: None.
Mr. GRAHAM: The Attorney General is

full of confidence and blow, but when
cross-examined his case falls to the ground.
Further, he knows that the conciliation
commissioner is an officer junior to the
President of the Arbitration Court.

The Attorney General: Not in this case.
In this regard he is acting independent
of his ordinary duties. He is not acting
as a conciliation commissioner of the Arbi-
tration Court at all but ats an independent
individual in this regard.

Mr. GRAHAM: I suggest that first thing
tomorrow the Attorney General should en-
deavour to ascertain what he and his Gov-
ermnent have done, as I am convinced
they are unaware of the situation. In his
opening remarks, the Attorney General
suggested that this legislation had its
genesis in the fact that there is com-
munist inspiration and domination in the
industrial sphere in this State. I chal-
lenge the Attorney General, or any other
Minister, to mention to the House a single
union in this State upon the management
committee of which there is a majority
of communists.

Of the officials of unions in this State-
there are over 100 of them-the com-
munists could be numbered on the fingers
of one hand, and yet, as was said the other
evening, this red bogey is very convenient,
and apparently it still appeals to a limited
number of those who comprise the Gov-
ernment or are its supporters. We know,
however, that it is merely a red herring,
and,' as the member for South Fremantle
told us on several occasions, from an in-
dustrial point of view the communist sec-
retary of the Waterside Workers' Federa-
tion is probably without peer in the Com-
monwealth of Australia.

Mr. Yates: Only among the communists
he might be without peer.

Mr. GRAHAM: No, among the Indus-
trialists--the workers. That is something
entirely foreign to the member for South
Perth.
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Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: And how!
Mr. Yates: Foreign to you, not me.
Mr. GRAHAM: There is quite a lot in

the Bill to provide for the taking of secret
ballots, the inference being, of course,
that there is a certain amount of rigging
of ballots in Western Australia: that there
is a falsification of ballots in this State
and that, in fact, secret ballots are not
held. From my knowledge, I cannot think
of one single union in Western Australia
that does not provide for secret ballots in
the election of its officers and committee-
men.

The Attorney General: Then you agree
that it is correct.

Mr. GRAHAM: What is the necessity
for it? Why is there this unwarranted
interference In the Private and domestic
affairs of these organisations?

Mr. Yates: Is the secret ballot always
used?

Mr. Lawrence: Why do you not use one
in your party?

Mr. GRAHAM: I do not know of a single
case where the secret ballot has not been
used. For a period of four years I was
president of the Perth Trades Hall and
I was associated with the organisation in
other capacities for a number of years.
Yet the Government makes out that it has
discovered something which will work
miracles. It is nothing else but a designed
and calculated insult directed towards
decent unions who are running their busi-
ness entirely satisfactorily and as well as
any unions in other parts of the world.
The Attorney General did not even attempt
to provide one single example of where
there had been any falsification of ballots
or where there was any need for the pro-
visions that he has inserted in this ne-
farious Bill.

The Attorney General: Of course, I
copied them mostly from Dr. Evatt's pro-
posals.

Hon. J. T. Tonkin: No, you did not.
The Attorney General: Yes, I did.
Hon. J. T. Tonkin: Only some of them.
The Attorney General: Some of them-

the majority.
Hon. J. T. Tonkin: You said, "mostly":

a big difference.

Mr. GRAHAM: Whatever the necessity
for certain types of legislation in other
States in respect to industrial unions,
surely we are agreed that there is a totally
different setup in Western Australia.

Mr. Hutchinson; Until the Eastern
States organisers come across.

Mr. Grayden: What about the Seamen's
Union?

Mr. GRAHAM: Which, of course, is
utterly absurd. There is a case of another
Tory member whose experience of in-

lag

dustrialism. is exactly nil, and he knows it.
He sits there and interjects with the voice
of authority. I wonder how many times
he has been associated with an industrial
dispute. I wonder how many times he
has played a part in the formation of a
union or the conduct of its business. I
wonder, In short, what he knows of an
industrial organisation. He certainly
would not have the knowledge of those
associated with the Australian Labour
party.

Mr. Hutchinson: You had better go and
learn something.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The member for
Cottesloe knows more about the Millions
Club.

Mr. Hutchinson: The member for Cot-
tesloe wishes he did.

Mr. GRAHAM: Members will recall that
I read out the specific penalties that are
provided under so many headings in the
Bill we are considering. I did not use
extravagant language when I said that
the Bill was vicious and savage; that waE
precisely what I meant. In yesterday
morning's paper I read where a certain
individual was fined £5 for speeding at
55 to 60 miles an hour in Stirling highway,
Cottesloe. If ever there was a person set-
ting himself out to take human life, it waw
that individual. But the penalty is only
£5! I ask members to contrast that with
the savage penalties laid down in this
Bill. There is one further example from
the same column of the same paper.

The Attorney General: You know that
that is not the maximum penalty that
could have been imposed.

Mr. GRAHAM: It states that three mer
were convicted of speeding past the staUf
school in Albany Highway, Cannington
A certain individual, whose name is given
was fined £5 for having driven past th(
school, at 12.15 p.m. on the 28th April,
at 50 miles an hour. Thiere were probably
hundreds of school kiddies surging about
both inside and outside the schoolgrounds
at that time.

Mr. Grayden: -What is the maximum foi
that offence?

Mr. GRAHAM: And £5 was the penalty
inflicted!

Mr. Grayden: And what is the maxi-
mum?

Mr. GRAHAM: I cannot tell the hon
member offhand.

Mr. Grayden: The Arbitration Court doei
not inflict the maximum penalty on every
occasion.

Mr. GRAHAM: I notice that the Arbitra-
tion Court imposed a penalty of £500 or
two unions for their first offences.

Mr. Moir: The maximum penalty.
Mr. Lawrence: Not the minimum.
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Mr. Grayden: They judge it on its
seriousness.

The Premier: It did not have much
effect.

Mr. GRAHAM: It was 500 good pounds
taken from the workers.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: It had a bad effect,
a very bad effect.

Mr. GRAHAM: It will be appreciated
that when somebody exposes hundreds of
kiddies to being maimed or killed, £5 is
the penalty. But a union Is fined the maxi-
mum of £500. But perhaps there is some
reason for it. The President of the Arbi-
tration Court. as I think most members
know, was previously the advocate of the
Employers' Federation. Surely that in it-
self-

The Premier: A pretty dirty insinuation,
is it not!

Mr. Grayden: Typical!
Mr. GRAHAM: I am not making an

insinuation: I am making a statement
based on historical fact, which is entirely
different from the filthy aspersions cast by
the Premier himself last Thursday after-
noon when he said that the leaders of this
strike are communists. He knows perfectly
well that they are not communists.

The Attorney General: Are not Rowe
and Wilson communists?

The Premier: It is not right to talk dis-
paragingly of the Judiciary.

Mr. GRAHAM: I made no criticism of
him. I merely stated his antecedents.

Mr. Grayden: The inference was there.
Mr. GRAHAM: It is all very well for

the member for Nedlands and the Premier
to talk like that. The Premier, the Leader
of the Government, did not make an in-
ference, but a direct statement against
working men, Of course that is all right;
the Premier is lily white and pure. I have
never heard of such hypocrisy and humbug.

Mr. Grayden: What about Evatt de-
fending the communists?

Mr. GRAHAM: Does not the hon. mem-
ber believe in British justice?

Mr. Grayden: I do.
Mr. GRAHAM: I consider that even a

Liberal is entitled to fair trial. All this
red talk is merely designed to try to lead
me astray. I say to you, Mr. Speaker.
and it can be published anywhere, that
the real enemies of Australia are the mem-
bers of the Liberal Party and not the com-
munists.

Members: Hear, hear!
The Premier: You are a brave man and

ready to fight the Liberal Party.
Mr. Lawrence: Too right!
Mr. GRAHAM: At any time.
The Premier: There is no powder and

shot there.

R on. A.R.CG. Hawke: A lot of powder.
Mr. GRAHAM: A lot of gas generated

by something.
Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member must

get back to the Bill.
Mr. GRAHAM: And ably dispensed by

its offcial organ, "The West Australian",
which is most one-sided In its comments
on this Chamber. However, to proceed
with the Bill.

The Premier: Hear, hear!
Mr. GRAHAM: I thought I was pro gres-

sing quite nicely until the Premier and
some of his lesser lights so rudely inter-
rupted me. I can assure members that I
will be much more brief if members oppo-
site can learn the happy knack of being
quiet while I speak.

Mr. Griffth: You never Interject, do
you?

Mr. GRAHAM: Some of the inane re-
marks that come from the member for
Canning make it impossible for any self-
respecting member to contain himself.
With regard to the provision stating that
a union shall supply a list of all sorts of
details to the registrar, once again I won-
der if the Government has any conception
of what that would entail in an organisa-
tion such as the Shop Assistants' Union,
for instance, which has a membership of
something in the vicinity of 6,000, and
which, in addition to maintaining its own
records, would have to provide a duplicate
copy to the registrar and then, after three
months, send along a supplementary list
with deletions and additions.

In that union there is a changeover of
membership of from 1,000 t6 2,000 persons
every year. People enter the union and
then leave for many different reasons,
mainly because there are so many female
employees who are members of the union
and so many juniors. Therefore this pro-
vision proposes to impose a tremendous
burden on that Organisation if it Is to keep
up the supply of all that meticulous de-
tail, which is required under the pro-
visions of the Bill,

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Where is the
Government going to store all this paper?

Mr. GRAHAM: That also might be a
fair question.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The Government
probably proposes to build some store on
an "A" class reserve in which to house
it.

Mr. GRAHAM: The unions are also
asked to supply accounts, in proper form,
receipts, payments and other information
which, unless set out in great detail, would
be meaningless to the registrar. Then
again the registrar may also ask for what-
ever other records he may desire. I do
not know whether that is meant to in-
clude the minutes of the union, Its corres-
pondence and other information, or what.
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I am just wondering what information
does belong to a union or whether certain
officials can be constantly stickybeaklng
into the domestic affairs of an industrial
organisation. I only wish that the Bill
was a little more embracing to take in the
activities of the Liberal Party, because I
would like to see where some of the money
comes from to continue its activities.

Mr. Grayden: We may say the same
about your party.

Mr. McCulloch: I wonder who would
do the rat catching?

Mr. GRAHAM: Attention has already
been drawn to the fact that the Attorney
General-as we would expect of him-has
made provision for the members of the
legal fraternity to thrust themselves upon
the Arbitration Court and, of course, if
the employers who have plenty of money
engage legal luminaries, it becomes more
or less essential for the unions to do like-
wise. Accordingly a heavy burden will be
imposed upon them when they make their
appearance in the Arbitration Court.

I am rather amazed at the attitude of
the Attorney General when he says that
the court may make an order as to the
costs, including the expenses of witnesses
and the fees of legal practitioners. A
special mention for them! There is no
special mention of other costs that might
be incurred by the industrial union con-
cerned. but these legal gentlemen, by all
means, may have an order made for them
by the court to ensure that they get their
pound of flesh. More solicitude is shown
for the lawyers than anyone else men-
tioned in this legislation.

Further I am interested to notice that
it is provided that the registrar can do all
sorts of things as to the holding of a
ballot, notwithstanding that they are con-
trary to the rules of the union concerned.
In other words, even the rules of the
organisation which are registered in the
Arbitration Court can be ignored by the
registrar in the taking of one of these
ballots. What a stupid and utterly ridicu-
lous state of affairs that is. In the Bill
itself the ballot would not be invalid even
if contrary to the rules of the union.

This legislation affects far more people,
of course, than merely the workers or
members of trades unions because it states,
"a person who takes part In a strike com-
mits an offence." What are some of the
possibilities of a strike as defined? The
new interpretation of a "strike" set out
in this Bill reads-

A cessation or limitation of work
or a refusal to work by a worker act-
ing in combination or under a com-
mon understanding with another
worker or person;

Let us take the example of two innocent
girls who perhaps have hitchhiked their
way to this State. They secure employ-
ment in a certain establishment and after

being here for a month or two in orde
to gain sufficient money to pass on IV
another destination, they act in combina
tion or under a common understandin
with one another that, as from the fol
lowing payday, they will cease work fo
the purpose of moving on. They then be
come strikers and, accordingly, becom
subject to the savage penalties of thi
proposed legislation.

It even goes further than that. If thes
two girls have finished their employment
having given proper notice, and are walk
Ing down the street and some other em
ployer offers them a job in his office-tb
girls being office workers-and they re
fuse to accept that employment becaus
they want to continue on their way, the
commit an offence because this relevan
clause says--

a refusal or neglect to offe
for 'or 'accept employment in the in
dustry in which he is usually em
ployed by a person acting in com
bination or under a common under
standing with another worker o
person.

Therefore, under two counts, under th
provisions of this particular legislatior
these two girls can be prosecuted unles
and until the Arbitration Court, in all it
dignity. declares the cessation or refuse
to work not to be a strike. That, fantasti
as it sounds, Is one of the provisions c
this terrible Bill before us now.

There is another provision, exceedingi
wordy, which sets out that where it ar
pears likely to the court that an act c
circumstance will occur and as a resul
there is or will be caused, or a contribu
tion made to, an occurrence or a strik
then certain penalties are imposed. Whe
does that mean? If workers have a genuir
grievance and are called together in tli
lunch hour by the shop steward, then the
steward or anybody else is guilty of a
offence because there is a certain actc
circumstance committed which would t
likely to cause or contribute to the occui
rence of a strike, because nobody can so
where it is likely to lead.

Further than that, if an employer vic
timises certain of his employees and tl
workers seek to discuss that particule
grievance, they, too, can incur the di!
pleasure of this shocking piece of legt!
lation-if ever It becomes law. Those si
not fancies of my imagination because an
member of the House can read the pr(
visions contained in the Bill and th
means, of course, that the workers
Western Australia can be bound hand an
foot, making it impossible for them i
consult and deliberate on even the mo
genuine grievance from which they me
be suffering. of course, that is what th
Government wants. So all in all, if
has been possible to follow me in tb
somewhat broken speech, because of ti
circumstances, then you will agree M

19



(ASSEMBLY.]

Speaker, that legislation such as this
should not be tolerated. I suggest that it
will be Passed for either of two reasons:
Firstly because of the inherent hatred of
Tories towards the working class or, to be
more kind, because reactionary members,
the supporters of this Government, have
not read or studied or understood the Hill
we are considering.

But from whatever aspect this proposed
legislation is considered and pondered
upon, we come to the conclusion that it
warrants only one decision, and that is
the sooner it is disposed of, the better and
the less chance there will be of its having
an opposite effect to that which is desired
and thus giving to the workers, if they
biave never had it before, a genuine griev-
ance against tyrannical legislation.

MR. HUTCHINSON (Cottesloe) [9.51]:
1 rise to support the Bill for several
'*easons. I believe it would be beneficial
:o the people of this State and also had
.t been on the statute book earlier, it
3ossibly would have prevented the pre-
lent strike.

Mr. Lawrence: What did you put it off
'or?

Mr. HUTCHINSON: I cannot hope to
!mulate the dramatic speech put for-
ward by the member for East Perth; nor
lo I intend to copy his screaming of class
iatred-

Mr. Graham: Which you have demon-
;trated in this legislation you are sup-
iorting.

Mr. HUJTCHINSON: -when in reply to
kmild interjection the hon. member with
iview to making a big hit, hurled across

,he word "Tory" at me. I suppose he
hought that I should chafe and smart at
,hat name. The word "Tory", however, is
Ln anachronism and has no bearing what-
;oever. I am at variance, indeed I am
liametrically opposed, to the view of the
nember for East Perth when he acclaims
he speech made by the Leader of the
)pposition on the suspension motion and
lerides that of the Premier. I feel the
'remier's words were very well chosen.

Mr. Graham: Certainly very well re-
lotted.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: They were very
ogical and most clear indeed. On the
ther hand, I feel the effort of the Leader

if the Opposition was unlike the usual
yell-ordered speech he makes.

Mr. Lawrence: You will get on.
Mr. HUTCHINSON: I have no doubt

.bout that, but I am sincere in what I say.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: You won't get on

vith me.
Mr. HUTCHINSON: I dare say I will

et on when I say this: In the past I have
dmired the Leader of the Opposition for
he way he hat presented his speeches, but
a this case I am at variance with the

member for East Perth because the Leader
of the Opposition was unhappy with his
speech for quite a long time indeed. The
principle part of his speech on that oc-
casion was hung on one peg, and that peg
was a very feeble one on which to hang
such a lengthy argument. It was that the
Premier refused to allow the two local
union leaders in this State to confer with
the State Disputes Committee of the
A.L.P. and himself. The member for East
Perth also said that It is fantastic in this
democracy of ours for two girls who have
come across on a hitch-hiking tour and
after spending some time here decide to
leave on a Friday after work, to be told
that they are on strike. Of all the
remarks I have heard from the member
for East Perth, that is the worst.

Mr. Graham: Have you read the Bill?
Mr. HUTCHINSON: I have, and that

cannot be read into it.
Mr. Lawrence: Then you do not under-

stand it.
Mr. HUTCHINSON: The principal

feature about this Bill is that it
strengthens the Arbitration Court. Its
provisions are merely couched so that the
Arbitration Court has greater powers to
deal with strikes. That this is necessary
is, I feel sure, the belief of the great ma-
jority in this State. I further believe
that law-abiding unions and unionists
have really nothing at all to fear from
this legislation. Both sides of the House
agree, and have taken pains to make the
statement of that they do agree, with the
principle of arbitration. They believe
that it is the ultimate answer to indus-
trial disputes. I do not think anyone
will dispute that statement.

If, however, the Arbitration Court finds
itself powerless or unable to deal with
disputes and handle them effectively, it
appears to me to be sheer logic that
powers should be granted to it. This is
just what the Bill before us endeavours
to do. So I feel it should be supported
as a measure which is designed in the
best interests of this State. The clause
of the Bill which defines strikes has
given the Leader of the Opposition quite
a deal of concern when he suggests-and
I am trying to carry the meaning of his
words--that it will lead to the regimenta-
tion of workers. I do not agree. I feel
that the Leader of the Opposition may be
likened to one of Shakespeare's charac-
ters-

Mr. Graham: Not "Clutterbuck"?
Mr. HUTCHINSON: I think the mem-

ber for East Perth had better check up on
his literature. As I said, the Leader of the
Opposition may be likened to one of
Shakespeare's characters who saw "books
in the running brooks and sermons in
stones' but, unlike that character, in-
stead of seeing good in everything he is
seeing possible evil in everything. At the
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present time, men may be sacked for re-
fusing to work on the jobs given them,
so there is nothing new iD this Bill.

Mr. Lawrence: Why do You not leave
it as it is in the Act?

-Mr. HUTfCHINSON: Of course there is
the paragraph which enables the court to
rule that a refusal to work need not mean
a strike. It is as follows:-

Unless and until in any
case the court declares the
cessation, limitation, refusal
not to be a strike.

particular
particular
or neglect

The stronger measures which deal with
fines are, I feel, overdue. Penalties are
necessary on many occasions, therefore
they should fit the cases concerned.
We find that in football administration-
and football is almost as topical as the
Arbitration Act.

Mr. Graham: Why the comparison?

Mr. HUTCHINSON: I shall draw the
comparison.

Mr. Graham: Men's livelihood as against
a Saturday afternoon sport!

Mr. HUTCHINSON: If the hon. member
will bear with me, T shall draw a com-
parison.

Mr. Lawrence: He knows something
about football, but nothing about men's
livelihood.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: In football admin-
istration, there is a properly constituted
protests and disputes board, and any dis-
pute between players may be taken to the
board. When a club lodges a protest, the
case is heard by the board, and it is inter-
esting to note that all the decisions are
final, irrespective of whether one of the
parties feels that there has been an im-
justice. This does not happen in the in-
dustrial sphere at present. If some of the
unions feel that a decision of the court is
not right, they disregard it. Either they
go on strike or stay on strike. Why I
have drawn the comparison is that the
footballers can abide by the decision of the
board, but in what should be the saner
sphere of industry and commerce, that is
not so.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: We have football
umpires on strike.

Mr. HUTCHIN4SON: Unless the Arbitra-
tion Court is strengthened, as it will be by
the passing of this Bill, we may as well do
away with it and revert to the law of the
jungle. The provision for secret ballots
is a necessary and democratic one. In
conclusion, I hope that the Bill will be
passed, as it will protect the public from
industrial aggression. Furthermore, much
of this Bill, as has been mgnrtioned. has
been based on Commonwealth legislation
sponsored by both Liberal and Labour Gov-
ernments.

MR. LAWRENCE (South Fremantle:
(10.3]: With the member for East Peril
and various other speakers, I wish tA
raise my voice in protest against the man
ner in which the Government is dealint
with this most important Bill. It is oni
of the longest measures that has been pre
sented to Parliament for a considerabli
time and we have had no opportunit3
whatever to study it. I have spent man3
hours considering its provisions and sc
have the Leader of the Opposition anc
other members on this side of the House
but we have been able to make onlyE
cursory examination of its contents.

Mr. Grayden: If You had more time
would you support it?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I am not suggesting
for one moment that we would oppose
every Part of the BiUl, because we have
given some consideration to the more im.
portant provisions. I guarantee, however
that, no members on the back benches or
the Government side have studied the Bill
and probably they had no say on its pro.
visions when it was being drawn up.

Mr. Grayden: And you would be wrong
as usual.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Yet they are pre-
pared to rise In their places and probabb5
without having examined the measure
support it. I should like the Premier ot
the Attorney General to tell us why the
Government is acting in this way. because
such action creates a suspicion In my mind
and in the minds of trade unionists as tc
why it has adopted this course. I do not
hear any answer to my request fromi
Ministers. Last session the Government
brought down a Bill to amend the Act,
and apparently, because there was such
a violent reaction, the Attorney General
junked it and withdrew the measure.
Yet, during the same session the red bogey
was raised many times.

Why did not the Government carry on
with the Bill on that occasion? Why has
there been no action until now, when.
without warning to members of the Opposi-
tion, the Government is trying to steam-
roller this Bill through without giving us
adequate time to study it? That is not
only disgraceful. on the part of the Gov-
ernment; it is a slur on members on this
side of the House. I trust that in future
the Government will refrain from acting
in ths manner.

I cannot agree with members on the
Government side as to the primary object
of the Bill and as to its being in the best
interests of the State. I consider such
contentions pure humbug. Can the
Attorney General inform me whit need
exists for rushing this legislation through,
or must I answer It myself? I say it
represents a deliberate attack on the metal
trades unions Involved in the present dis-
pute.

19:
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Hon. A. R. G. Hawke; Also an attempt
by the Government to cover up its in-
eptitude to settle the strike.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I have a suspicion-
and I am entitled to entertain it-that
the Government has permitted this strike
to continue at the instigation of the Em-
ployers' Federation so that it could bring
down this insidious legislation. Is that
right or wrong? There can be no doubt
about its being right if there is no re-
sponse from the Government side.

Mr. Grayden: A very solid argument!
Mr. LAWRENCE: Members of the trade

union movement that come under the
State Arbitration Act entertain the same
suspicion, and consequently the Govern-
ment. instead of bettering the position,
will only make it worse. Future events
will prove that conclusively, I fear.

Mr. Griffith: How about telling us the
procedure that should be adopted by a
union requiring an amendment to its
award; you know, the question which I
asked you before and which you said you
would answer on the Address-In-reply.
Tell us now!

Mr. LAWRENCE: I shall come to that.
Mr. Griffith: I am anxious to hear.
Mr. LAWRENCE: Then the hon. mem-

ber should sit tight and not run away.
Mr. Griffith: I shall not run away.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I repeat my conten-
tion-and I believe it is correct-that this
legislation was brought down specifically
to deal with the metal trades stoppage.
Because of the Government's ineptitude to
handle the matter-I will explain later
how it could have done so-it has brought
in this legislation, which will affect all
other trade unions, including those that
have never been on strike since they have
been in existence. This legislation will
affect them.

Mr. Yates: Only if they break the law.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is true. But the
feeling against this type of legislation in
the industrial movement today is such that
it will cement much more firmly the bond
of friendship of those who are connected
with the industrial movement in Western
Australia. Opposition to this sort of trash
will be much stronger than in the past.
We are not going to be suppressed, and
legislation like this will not suppress us.
We can be just as determined as the Gov-
ernment: have no doubt of that!

Parts of this Bill make me fear that
the industrial peace which this State has
enjoyed for many years will be badly up-
set; because if any one union is attacked
under this legislation the effect will be
that other unions will come in behind it
and, instead of having one union out, we
shall have the spectacle of 10 or 12 unions.
and maybe all of them, out on strike In

revolt against this sort -of legislation. If
Government supporters wish for that, they
will vote for this Bill.

We have heard His Excellency the Gov-
ernor praise the trade unions of Western
Australia for their co-operation in in-
dustry and the happy state of affairs that
has existed in this State. Prior to that.
at the opening of the last Parliament, I
heard His Excellency the Lieut.-Governor
also praise the efforts of the trade
unions for industrial peace and co-opera-
tion with employers. In return for that.
the only thanks the Government can give
to the workers of this State Is the intro-
duction of a Bill that will absolutely
cripple them and make them pawns of the
Arbitration Court and of the employers.
As the member for Cottesloe said a few
minutes ago, the Bill is designed to
strengthen the Arbitration Court against
strikers, against workers. But he never
said anything about strengthening it
against lock outs, against the Employers'
Federation.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Hardly!I
Mr. LAWRENCE: Peculiarly enough. r

notice that in the clause that deals with
the definition of "strike," the Attorney
General has not included any reference to
lockouts. He has left the position exactly
as It is in the Act. Why? Because he is
making a deliberate attack upon the work-
ers. If he is impartial, why does he not
place some restrictions on the employers?

Mr. Grayden: Are lockouts a' serious
problem at present?

Mr. LAWRENCE: My word! Too true!
I will give an example of what has hap-
pened in the last month in connection with
the plaster pool of Western Australia. At
the Chandler mill, 100 men have been put
off because the plaster pool, the employers,
grouped together and said, "You shall not
have any plaster, any gypsum." Perforce,
that mill had to close down, and off went
100 men. Is that not a lockout?

The Minister for Lands: That is not true.
Mr. LAWRENCE: Let the Minister

check up.
The Minister for Lands: There is no

need to check up.
Mr. LAWRENCE: I say it is true.
The Minister for Lands: You tell the

truth.
Mr. LAWRENCE: I am doing so.
The Minister for Lands: You are not.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Minister is so
dogmatic that he still thinks he is right.
He seldom is right, and now he is wrong
again.

Mr. Grayden: Any appeal to the Arbitra-
tion Court?

Mr. LAWRENCE: We find that on ac-
count of the way the Bill has been drafted,
whether intentionally or not I do not know.
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there is such a Wride interference with
bodies--and the word is specifically men-
tloned--of any type, and here I might
gain the interest of the member for Moore,
that the farmers' association could be
affected under this measure. As a matter
of fact, I think the Red Cross society
could be brought in. Any ALP. body
could be brought In.

Mr. Yates: Any S.P. bookmakers, too.
Mr. LAWRENCE: The hon. member

would know more about that than I.
Mr. Yates: They could be brought in,

and the Turf Club, too.
Mr. LAWRENCE: That is probably true.

That is how wide the Bill is. Do mem-
bers think it is right that S.F. bookmakers
should be brought before the Arbitration
Court of Western Australia?

Mr, Grayden:, Yes. Make them pay out
on a few winners!

Mr. LAWRENCE: Peculiarly enough.
these societies or bodies do not have to
go on strike. The Red Cross Society would
only have to provide a meal for a striker.
The Red Cross Society would only have
to say, "You are out on strike. We be-
lieve this legitimate, and we shall supply
you with three meals a day." The society
would then be guilty of abetting a strike
and, under this Measure, could be prose-
cuted. What this Bill says in effect is, "If
anybody is on strike, let him die in the
gutter. Let him starve."1

Mr. Yates: I think you are wrong there.
Mr. LAWRENCE: The hon. member does

not know how to think.
Mr. Yates: It is your interpretation, not

mine or that of anybody on this side.
Mr. LAWRENCE: Does the hon. mem-

ber know to what part of the 'Bill I refer?
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Of course he does

not!
Mr. Yates: Read it out. There is noth-

ing in the Bill to say that the Red Cross
or any other organisation cannot help
strikers.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Bill refers to "any
bodies"- If the Red Cross Society is not a
body, I will eat my words and apologise.

Mr. 'Yates: No one would penalise an
organisation for giving food to anybody,
whether he was a striker or not.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Then why have it in
the Bill?

Mr. Yates: It is not.
Mr. LAWRENCE: Of course it is, and

the hon. member knows it! It is 9all so
camouflaged and so wide In meaning that
by interpretation it could cover anybody.
except probably the Government. I want
to dwell on what this strike has meant
to the State. The repercussions have been
terrific. That was evident from the
answers that the Premier gave to ques-

tions the other night. The cost to the
general public has probably been pretty
high. To put a figure to it is very hard,
I should say. The cost to the State's
economy must have been terrific, too, be-
cause the Deputy Premier told us that the
railways had already lost £750,000 since
the strike began. I want members on the
Government side to take into considera-
tion, too, the effect that this strike has
had on the men who are on strike. Does
any member on the Government side think
that men go on strike purely because they
want to do so?

Take an example. A man with three
or four kiddies and a wife has a job
that returns him £14 a week. He is living
comfortably and doing reasonably well.
He gets a little bit of enjoyment out of
life by going to the pictures and having
a few glasses of ale, etc. This man's feel-
ings are upset by certain decisions against
which he has no appeal. So to protect
his inherent rights, as he thinks, he pro-
tests, and the only form of protest he can
make, because he cannot appeal to the
Arbitration Court, is to cease work.

He goes on strike and for one week does
not feel the repercussion badly on the
family budget, but at the end of two or
three weeks he starts to feel the pinch.
But, Mr. Speaker, the members of these
particular unions have been on strike for
over five months. Just imagine how they
are getting on! Probably the few hundred
pounds they have been able to put aside
-those fortunate enough to have been able
to do it-have dwindled away, but because
of the unjust treatment these men are
still prepared to struggle for their rights.

Mr. Griffith: What solution can you
off er?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I will come to It. The
Premier knows all about that one. It
must be apparent to all that these men
have an argument. They have had meet-
ings weekly, but they are adamant in their
attitude that they must have justice.

The Attorney General: Their fellow
colleagues in the Eastern States were of
a different opinion. They went back to
work, did they not?

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is not so. It is
a lie.

The Attorney General: Are there any
metal trade workers on strike in the East?

Mr. LAWRENCE: Has the Attorney
General met the men from the Eastern
States?

The Attorney General: I have met men
from the Eastern States.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Who are they?
The Attorney General: I have met as

many as you. Whom have you met?
Mr. LAWRENCE: Do not answer the

question by asking one! . The men in the
East have been referred to by the Attorney
General and the Premier as communists,

195
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and they would not talk to them. Now
the Attorney General tells us, with that
bland smile of his, that he has spoken
to more of them than I have.

The Premier: You know that I met
Mr. Cranwell and Mr. Monek on several
occasions.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Premier did not
make the statement that he had met
them. That was the Attorney General.
I cannot place any credence in the At-
torney General's statement. Now, because
of the ineptitude of the Government, we
must consider the future when the strike
is settled. Heaven only knows how long
it will take our railways to get into opera-
tion again. No one, not even the Premier,
can convince me that the problem is in-
soluble. The Government side knows as
well as I do that this matter could have
been settled many months ago. That is
where the suspicion is arising in my mind.
If the Opposition had been occupying the
Government benches, these men would
have been back at work long before this.

Mr. Orayden: With double the margin.
Mr. LAWRENCE: I will explain that.

Mr. Griffith: You now have four things
to explain.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is true. I have
plenty of time. It is only about half
past 10 now. Let us consider just what
has happened. These unions were brought
before the Arbitration Court which, in its
wisdom-if we can call it wisdom-made
one of the most horrible mistakes that
has ever been made in industrial cases in
this State. The Attorney General admits
that. The court deregistered the two
unions-a fatal error. In effect it said
to them, "Get out of the room. You are
finished with this court. Henceforth there
can be no discussions between the court
and you. Out you go."

Mr. McCulloch: And it robbed them of
£500.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Yes, the court told
them to leave that sum behind. This is
proven by an article in "The West Aus-
tralian" the other morning ascribed to Mr.
Abbott.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The Attorney
General.'

Mr. LAWRENCE: The article is as
follows:-

"A new section was to be inserted
in the Act," said Mr. Abbott, "giving
the court authority to suspend or
cancel for such a period as it con-
siders fit all or any terms of an award
where a union had contravened the
Act or an award."

Note this-
'This provision would be available

to the court as an alternative to de-
registration."

These words leave no doubt in my mind
that the Attorney General and his col-
leagues have now awakened to the fact
that the court made a horrible, fatal mis-
take. What it did when It deregistered
the unions was to put them out of court.
They do not now come within the ambit
of the State Industrial Arbitration Act,
so there can be no talks between the court
and the striking unions, That being so.
how can there be conciliation? It is like
having an argument within one's own
home when the wife locks herself in the
bedroom and the husband locks himself
in the wash-house and both refuse to come
out. How then can there be a reconcilia-
tion? The position is exactly the same.

The Attorney General: Why, have you
found It rather difficult?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I usually get into the
refrigerator. I wish to point out that that
was the first mistake made, and as a result
of it no talks took place. Weeks and
months went by, and the Government
never raised a finger to do anything. Not
one iota of effort was directed by the
Government of the day at settling the dis-
pute. In answer to the query as to how
it could be settled, it must have been quite
obvious to the learned Attorney General
-especially learned in the Bill for which
he is responsible-that if a mediator had
been appointed many months ago, he could
have gone to the unions and said, "Look
here. what about applying for re-registra-
tion? "

Then the Government could have ap-
proached the State Arbitration Court and
used its good graces to have re-registra-
tion granted. I am positive that the court
would then have re-registred both the
A.E.U. and the boilermakers. The case
could then have come before the court
and the Government. under Section 68 of
the Act, could have intervened and taken
over the impending dispute in the interests
of the Public. It could then have set up
a board and made recommendations back
to the court, but it had neither the brains
nor the desire to do that.

The Premier: We certainly had no de-
sire to override the Arbitration Court.

Mr. LAWRENCE: There was no need
to do that. I referred to Section 68.

The Premier: And set up another tri-
bunal to give consideration to decisions al-
ready given?

Mr. LAWRENCE: It would not have been
interfering with the processes of the court.

The Premier: We would not do that.
Mr. LAWRENCE: All that was neces-

sary was to get the unions re-registered,
let the case come before the Arbitration
Court and then take action under Section
68, which would not be in the Act if it
was going to interfere with the processes
of the court. In that way the Government
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could have taken over the handling of the
dispute, but it refused to do that. That
raises further suspicions in my mind. They
were frightened of the communists. The
member for Blackwood, in his impassioned
speech in support of the Bill tonight,
nominated the ban on Dutch shipping. I
deplore his ignorance on this matter. This
is a State Act and refers only to the State,
and I would point out that there was never
in Western Australia any ban on Dutch
shipping.

The Attorney General: It affected the
member for Blackwood, fighting at the
front, and he remembers it.

Mr. LAWRENCE: It never came from
this State.

The Attorney General: It didn't?
Mr. LAWRENCE: Did somebody bleat

just then? This affects only Western Aus-
trala, which did not have a ban on Dutch
shipping.

The Attorney General: But your union
did.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Fremantle branch
of the Waterside Workers' Federation did
not have a ban on Dutch shipping. Pecu-
liarly, the hon. member introduced an-
other communist-inspired strike-on the
coalfields of New South Wales-probably
run by communists in Western Australia.

The Attorney General: I would not know
about that.

Mr. LAWRENCE: How can I1 follow such
arguments and how can we have any faith
in them?

Mr. Grayden: The Chifley Government
labelled it a communist strike.

Mr. LAWRENCE: This talk of com-
munists has become a phobia with mem-
bers on the Government side.

Mr. Orayden: The Chifley Government
called it a communist-inspired strike.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Very well. I will
agree that It was a communist-inspired
strike, but what had that to do with any
trade union coming within the ambit of
the State Arbitration Court?

Mr. Grayden: There have been a lot
of Federal matters introduced by the mem-
bers of the Opposition side.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Was the strike on the
Collie coalfields led by communists? Was
there any strike led by communists in the
Shop Assistants' Union, which also comes
within the ambit of this Act? I do not
think members on the Government side
of the House can tell me where, in the
last five years, there has been one corn-
munist-inspired strike in this State. I
challenge them to nominate one, and if
they can nominate it they can prove it
privately to me later.

The Attorney General: The present
strike is communist-inspired.

Mr. LAWRENCE: When the Attotney
General interjected while the member for
Blackwood was on his feet, I asked him
to prove that the strike in this State was
communist-inspired.

The Attorney General: It is controlled
by two communists.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That cannot be
proved.

The Attorney General: Yes, It can.
Mr. Grayden: You could not disprove it.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I do not have to dis-
prove something that does not exist.

The Attorney General: What about the
Federal controlling body of the striking
union?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I know this-
Mr. Grayden: He will not answer that.
Mr. LAWRENCE: I know that the East-

ern States would be very happy if this
strike were off tomorrow.

The Minister for Lands: You beaut!
Mr. LAWRENCE: I. am a beaut. At

least I have the courage of my convictions
-and will tell the truth.

Mr. J. Hegney: The Government does
not want the strike off.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Of course not, or it
would have taken the action I have sug-
gested months ago.

The Attorney General: Mr. Gibson does
not suggest that.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Do you, Mr. Speaker,
believe that Mr. Gibson wants to keep his
men out of employment?

The Attorney General: I am sure he
has no say in it. I think Mr. Wilson and
Mr. Rowe are the men concerned.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I know more about
this subject than the Attorney General
could ever expect to know. I have been
to meetings of the metal trades strikers
-not while they have made decisions-
and I know many of them personally. I
have gone to some that I know are reput-
able and honest citizens-men who were
away fighting for the country like the
member for Blackwood, and many of whom
were probably away longer than some
members of this House-and they have
told me that until they get justice they,
individually, will not return to their old
employment. That is the feeling of a con-
siderable number of them. What has the
Attorney General to say to that? It is
a wonder he never called them com-
munists.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: I think you have
him clean bowled this time.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I do not know whether
the Attorney General has considered this,
but the fallacy of the Present measure lies
in the fact that the action of the Govern-
ment in introducing the Bill aims at* the
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effect and not the cause of the strike.
If the Bill becomes law it will be there
to stay and the Government will have
actually gained nothing as the Bill itself
aims only at vicious punitive measures
against the unions that are on strike. It
has been cleverly camouflaged to conceal
its real intent, and members on the Gov-
ernment side of the House have had the
audacity to suggest that they are intro-
ducing the Bill for the good of the trade
unions. This legislation could put the
trade unions back 100 years.

Mr. McCulloch: That is where they want
them.

Mr. LAWRENCE: And that is something
they will never achieve. In the "Daily
News" of the 6th August, appears the
heading-

Times Have Changed, Says Abbott.
Hon. A. R. G. flawke: What a man!
Mr. LAWRENCE: The article goes on-

Industrial conditions have changed
vastly since the original Industrial
Arbitration Act was passed in 1912
and the Act should be brought up to
date to meet prevailing conditions,,
said Attorney General Abbott in the
Legislative Assembly early today.

If that is not a frank, open admission tha t
this is merely designed to have a crack at
the metal trades unions that are now on
strike, then I have never heard one.

The Attorney General: I copied those
remarks from Dr. Evatt. Maybe I was
wrong.

Mr. LAWRENCE: If he put his head in
the fire, would the Attorney General do
the same?

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Yes.
The Minister for Lands: I think he

would, just to get Evatt's head in the fire.
Mr. LAWRENCE: The article goes on-

He said that today the trade union
movement, which embraced all en-
gaged in recognised callings or in-
dustries, was extremely powerful.

What is the insinuation behind those
words? Does he consider that no trade
union should be powerful and therefore
that excuse is being offered to introduce
this Bill in order to make them weak?
I suggest to the Attorney General that the
economy of this country is based on good,
sound, strong unionism.

The Attorney General: I agree with you,
too.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Then why is the At-
torney General trying to interfere with it?
He states on the one hand that it is too
powerful and on the other hand he is
trying to make out that he agrees with
it.

,Mr. J. Hegney: He is trying to strangle it.

Mr. LAWRENCE: He goes on-
The trade union of today has ad-

vanced to a position where its conduct
was of great Public interest and con-
cern, something hardly recognised 30
years ago.

That shows exactly how much the At-
torney General knows about the struggle
of the worker to advance his cause during
the last 30 years. In fact, it was only one
or two years earlier than that, in the battle
of the barricade, as it was called, on the
Fremantle waterfront, that a man named
Edwards was killed in defence of his right
to prevent scabs from taking his job.
Since that day no scab has ever worked
on the Fremantle waterfront.

Mr. Graham: And never will.

Mr. LAWRENCE: There have been many
bitter struggles over the last 30 years and
there will be more in the next 30 years.
Those struggles will become more bitter
if the Government insists on making this
Bill law. Here is the choice piece of the
article-

Mr. Abbott said that the responsi-
bility of the Arbitration Court, there-
fore, was not only to determine issues
as between employer and employee but
also to ensure Preservation of the pub-
lic's interest on issues before it.

Peculiarly enough, in the interests of the
public, the Attorney General or the Gov-
ernment could have intervened many
months ago under Section 88. So for the
Attorney General to make a statement
like that is pure hypocrisy, because he did
not mean it. The extract continues-

We now had classes of strikes-

The reference is in the plural.
--craftily devised by men whose aim
was not to correct genuine industrial
grievances, but to disrupt industry,
the Attorney General said.

Mr. Graham: Just bunkum!

Mr. LAWRENCE: It is hard to believe
that a person who occupies such an exalted
position as Attorney General-

Mr. Graham: Not for long.
Mr. LAWRENCE: -should have so few

brains as to suggest that. It Is utterly
beyond my comprehension. Then he went
on to say-

The object of the new legislation
was to provide for protection against.
such aggressors and to ensure that
the elections of officers of unions
should take Place Properly and should
express the will of those entitled by
rule to vote.

Mr. Needham: He could not cite a case
where a ballot has been improperly con-
ducted.
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Mr. LAWRENCE: At this stage I chal-
lenge the Attorney General, or anybody
sitting on the Government benches, to tell
me of one union affiliated with the Auis-
tralian Labour Party in this State that
does not, at the moment, have a properly
conducted secret ballot.

Mr. Manning: If that is the case, what
have you to fear from this clause?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I challenge the Gov-ernment side of the House to tell me of
one instance.

Mr. Mculloch: Challenge the Em-
ployers' Federation, too.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Nobody answers and
-the only thing I gain consequently from it
is that there is no answer to it. In other
parts of the Bill we see a deliberate at-
tempt to interfere with the administrative
side of unions. Why. if the ballots for
officers of these unions are conducted on
a proper basis, have those provisions been
included in the Bill? There is only one
reason. The Government wants a tighter
rein and wishes to make these unions the
pawn of the people the Governent rep-
resents-the Employers' Federation.

Mr. Styants: Intimidation mostly.
Mr. LAWRENCE: The unions will resent

that. Where the affairs of a union are
conducted properly, nobody has the right
to come in and interfere. Tonight the
member for Maylands interjected and said
something about Jim Healy, the communist
general secretary of the Waterside Work-
ers' Federation.

Mr. Hoar: The member for Maylands
will say anything.

Mr. LAWRENCE: He cannot help his
own babblings, I suppose. But I can give
an Illustration of how election ballots for
trade unions are carried out in this State.
At our last Federal elections on the water-
front. Mr. Healy was opposed by a Mr.
Alford for the general secretaryship of the
union. A responsible returning officer was
elected and the ballot papers were sent
to him from the Federal office. I will now
set out the procedure followed in the elec-
tion. The ballot papers are initialled and
stamped with the seal of the branch and
a full roll of financial members at that
time is prepared and given to the return-
ing officer. Only the man himself, on pro-
duction of his roster card, can obtain a
ballot paper. He votes and places his
ballot paper in the ballot box which is
right In front of the returning officer.

The ballot is continued for two days--
in this case the Thursday and Friday. On
the Thursday night voting closes at 5 Pm.
and the secretary of the local branch re-
serves a cell at the Fremantle police
station. The ballot box is sealed with
the stamp of the union and is transported
by the returning officer to the Fremantle
police station and lodged in the cell In
front of the returning officer by the in-

spector of police at Fremante. The cell
is locked and the inspector of police keeps
the key. On the Friday night, because
counting does not start until the Monday
mnorning, the ballot boxes are returned,
still sealed, and lodged in the police
station over the week-end. There can be
no fairer method of conducting a ballot.
On the Monday morning when the time
arrives to count the votes, the returning
officer, with the scrutineers present, car-
ries out his duties.

The returning officer finally makes out
his report: the ballot papers are bundled
together, wrapped up and sent by re-
gistered post to the returning officer in
New South Wales. He counts them and
returns to us a check as to whether our
figures are correct or not. Sometimes
there may be one or two votes that can-
not be allowed because they are Informal.

Referring to the interjection by the
member for Maylands, peculiarly enough.
Mr. Healy, who is a communist, was
elected by a five to two majority in the
ballot taken at the port of Fremantle and,
to my knowledge, there is not one com-
munist on the waterfront at the moment.
Therefore all the boloney that we have
heard about a communist-led strike can
be written off as so much rot and the
same thing applies to the A.E.U. and boiler-
makers' strike. The feelings of members
of those organisations; have been outraged
and they have taken this action to defend
their interests. Not even the Premier will
deny that a worker has the right to strike.
That right has been accepted by the em-
ployers and the Employers' Federation.

The Premier: The hon. member wants
the Arbitration Court. conciliation and the
right to strike as well, does he?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I point this out-
The Premier: Answer that!
Mr. LAWRENCE: Quite true!

lieve in the Arbitration Court-
We be-

The Premier: And strike when you do
not agree with the findings of the court.

Mr. LAWRENCE: We believe in strikes
and arbitration and we also believe that
the worker must retain the strike weapon
because it is his last-ditch defence against
the greedy employers.

The Attorney General: Not only the
right to strike, and withdraw labour, but
also the right to Prevent anyone else from
working in the interests of the State.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I see! Then maybe
the Attorney General will explain this to
me: How does it come about, if he insists
that the worker has not the right to strike,
that when the dairy farmers said to the
Government, "If you do not raise the price
of butter we will put our milk down the
drain," the Government gave in.

Mr. McCulloch: It capitulated.
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Mr. LAWRENCE: It capitulated, cer-
tainly, and so the Government should have
capitulated because the dairy farmers
knew what was right and they demanded
their rights and were entitled to do so.
The same situation arose with the wheat
farmers. The wheat farmers threatened
the Government and said, "We will not
Put in wheat If you put the Wheat Stabili-
sation Bill through."

Mr. Perkins: You are talking about some-
thing of which you know nothing.

Mr. LAWRENCE: It was published in
the Press that the wheat farmers would
take action not to put in their crops of
wheat. It was definitely stated in the
Press that there would be a wheat famine
in this State.

Mr. Novell: Was there?
Mr. LAWRENCE: That there would be

a wheat famine in this State.
Mr. Novell: Was there? And did the

milk go down the drain? No, it did not!
Mr. LAWRENCE: I am just repeating

what was stated in the Press.
Mr. Bovell: The fact is that the dairy

farmers did not go out on strike and the
wheat farmers did not stop production.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Is the hon. member
insinuating that the Press was lying? I
am merely saying what was published in
the newspapers. Prior to the war I worked
on a farm for 10s. a week and my tucker
and slept between bags.

The Premier: The hon. member just said
that he wanted to retain arbitration, con-
ciliation and the right to strike when he
is not satisfied with the decision made by
the Arbitration Court. What does the
hon. member think the other side should
have?

Mr. LAWRENCE: They have the same.
and that is why the Government has
a section in the Act to cover lock-
outs. Does the Premier believe that the
employer has not the right to lock-out?

The Premier: There are provisions to
deal with such an employer.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I am not asking the
Premier that. I am asking the Premier
if he believes in the right of the employer
to have a lock-out.

Mr. Orayden: No.
Mr. LAWRENCE: How long has the hon.

member for Nedlands been the Premier?
Will the Premier answer that question? I
will put it to the Premier more positively
so that we may get nearer home. If the
Premier had 1,000 head of big fat cattle-

Mr. J. Hegney: He has more than that!
Mr. LAWRENCE: -nd they were ready

for the market and the Price did not suit
the Premier-and we are pretty short of
meat on the waterfront-

The Premier: There is a bull in the
Chamber somewhere.I

Mr. LAWRENCE: -what would the
Premier say against his own action if he
stated. "Blow the wharfies! They cannot
have my meat except at a certain price."

The Premier: I would not be so callous.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Oh!

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Premier knows
as well as I do that the employer has the
right to lock-out, and the worker has the
right to strike.

Mr. Hoar: The Premier is good on the
"bull."

The Premier: Now will the hon. member
tell us why Western Australia has been
the State selected in which to stage this
strike?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I will come to that.
Hon. A. Rt. 0. Hawke: The Premier is

anxious to get away from the other Point
the hon. member raised.

Mr. LAWRENCE: At this stage I might
point out the action of the breweries.
whereby they said. "If you do not raise
the price of bottled beer, then you will get
none." What action did the Government
take against them?

Mr. Kelly: The same applies to the oil
companies.

Mr. LAWRENCE: When the representa-
tives of the breweries came down to the
Fremantle Workers' Club and told us. "You
will charge the same price as the hotels
charge"-

The Minister for Lands: What has this
got to do with the Bill?

Mr. LAWRENCE: It has a lot to do
with it and it will show what action will
do. We said. "We are not going to accept
that because we believe that the worker
should have the cheapest beer that we can
afford to give him." and the brewery said.
"You will not get any beer." Is not that
a lock-out by an employer? The members
of the Fremantle Workers' Club said, "All
right, you lock our beer out and we will
lock Your goods out."

The Minister for Lands: That is direct
action.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Of course it was direct
action on the part of the breweries, and
it had its result. The breweries capitu-
lated. In regard to the Bill itself, I want
to have my little say about the interpre-
tation of the word "strike". In the prin-
cipal Act we find that a "strike" is defined
as-

"Strike" includes any cessation of
work or refusal to work by any number
of workers acting in combination or
under a common understanding with
a view to compel their employer or to
aid any other workers in compelling
their employer to agree to or accept
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any terms or conditions of employment
or with a view to 'enforce compliance
with any demands made by any work-
ers on any employer:

So in the Act itself at the moment there
is a distinct relationship between the ema-
ployer and the employee. The interpreta-
tion of the word "strike" in this Bill
reads--

-strike" includes-
(i) a cessation or limitation of work

or a refusal to work by a worker
acting in combination or under
a common understanding with
another worker or person.

There is no mention of the employer or
the employee, but there is mention of
"limitation of work." What can the
Attorney General tell us about limitation
of work? If I carried five tons of bricks
yesterday and today being a bit warmer, I
carried only four tons, could that be con-
sidered a limitation of work?

The Minister for Lands: I do not think
you could carry half a ton!

Mr. LAWRENCE:- Do not be so facetious!
I would probably carry a lot more than
the hon. member. The Minister has always
said in this Chamber what a great worker
he has been all his life. I must say that
since he has become a Tory and a bloated
capitalist, he cannot remember the days
when he had to work for a crust. The
Minister should try and think about those
days when he goes to bed tonight and
consider these people whom he is trying
to kick to pieces: it will do him good.

The Minister for Lands:. What -are you
talking about?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I am trying to show
the Minister in his true colours.

The Minister for Lands:, Red, white and
blue!

Mr. LAWRENCE: I do not think there
is much red in it! If the Attorney
General cannot answer the question I have
asked him, I can place only one construc-
tion on it. What it means in effect is that
there would only need to be two persons
in a gang of a hundred who refused to
do a job which might be obnoxious to
them, and they would immediately be con-
sidered to be on strike. The case is not
as suggested by the member for Cottesloe
when he said there is a final paragraph
which reads as follows:-

unless and until In any particular case
the court -declares the particular ces-
sation. limitation, refusal or neglect
not to be a strike.

So they are on strike until the court de-
clares otherwise. It might be a month
but they could still come within the scope
of the penalty provided for in the Bill.
which is £100 and one-tenth of that for
each day that follows. So for each day
they can be fined £10.

if that is not unjust, I do not know
what it is. There can be no doubt that
it is a thinly veiled weapon. As Pointed
out by previous speakers on this side of
the House, if this is thoroughly applied-
and I have no doubt that the court wrnl
apply it, and no doubt whatever that the
Employers' Federation will-it could reach
the stage where it would mean the regi-
mentation of labour, which the people of
Australia decided against in a referendum
some years ago.

The Minister for Lands: That will be
the day!

Mr. LAWRENCE: You're telling me! It
certainly will be the day, when the work-
ers succumb to that sort of thing. The
Attorney General will never see that day.

The Attorney General: Do not talk about
such fanciful things.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Here is another
peculiar thing. Since the definition of
"strike" has been changed so much, why
has not the same method been applied
to the Employers' Federation in the case
of lockouts?

The Attorney General: That is different.
Mr. LAWRENCE: Can the Attorney

General answer that?
The Minister for Lands: Can you re-

member a lockout?
Mr. LAWRENCE: I have seen lock-

outs on the waterfront for the last two
or three years. Would the Minister for
Lands argue that there are never any
lockouts on the waterfront?

The Minister for Lands: Yes, I would.
Mr. LAWRENCE: What about the lock-

out the Government imposed when it
closed down certain undertakings and
threw men out of work? What would the
Minister say this was: I offer myself for
employment for eight hours a day and
there is sufficient cargo in the hatch of a
ship; but, because it does not suit the em-
ployer to fully discharge the cargo that
day, he sends me home because he knows
there will be a surplus of labour next day?

The Minister for Lands: That is not a
lock-out.

Mr. LAWIRENCE: It is. because the
cargo is there and I am prepared and
willing to work it.

The Minister for Lands: You were not
too willing to work on Tuesday and
Thursday nights, were you?

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is true, but the
struggle we have engaged in, though it
meant a loss in our earnings, has borne
fruit. There is also another angle about
refusing to accept employment. Now does
the Minister think a seaman would get
on if he arrived in the morning at the
union office and was told by the first
mate to go on as a donkeyman or as a
greaser?

201
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The Minister for Lands: They are all
well paid jobs.

Mr. LAWRENCE: If he can do them.
He may have some disability which would
prevent him from doing certain types of
work.

The Minister for Lands: They are given
certain consideration.

Mr. LAWRENCE: What happens in a
case like that? The man is there offer-
ing for employment and they will not
give it to him. Say if it happened to be
Hurd, the union secretary, and he did not
accept that type of employment. Is he
guilty of an offence under this provision?

The Minister for Lands: No.
Mr. Grayden: He is still only one man.
Mr. LAWRENCE: He may be acting with

another in this case.
The Minister for Lands: That is non-

sense.
Mr. LAWRENCE: I would like to argue

that with the Minister and take the
affirmative; I am confident that I would
win the debate. There is no doubt about
it. Members on the Government side have
not read the Bill; that is apparent. We
also find that the court has power to
freeze union funds. That is part of the
Crimes Act; it is one of the most vicious
Pieces of legislation known throughout the
world. But the Attorney General has seen
fit to include it here. If the Attorney
General amasses £20,000 during his life-
time-

Mr. Graham: He has more than that!
The Attorney General: I wish you were

right.
Mr. LAWRENCE: -is he not entitled

to spend it as he likes? Is he not entitled
to give it away if he chooses?

Mr. Graham: That is not likely.
Mr. LAWRENCE: I do not know; deep

down, he is not too bad! So why should
not the unions who have accumulated their
funds in a common pool spend their money
as they like? If they find their fellow-
workers in difficulties, why should not they
be allowed to subscribe to their upkeep?
Is there any reason why they should not?

on the question of secret ballots, here
again great deference is shown to the
Employers' Federation. I do not know
whether any member of the Government
has ever attended a trade union meeting
or been a member of a trade union, but
while secret ballots run properly under the
auspices of the union are to be desired, I
believe that in the interests of trade
unionism, secret ballots should not be
taken on the question of strikes. If a
member is a good unionist, he will do
right by the union according to his lights.
regardless of the man sitting next to him.
I have never known in this State of

violence having occurred at a trade union
meeting or of gangs of hoodlums adopting
provocative and stand-over tactics and
forcing members to vote against their
wishes.

The Attorney General: And you have not
heard of that at ordinary parliamentary
elections.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I can tell the Attorney
General something about voting at par-
liamentary elections if he wishes it. Any-
how, if members favour the secret ballot,
let us have a secret ballot to determine
whether members oppose or support this
Bill. Would the Minister be agreeable to
that? I know that when the whip it shown
on the Government side, the younger
members come running. That does not
happen in trade unionism; neither does it
happen on this side of the House.

The Minister for Lands: Do not be
funny.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I challenge the Min-
ister to Prove otherwise.

The Minister for Lands: You have had
the whip put over you to get up and speak
tonight.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I felt it my duty to
speak. During my short period in the
House I have not seen the Minister rise
too often to speak.

The Minister for Lands: Only when I
have something to say.

Mr. LAWRENCE: For the Employers'
Federation.

The Minister for Lands: No, in the in-
terests of the State.

Mr. Graham: A paper prepared by some-
body else.

The Minister for Lands: Not at all.
Mr. LAWRENCE: I appeal to the Gov-

ernment to realise that repressive meas-
ures have never been successful. What
would our reaction be if this occurred?
Suppose somebody came along and asked.
"Can you help me out of this?" After
hearing the facts one would probably be
quite wvilling to help, but if the person
said, "Help me or I shall make it hard
for You," one's instant reaction would be
one of rebellion and a refusal would
follow.

I mention this to show how ill-advised it
is to adopt repressive measures. It is
like dealing with a recalcitrant child. When
a child is not doing the right thing, one
does not thrash it mercilessly. One tries
to reason with it and point out the right
thing to be done. Why cannot that be
done with the unions, instead of bringing
down a Bill that will merely incite them
to form a more solid block and fight tooth
and nail to retain their rights?

Mr. Graham: Fascism coming in.
Mr. Griffith: What about answering the

question I asked you earlier?
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Mr. LAWRENCE: When the farmers
started to put on a show over the treat-
ment they were receiving, did not the
Government confer with their representa-,
tives?

Mr. Boveil: But thcy did not stop pro-
ducing.

Mr. LAWRENCE: But did they confer
with the leaders.

Mr. Manning: Yes.
Mr. LAWRENCE: Then why has the

Government been so adamant in its refusal
to meet the leaders of the two unions that
are on strike? Surely to goodness mem-
bers do not realise what they are doing
when they say they will support a Bill of
this sort! In conclusion. I ask members
on the Government side to forget party
politics and, over the weekend, resolve
themselves, as it were, into a properly con-
stituted jury and consider the interests of
the people as a whole. Then I feel sure
that when the Bill reaches the Committee
stage, they, having appreciated all its
ramifications, will vote against Its pro-
visions.

HON. J. T. TONKIN (Melville) [11.181-,
When the Attorney General moved the
Second reading of the Bill early on Wed-
nesday morning, he did so with obvious
enjoyment.

The Attorney General: At 7 o'clock in
the morning! Go on!

Mon. J. T. TONKIN: I repeat that he
did it with obvious enjoyment.

The Attorney General: Not at 7 O'clock
In the morning.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I care not what
the hour was: I am stating a fact. His
enjoyment was so marked that it set me
thinking as to what could be the reason
for the enjoyment he was experiencing.

The Attorney General:. That is why I
took only 20 Minutes to move the second
reading.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Does the Minister
deny that he derived considerable pleas-
ure from introducing the Bill?

The Attorney General: It gave me no
pleasure at all.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I am satisfied that
it did. I consider it regrettable that any-
one should derive Pleasure from taking
a step that must be characterised as retro-
gressive. When industrial arbitration was
made available to combinations of workers
the basic principle was the protection of
the workers and not their punishment. It
was introduced for the workers' protec-
tion. It was hailed as a means of enabling
collective bargaining to have some statu-
tory authority and to be successful and
so that the workers could enjoy the bene-
fits of that collective bargaining. Indus-
trial arbitration was established to pro-

vide penalties against employers who
wished, by all manner of means, to deny
workers lair recompense for their labour.

It was originally believed that the bulk
of the work in arbitration should be con-
ciliation rather than arbitration. Empha-
sis was placed on conference and attempts
to settle differences by discussion rather
than using the big stick. For some reason
or other, conciliation in Western Australia
has failed. That Is not the position in all
other countries. in New Zealand, for ex-
ample, the Act still contains conciliation
provisions as distinct from arbitration
machinery. It is as well that it should.
because in order to encourage industrial
peace and the maintenance of industry
it is far better to meet in a conciliatory
attitude than in one where one side or
the other wants to inflict some punish-
ment or damage.

In recent years there has been a grow-
ing tendency to get away from the court
and to speak disparagingly of it, the rea-
son being that a number of instances have
occurred to cause the workers generally
to believe that the court is no longer their
friend and Is only used against them.
Instead of doing something to foster that
idea and so destroy arbitration completely.
any Government with commonsense would
refrain from any act which would aggra-
vate that situation. Instead, we get a
Bill of this nature which will be Inter-
preted by the rank and file of the working-
class movement as something which is
aimed deliberately at them.

Whether it is or not is beside the point.
The method of its introduction and the
timing of its introduction will be such as
to cause working people generally to be-
lieve that this has been aimed at them
and that the Arbitration Court is to be
the instrument which will mete out pun-
ishment. I ask members whether that
is calculated to engender in the minds of
working people a desire to use the court
or whether it is likely to cause them to
turn their thoughts further away from
such an institution. That is the vital point
to be considered in these troublous times:
not the satisfaction to be derived from
being able to punish somebody with whom
there may be disagreement at the moment
but as to where acts of this kind will lead
us eventually and whether they will make
any worthwhile contribution to the troubles
that beset us.

I believe the Government has Intro-
duced this legislation because it had a
guilty conscience. I believe it was brought
homne to the Government that it had done
next to nothing in trying to settle this
strike. And then It was goaded into tak-
ing steps as a means of demonstrating
that it was going to be a strong Govern-
ment, a firm Government, in taking a
hand against the strikers. It is my view
that this measure will be completely futile
as a weapon against the unions out on
strike today. The Government no doubt
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hopes that the provisions of the Bill with
regard to a secret ballot will permit of
a secret ballot being taken of the striking
unions. My view Is that it will not.

The Attorney General: I think you are
right, but that is going to be altered.

Hon. J. T. TON=I: It may be. but I
am dealing with the Bill before me.

The Attorney General: I think you are
right.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Originally the
Arbitration Act gave jurisdiction to the
court only In connection with industrial
disputes and to that extent its jurisdic-
tion was very limited. In order to extend
the jurisdiction, legislation was introduced
in 1925. 1 refer to Section 12 of No. 5O
of 1925 which then gave the court juris-
diction to settle and determine all indus-
trial matters.

That was a very considerable enlarge-
ment of the court's jurisdiction, but it
still could apply only to unions which were
registered with the court, because the In-
dustrial Arbitration Act was not one to
deal with individuals but one to settle dif-
ferences between employers and bodies of
organised unionists. When these two unions
were deregistered by the court, they lost
their corporate existence and no longer
exist as industrial unions in terms of the
Industrial Arbitration Act. Because of
that, these provisions for the taking of a
secret ballot cannot be applied to them.

The Attorney General: That will be
amended.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Oh! It will be
amended.

The Attorney General: Yes.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: If the Attorney

General knew anything about the subject
and had definite intentions, why was the
Bill not brought here in the proper form
in the first place?

The Attorney General: I know. Draf ts-
men make mistakes. They do not always
carry out their instructions. You know
that. You have been a Minister.

Hon. J. T'. TONKIN: If the Bill can
do little to deal with the unions on strike,
what is the haste? If it is only intended
to apply to the future it should have been
introduced In the proper way and put
through its three readings in the usual
manner so as to provide full opportunity
for consideration of it. Hundreds of as-
pects of this legislation require to be con-
sidered.

I have been reading for hours in con-
nection with the Bill, and my reading has
opened UP all sorts of vistas of thought
in connection with it. The Bill needs days
of study in order that we may be certain
that its results will not be completely con-
trary to what is intended. But no such
opportunity has been afforded us. The Bill
reached its second reading in the early

hours of the morning. Members who have
been up all night must snatch some sleep,
so there was no opportunity on Wednesday
to consider it.

The Premier: Do you blame the Govern-
ment for that?

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I do.
The Premier: There can be a difference

of opinion there.
Hon. J. Tr. TONKIN: floes the Premier

infer that because this Bill was coming
down we should have refrained from
making speeches on the Supply Bill?

The Premier: No, but why was it neces-
sary on the suspension of Standing Orders?
You knew it would be carried, yet you
spent hours on it.

Mno. J. T. TONKIN: Who did?
The Premier: Your side.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I personally never

said a word on it.
The Premier: You have colleagues you

know, and they held up the introduction
of the Bill for hours.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Supposing we go
so far as to give the Premier all the hours
that were taken up in considering the
suspension of Standing Orders and add
them to the hours available for the con-
sideration of the Bill, I still say it would
be insufficient time.

The Premier: Out of consideration for
that. I adjourned the House, by special
adjournment, until 2.30 today. Then you
will have all the week-end In which to
look at the Bill before it goes to the Com-
mittee stage.

Mon. J. T. TONKIN: Yes, but that was
not the Government's original intention.

The Premier: You do not know what
the Government's original intention was.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Yes. I do. Refer-
ence to "Hansard" will prove it was not,
because I think the statement was made
here on Tuesday that it was the Govern-
ment's intention to put the Bill through
all stages.

The Premier: Who said that?
The Minister for Education: The words

"all stages" were never used.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Was not the sus-

pension moved in such a way as to permit
the Bill to go through all stages?

The Minister for Education: It must
be moved in that form.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Why?
The Premier: That is the usual form in

which the suspension of Standing Orders
is moved. The same thing applied to-
night to the member for Moore.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Would it not have
been possible in the motion for the sus5-
pension of Standing Orders to have stipu-
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lated that the Standing Orders be sus-
pended for the purpose of enabling the
Bill to be considered on Tuesday, again
on Tuesday of the following week and
then on Tuesday of the week next fol-
lowing.

The Premier: It is following custom, that
is all.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: The Premier can-
not get out of it that way. It is my belief
-1 could be wrong-that it was the origi-
nal intention of the Government to put
the Bill through all stages at one sitting.

The Premier: No. You might think It.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: And it would have

continued with that idea had not so much
time been taken up on the motion to sus-
pend Standing Orders.

The Premier: No.

Ron. J. T. TONKIN: I believe so.
The Attorney General: I think you are

wrong.
Hon. J, T. TONKIN: I will take a lot

of convincing otherwise. I am not con-
vinced by mere statement but want some
logical argument or proof.

The Attorney General: I have not got
my amendments on the notice paper yet.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: The Minister has
not thought of them yet.

The Attorney General: Yes, I have-
quite a few.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: This is an Import-
ant Bill. introduced after the suspension
of Standing Orders, yet the Minister Is
talking about amendments. Why was It
not properly considered in the drafting
stage. If amendments have to be made.
they should come as a result of suggestion
from discussion?

The Premier: They may be.

H-on. J. T. TONKIN: No. what has hap-
pened Is that this was hastily drafted. It
is as full of holes as a colander, and the
Minister now realises it and is going to try
and patch it up with amendments.

The Attorney General: In Clause 1 the
Act is described as a Bill. That will have
to be amended. It is a stupid little mistake,
I admit.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: It is full of stupid
little mistakes.

The Attorney General: I would not say
that.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: The big mistake is
its introduction.

The Attorney General: That is a differ-
ent matter. That is a big one.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Because is was in-
troduced with the idea that provision for
a secret ballot could be imposed against
the striking unions.

The Attorney General: That is quite
right.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Of course it is
right, but as the Bill stands it- cannot be
so applied.

The Attorney General: That is quite
right, too.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: So you see. Mr.
Speaker, what sort of legislation it Is. In
its main function it falls down, and In its
principal purpose it lacks power.

The Attorney General: I think you were
very clever to notice that. Many people
would not have.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I suggest to the
Government that legislation of this kind.
which is definitely retrogressive, should
only be introduced in the last resort, and
only in haste if the circumstances justify
It. The sole circumstance which might
have justified the Government in doing
that would he If the Bill could be used
to crack the strike, but it cannot. It will
apply to the future all right, but there is
any amount of time-months and months
-to consider legislation for that purpose.
The Bill could have been brought down
so that adequate consideration might have
been given to its provisions and all its
implications. But no, the Government was
goaded into making a. show of strength,
so it rushed in with this-and It misfires
in the first barrel! The Attorney General
is going to fix it UP. He will find it will
not be as easy as he thinks to do that.
It will be a nice little problem.

The Attorney General: I do not think
the Parliamentary Draftsman will have
much difficulty.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Well, I do, and how
he can give the court power to deal with
an organisation which, In the eyes of the
court, no longer exists, remains to be seen.
This union could not move in the court
for the enforcement of any award, be-
cause it no longer exists as a union.

The Attorney General: It would have
to be the individual, would it not?

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: No. Individual
members of the Union could not move the
court.

The Attorney General: They could
prosecute any claim for wages or breach
of the award.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: No.
The Attorney General: Any unionist

could.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Not a member of

this union, because they have no longer
any identity in the eyes of the court.

The Attorney General: Do not let us
argue about this, as it is of no importance.

lion. J. T. TONKIN: It is important,
because it is the crux of the whole Bill.
On the question of jurisdiction Dwyer.
President, had this to say-
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The existence of a contract of ser-
vice is a condition precedent to the
jurisdiction of the court.

What contract of service could still be in
existence in regard to the members of
this union who, in the meantime, have
been working for some other employer? I
put it to any member to answer that
question. Judge Burnside had this to say-

If the relationship of employer and
worker once existing is broken, the
jurisdiction of the court is destroyed.

That is the hurdle that the Attorney Gen-
eral has to jump and it may well prove
insurmountable. If that is the case, the
primary purpose of the introduction of
the Bill completely falls, leaving the Gov-
ernment without a shred of justification
for trying to rush it through in this
fashion.

I do not propose at the present stage
to traverse the general provisions of the
Bill as there will be ample opportunity to
deal with them in Committee, but the
bulk of the measure-pages 11 to 27-
is taken up with provisions for elections
and ballots. The Government appears to
be obsessed with the idea of elections and
it is a pity it would not try one out for
itself. Why not have one, if the Govern-
ment is so keen on elections?

The Premier: In due course.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Yes, in due course,
and as late as possible. The bulk of this
measure deals with elections of various
kinds and ballots; for the rest it consists
of an alteration here and there and fol-
lows largely what is In the Act already,
though it is dressed up in another fashion.

The Attorney General: Quite right!

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Of course it is
right, and of what use would it be? The
whole effect will be to cause the workers,
who have been saying that the Arbitration
Court is no good to them, to keep on say-
ing it with greater emphasis. It will
cause more workers to think that the
Arbitration Court, instead of being a place
to which they can go for assistance, is
one to which they must go to be punished,
which is the very opposite of the idea
that we want to foster.

This is not an example of statesman-
ship or good government. It is quite the
opposite. The present Government does
not believe' that it is the function of a
Government to intervene in a strike. When
I drew attention to the fact that no mem-
ber of the Government had made any at-
tempt to deal with the trouble that oc-
curred with the maritime unions because
of the stand-over evictions, various sup-
porters of the Government made state-
ments such as to indicate that they did
not believe it was the function of the Gov-
ernmnent to interest itself in a strike.

Proof of that can be found on a refer-
ence to "Hansard," where the statements
of the various members are printed, leav-
ing no doubt that members on the Gov-
ernment side of the Rouse believed that
the Government did not have to do any-
thing in connection with breaking a strike
but should just wait till It fizzled out.
That has been the attitude of the Gov-
ernment for months during the present
strike and it has made no attempt to take
the initiative, preferring to let thing-s
drift on. The appointment of a mediator
is a last minute thought and has so far
achieved nothing.

The Premier: More's the pity.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: No. The pity is

that the Government has the wrong idea
about dealing with the strike. When the
Labour Government had trouble with the
loco men over the Garratt engines, it
did not say, "We will not discuss this mat-
ter with the leaders of the union on strike
but will talk it over with somnehody else."
We did not adopt that method, but sat
daily, as a Cabinet, discussing the prob-
lem with the leaders of the organisation
concerned.

The Attorney General: You sat with the
disputes committee, did you not?

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: We sat in the
Cabinet room-

The Attorney General: With the dis-
putes committee?

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: With the secret-
ary and president of the striking union.

The Attorney General: Were they not
members of the disputes committee?

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: They were not.
We believed that if we were to find a
solution of industrial Problems the right
way to do that was to talk to the fellows
most concerned-the leaders of the union
on strike-and that is something that this
Government has resolutely refused to do:
why. I do not know.

The Attorney General: The Premier
saw Mr. Cranwell.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: He is not the
leader of the striking union.

The Attorney General: He is.
Hon. J1. T. TONKIN: Is he? If the

Premier saw Cranwell and thought he was
seeing the leader of the striking union,
what objection could he have to seeing
Gibson, Cahill and Symons? Yet be re-
fuses to see them. 1 contrast that attitude
with the attitude adopted by the Labour
Government, and our trouble could have
been just as serious. But for some time
we held conferences with these men until
we finally reached agreement upon what
was to be done. We did not agree to the
demands they made because they said
that under no circumstances would they
drive the engines again. That was their
original attitude. It did not matter what
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we were going to do; the men were not go-
ing to drive the engines again, and they
bad to be put off the road. But the dispute
was finally settled by an agreement to
appoint Judge Wolff to go into the matter
and consider the causes of complaint, each
side to abide by the result.

That ended the strike. It would have
gone on for months if we had maintained
the same attitude as this Government has
adopted, and said, "We refuse to discuss
it with the leaders of the union." I can-
not imagine a more stupid attitude than
that. Having adopted that course, the
Government has made it almost impossible
to obtain a solution to the trouble. Now
the Government comes along with this
Bill in the belief that a secret ballot of
members of the organisation will cause
the strike to break. The plain fact Is
that a secret ballot for these unions can-
not be taken under this legislation, as the
Minister has admitted. I very much re-
gret that we have to put the clock back
in Western Australia with regard to in-
dustrial arbitration.

The Attorney General: I do not think
you are right there.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: This puts the clock
back.

The Attorney General: No, it puts it
forward.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: This extends the
jurisdiction of the Arbitration Court be-yond industrial disputes and industrial
matters; it extends the jurisdiction of the
court to embrace persons-not organisa-
tions, but persons. Ordinarily, the basic
idea is that there is not a strike unless an
organisation orders some of its members
to refrain from offering for work. That
has all been changed under this, and now
a couple of members of the organisation
can put it on strike by refusing to do
some work which an employer offers them.
If that is not putting the clock back, I
do not know what is. At this stage, now
that arbitration is undergoing a severe
trial, we ought to be looking about for
ways and means to create a more favour-
able impression in the minds of the
workers, but this Bill will have the very
opposite effect.

The Premier: What do you mean by
"arbitration is undergoing a severe trial?"

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: This has not
gone unnoticed by me over the years-I
would say for about the last ten years.
There has been a growing body of opinion
among workers that it is useless to go to
the court because It gives the workers
nothing; it exists for the benefit of the
employers.

The Premier: You do not believe that.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Believe what?
The Premier: You do not believe that

statement.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I believe there
has been a growing opinion in the minds
of workers over the last ten years that the
court exists in the Interests of employers
and not thc workers.

The Premier: But you do not think it
yourself.

Hon. J. T. TONKI: No, I do not; but
each year I have noticed that tendency
growing, and I will say, too, that some
actions of the court, particularly the action
with regard to the Galvin award, have
done a lot to justify that belief in the minds
of a lot of people. We know that our
whole system of industry is based on the
recognition of payment for skill. Take
our apprenticeship system.

What justification is there for asking
a young man, as an apprentice, to serve
a long term of apprenticeship on com-
paratively low wages if, after he becomes
a fully-skilled tradesman, he is not to
be adequately recompensed above the un-
skilled man? Once we do anything to
upset that, we aim a blow at the very
heart of the apprenticeship system, and the
apprentice says, "What is the good? Why
should I go to the Technical School? Why
should I pore over these books? Why
should I deny myself an opportunity
for enjoyment in order to qualify as a
skilled man if, after I have qualified. I
get very little more than the ordinary
labourer?"

If we are going to maintain the ap-
prenticeship system, and the skilled trades-
man, we must adequately reward the
skilled man over the one who is unskilled.
But the Galvin award aimed deliberately
at reducing that difference. It is de-
cisions such as that which undermine the
court and cause workers to think that
they do not get justice in the court. This
Government will deal with the situation
by giving the court power to punish them.
Is that likely to bring about any change
in the attitude of workers towards the
court? It might very well end in workers
deciding to have none of the court at all.

The Premier: This Government will
not prevent the court from giving margins
for skill.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: No. but this Gov-
ernment will create the impression in the
minds of people who have not already got
it. and emphasise it still further in the
minds of those who have, that the Arbit-
ration Court is one that punishes workers.

The Attorney General: Would you say
that giving them the privilege of a secret
ballot was a punishment?

Hon. J. T. TONKIN:. No, I would not.

The Attorney General: And there is
very little additional punishment provided
It the Bill, is there not? The penalties are
increased a little.
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Hon, J. T. TONKIN: There are all sorts
of penalties in the Bill for doing anything
in the nature of a strike.

The Attorney General: Oh!
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: The definition

of "strike" has been enlarged.
The Attorney General: Yes.
lion. J. T. TONKIN: Why? So that

penalties can be imposed where they could
not be imposed before.

The Attorney General: Experience has
shown that the definition was not wide
enough.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: My complaint is
that this legislation enlarges the punitive
powers of the court and it will create in
the minds of workers the idea that the
Arbitration Court is against them: that
it is an institution used by Governments
and employers to punish them, to coerce
them-and that is the very antithesis of
what we want and of what we expect the
court to be. So there is nothing in this for
the Government to be pleased about or
on which to preen itself. It is definitely
a retrograde step.

The Premier: In your opinion, the
Arbitration Court has sufficient powers
already.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Yes.
The Premier: Oh! Yet a band of strikers

can defy the court as long as it likes.
and the court is powerless to act.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: No, it Is not.

The Premier: Yes, it is.

Hion. J. T. TONKIN:, Judge Burnside
said that the power of deregistration
should be used as a last resort, and
I agree. If the court had not de-
registered this union it could have cal-
led compulsory conferences but, be-
cause it deregistered the union, It took
from Itself that power. Would it not have
been far better to have called compulsory
conferences in the court, to have got down
to the real basis of this trouble and to have
explored every avenue in that rather than
to have imposed the penalty of deregistra-
tion upon the union?

But by rushing into deregistratlon the
court deprived itself of these other avenues
which should have been explored and which
were not used at all. Having made that
bad blunder the Government now tries to
extricate the court and itself from the
mess, and I say that the Bill will not
achieve that. It will be, if it goes through.
what the Government believes it will be
so far as future disputes are concerned,
but it will not be of any use to it in this
one.

The Premier: would you take the puni-
tive measures out of the Act?

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: The Premier means
out of the Bill?

The Premier: No, out of the Act as it
stands.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: No, I would not,
because there are* punitive provisions
against both the employer and the em-
ployee, and it is quite right that there
should be. As a matter of fact, in my view,
the workers gave up the right to strike
when they accepted the provisions in the
legislation which gave them corporate exis-
tence and the power to do certain things
with their funds, the power to bargain with
employers and the power to enforce awards
against employers. I believe that when
they accepted those benefits they gave up
their right to strike and that is why there
are provisions in the Arbitration Act that
if they go on strike they will be subject
to penalties, and they accepted that pro-
vision. That is in the Act already. There is
no need to insert additional penalties to be
imposed against them.

The Attorney General: There are very
few additional penalties.

Hon. J. T, TONKIN: The Government is
extending the interpretation of the word
"strike". It is that provision which opens
the field for additional penalties. Surely
the Attorney General will agree that, in
the first instance, arbitration dealt only
with industrial disputes.

The Attorney General: The hion. mem-
ber knows that because of a recent court
decision, following which a silly strike took
place, the decision was held to be quite
illegal.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: I think all strikes
are silly-

The Attorney General: But this one
was particularly silly.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: -because the
workers in the long run never make up
what they have lost. They are the ones
that suffer, but they strike because they
believe it is the only weapon available to
them to get what they are seeking, in the
same way as nations go to war.

The Attorney General: It is just about
as bad as war.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: But nations still
go to war-

The Attorney General: I agree.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: -knowing full well

that when victory is supposed to be won,
they will be considerably worse off than
when they started, but they still go to war
and will continue to do so when we are
under the ground, Just the same as workers
will continue to strike when we are under
the ground.

The Attorney General: I do not think
so; I think it is very nearly at an end.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: In the same way
as members of a family go on strike on
certain occasions; in the same way as
bodies of producers go on strike and will
continue to go on strike.
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The Attorney General: I do not think
SO.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Oh yes, they winl!
As a matter of fact, the Premier will recall
that at the time the milk producers threat-
ened to pour their milk down the drain
he defended their right to do so.

The Premier: He did not encourage them
in any direct action.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Oh no, but he did
believe they had the right to do it. He
believed that because of his association
with them and he considered that because
it was their own product they ought to be
allowed to do what they liked with it. Well.'the workers feel that their labour is their
own product and that they should have
the right to do as they lie with it. But
the Government, in this legislation, is
against that, of course.

The Attorney General: No, it is more
against ill-advised leaders.

Mr. Hoar: Ill-advised what?
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Mr. Speaker, we

are not in the kindergarten class!
The Attorney General: That is correct.
Hon, J. T?. TONKINI': The Bill is against

workers: it is not against employers.
The Attorney General: There are not

many additions to the Act other than that.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: AS a matter of

fact, it is a poor old thing.
The Attorney General: No, it Is not. It

is only providing, in modern language,what is mostly in the Arbitration Act
now. The penalties have been increased
in the same way as the money value has
depreciated.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: And with more
opportunity to impose them.

The Attorney General: No.
Hon. J. IT. TONKIN: Oh, yes, because

there is an enlarged definition of the word
",strike."

The Attorney General: That is only to
meet the recent decision made by the
court.

Ron. J. T. TONKIN: The new interpre-
tation of "strike" in the Bill reads-

"strike" includes--
(i) a cessation or limitation of

work or a refusal to work by a
worker acting in combination
or under a common understand-
ing with another worker or
person.

So. irrespective of what union It is. if one
wtorker acting in combination with an-
Ather says, "We wilt stop work," then the
inion is declared to be on strike. What a
iorry position that is!

The Attorney General: The hon. meal-
)er has never heard of that kind of strike,
ias he?

Hon. J. T. TONEDI: No, the Attorney
General has just manufactured it.

The Attorney General: No, I have not.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: WVell, that is what

it says.
The Attorney General: I do not think

any court of law would interpret it in that
way.

Ron. J. T. TONKIN: Well, what does the
Attorney General think it means?

The Attorney General: I think the
court would say whether it was a strike or
or not.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Here is a provision
in the Bill inserted no doubt with a specific
purpose to cover a certain specific in-
stance. We are entitled to know what this
is meant to cover--

The Attorney General: It is meant to
cover the recent decision.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: -and if the At-
torney General cannot give us a clear de-
scription of what it is meant to cover,
then it should go out. We would not be
justified in passing it if we do not know
what it means.

The Attorney General: I will tell the
hon. member in Committee.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: The Attorney Gen-
eral will have to find out in the mean-
time because he does not know now.
Silence Is golden when one knows nothing
about the subject. I ask the Attorney Gen-
eral if he can see anything In the Bill
which ought to give him any enjoyment
in bringing it In and yet when he intro-
duced it he Positively gloated over it.

The Attorney General: Oh, no!
Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Oh, yes he did.

and in such a way as to Impress me and
to cause me to say to myself, "What is
behind all this?"

The Attorney General: Is the hon. mem-
ber gloating now?

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: Why should I?
The Attorney General: Nor was I; I

was just doing a job.
Hon. J. TF. TONKIN: I am merely say-

ing that it causes me the greatest regret
to even consider this legislation.

The Attorney General: It was Of the
greatest regret to me.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN': Well, the Attorney
General did not show it, because it ap-
peared to me that he was thoroughly en-
joying it.

The Attorney General: Oh, no.
Hon. J. T. TONK]IN: Well, the Attorney

General is sorry he has brought it In, is
he?

The Premier: Get on w ith the speech!
This crossfire cannot go on.
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Mon. J. T. TONKCIN: It appears to me
as if the Attorney General is apologising
for the Bill.

The Attorney General: I am not apolo-
gising.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN: If he sleeps on it
then we may expect that he will with-
draw it from the notice paper and if he
did it would make very good sense, be-
cause it will be of no value in serving the
purpose for which it was Introduced. If
he, did that it would save a lot of antagon-
ism and heartburnlng and the Govern-
ment could be no worse off. I think it is
worth considering from that angle. Not
a single argument has yet been advanced
from that side to justify going back as far
as this Bill takes us.

The Premier of South Australia is too
wideawake to be caught with this type of
measure: he has not made any attempt
to introduce this type of legislation, and he
has had his troubles. He represents the
same side as the Premier does but he saw
no reason to put the clock back. No; one
has to come to Western Australia where
it seems we take the lead in all these things.
We were the first State to do away with
the control of rents: the first to take off
the lid from evictions. We lead the way
because the Government does not under-
stand the situation that confronts it.

lMR. HOAR (Warren) [12.11 a.m.]: I
suppose a little later on we shall have
plenty of opportunity in the Committee
stages of the Bill-if ever it gets that far-
to make whatever alteration we think
necessary to do justice to the people for
whom the Bill is supposed to legislate. But
in the meantime, although the hour is late,
I would like to express some of my
thoughts on the matter. They are not
great in number and I hope they will be
to the point because I have never seen
more repressive legislation in my life than
the Hill now before us.

I was interested in one or two of the
remarks made by the member for Black-
wood. I gather from what he said that
he thinks the passing of this Bill will solve
the so-called communist control over some
of our unions. I have yet to learn that we
have any communist control at all over
our unions, Particularly in this State.
There may be a number of leading officials
in some of the unions in the Eastern States
who have communist ideals and who are
alleged or avowed communists, but so far
as Western Australia is concerned, we have
been particularly free of this class of per-
son.

In any case, even if we were not free,
this Bill would do nothing at all to pre-
vent the election of a communist to high
office if the rank and fie of that organisa-
tion so desired it. There is no provision
made in the Bill against the selection of

certain individuals because of their politi-
Cal philosophy; none whatever. In the
trade union movement in this State today
one can find not only communists and
Country Party men but I know one branch
of the Timber Union that had as president
and secretary men who were members of
the Liberal Party-Ood help them!-
until the rank and file woke up to them.

So there is nothing in the Act whatever
to prevent any particular organisation
electing any person to hold office in that
organisation. Accordingly I do not think
the member for Blackwood or anyone else
should worry about the strength of this
particular kind of legislation to dictate
who shall be the leaders of our industrial
movement. With regard to arbitration the
hon. member also stated: "You cannot
fairly expect one party only to an agree-
ment to keep the law whilst the other
breaks itat will."

I do not know whether the hon. member
has read the Industrial Arbitration Act.
but we know-those of us that have been
intimately connected with industrial wotk
generally through most of our lives--that
it is not one side only that breaks the
spirit of arbitration and its laws. To my
certain knowledge, a great many strikes
have been provoked by the employers,
either for some industrial purpose or for
some political reason. Only a few years
ago I remember there was a widespread
coal strike in New South Wales and the
headings in "The West Australian" alarmed
me. In half -inch black type it referred to
the fact that so many thousands of workers
were on strike because birds were in the
bathroom! I could not believe it.

At about that time we had some dis-
tinguished visitors here for lunch: one of
them sat alongside me and I asked him
if this was true. His reply was, "First of
all, I might tell you that I don't belong
to your party: I am a Liberal. But there
is no doubt that these men are justified in
going out on strike." It appears that there
was an agreement between the manage-
ment and the union concerning protection
against many thousands of birds that flew
around that area and were entering the
bathroom and making a mess there.

Wire netting was supposed to have been
placed over the windows and doors to
prevent the nuisance but though the
management was asked to comply with
the terms of the agreement decently, they
refused to do so and this went on for
weeks and weeks: consequently the union
had no option but to take action. They
did, and the influence of that spread to
other sections with the result that New
South Wales had a major strike on Its
hands because of the colliery owners refus-
ing to abide by the terms of the agreement
which they had signed. That seems silly
to mention, but this strike came prior to an
election and I think it had a political
origin: many others thought it had, too.



[7 August, 1952.] 1

So when People say that one particular
class is responsible for strikes, they are
insulting a hardworking section of the
community. I know of people who are
most bitterly opposed to the trade union
movement. I had an instance of that in
my own family; my son organised a branch
at his place of employment. I know of
other cases. There are people who believe
that the best way to get a good day's
work out of a man is to put one's foot on
the back of his neck and keep it there
until the job Is done. Those days have
gone and in this Chamber, which should
represent democracy at its best, we cannot
afford to have such legislation as this
brought down. This measure cannot be
successful because no working man in this
country will be bludgeoned into anything
and that is precisely what the Bill seeks
to do.

Arbitration is the very best move that
was ever conceived in Australia, arising
as it did out of the earlier struggles of
working-class people, who were endeavour-
Ing to find a place in the sun and sell
their labour to the highest bidder. This
occurred at a time when there was dis-
cord and disruption, as there had to be
when no intermediary between employers
and employees was available, when they
had nothing but their own hands to fight
with, and nothing but their right to with-
hold their labour from a class of people
who in those days definitely sought to
oppress them.

When arbitration was brought in judici-
ally to stand between the two contending
parties in a dispute, it was considered to
be something really fine, and I believe that
over the years there has been developed,
generally speaking but particularly in
western Australia, a sort of mental com-
promise between the two factions in in-
dustry, who do their best to avoid trouble
of the nature of the metal trades dispute.
There is a fine set of principles operating
in and emanating from Arbitration Court
proceedings, and if anything is liable to
destroy this feature, it is this Bill. Once
the measure becomes law, not one amongst
the working-class people will have any
faith in arbitration.

In its very essence the measure is too
punitive, and although it contains certain
provisions about which there is not much
room for argument, the fact that the
Government has introduced it at this
stage leads me to believe that it has done
so for the sole reason of creating legal
means for crushing the present dispute.
The Government will not succeed in that.
and the pity is that after the present strike
is over-and it may be ended in a matter
of days or a week-the measure will re-
main on the statute book forever as a
most vicious form of attack on the working
people who, in this State, have the best
possible record, as has been admitted by
the Premier on quite a number of occa-
sions.

I wish to refer again to the fact that
a number of disputes have been caused in
the past-and doubtless will be caused in
future-by employers who are antagonistic
to Labour and to their workers, and who
do not believe in trade unionism. There
is nothing in this Bill providing for any
sort of penalty for that type of person-
a man who deliberately sets out to pro-
voke people to strike. On the other hand,
it is proposed that, if the worker goes on
strike for what he considers his legiti-
mate rights, he must be punished-and
punished severely. in the Committee stage
consideration should be given to provid-
ing a penalty for an employer who, by
his actions, provokes men to strike.

We have been told by the Attorney
General of the advantage that the mea-
sure Will confer on the workers in their
organisations because it will enable them
to have secret ballots. In one portion of
the Bill, it is prescribed that the rules of
the union may contain a provision for
compulsory voting at an election of officers.
If the Minister desires to achieve the
best results from this type of legislation
so that everybody employed in a particular
industry will be embraced and will have
a proper say in union affairs, he should
incorporate a clause for compulsory union-
ism, because that would be the only fair
way to obtain a proper understanding of
the requirements of all the people engaged
in the industry.

If the Bill becomes law, trade unions will
be involved in additional expense by rea-
son of all sorts of work that will be re-
quired of them and expenditure that will
be entailed in order to defend themselves.
No provision is made for recompense to
the union by the court or anyone else. If
we are going to permit a person who is
not a member of a union to make a com-
plaint to the court or to the registrar,
we shall only be asking for troubl4. In
certain circumstances, a Person who has
not been a member of an organ isatton
for 12 months will have the right to com-
plain, set in motion the Arbitration Court
machinery and upset, if possilfe, the de-
cision of a majority-of the members.

If this were permitted we would have
disgruntled minorities causing trouble all
the time and involving the unions in all
sorts of expense which they could ill
afford. I suggest that a person who is
Placed in the position of being able to
cause such trouble should at least be under
compulsion to be a member of the
organisation. Upon this point I1 am keen.
The matter should be carried further so
that everbody employed in an industry
should be compelled to Join a union.

Another provision in the Bill will permit
a member of an industrial organisation to
apply to the court for the disallowance
of a rule of a union on any of the grounds
specified, for Instance, if the rule is con-
trary to law, an award, order or industrial
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agreement. There are quite a number
of references in the Bill permitting a com-
plaint to be lodged and taken to the
highest authority, but there is nothing to
prevent anyone from taking frivolous
action. Any disgruntled person can cause
a lot of trouble.

I suggest to the Attorney General that
when this Bill reaches the Committee
stage he give serious consideration to pro-
viding that a deposit of money should be
lodged by any person making a complaint
of any description. If that complaint is
substantiated by inquiry later in the pro-
ceedings, he might have that money re-
funded; but if the court finds It to have
been a frivolous complaint, or one with-
out proper ground or that was not reason-
ably put, he should forfeit that amount
of money to the union concerned to com-
pensate it for all the trouble it has gone
to. If that were done, it might help to
prevent a lot of unnecessary complaining
from a few dissatisfied members of various
organisations.

There is so much in this Bill that, as
the member for Melville said, we have not
had a real opportunity of going through
it. I have not been able to do so to the
extent I would have liked, but I did notice
this much of it at any rate: That when
a union's registration has been cancelled
the union and its members cease to be
entitled to the benfits of the award or
industrial agreement to which the union
is a party.

This is more class legislation. It Is
anti-working class legislation, because
there is nothing at all to compel the em-
ployer or to penalise the employer for
any action he may take that would ulti-
mately result in a dispute or a lock out.
The Attorney General has proved on more
than one occasion during this debate that
he is not quite familiar with many of
the provisions of the Bill and I have no
doubt that it was inspired by the employ-
Ing class in this State and put up to the
Government, Its political mouthpiece, and
we have to do the best we can with it
in the time at our command.

I do not believe that the Government,
as a Government, conceived this measure.
I think it was put into its hands by those
who employ people in Western Australia,
with the idea of breaking down the strike
now In progress and forever more holding
a bludgeon over the working People so far
as their industrial work and relationships
are concerned. No working-class people
will ever stand for that. Those in auth-
ority can legislate till they are black in
the face. No matter how powerful legis-
lation looks, industrial workers, when
faced with injustice, will always find the
means of expressing themselves. if
through some reason not within their
jurisdiction they are unable to obtain the
justice to which they know in their hearts
they are entitled, there is no law in
the land that will stop them taking any
action they desire.

MR. JOHNSON (Leederville) [12.33 am.l:
I Much regret that we have not heard
more from the members on the Govern-
ment benches about this legislation be-
cause in the short time it has been in our
hands it has been extremely difficult to
comprehend. In introducing this master-
Piece the Attorney General gave a very
sketchy outline of it. He mentioned some-
thing about secret ballots and made a few
Passing references to the remainder of the
Bill. To ensure that I understood what
he had said, I read the report in the Press
and also the Bill and the parent Act.

If the Bill means what it appears to
mean, and if the legislation can be taken
as read and the words mean what English
words normally mean, the legislation has
an effect completely different from that
which the Attorney General said it would
have. The Attorney General and his
mouthpiece, the newspaper, gave a great
deal of Prominence to secret ballots for
election of officers. But I would remind
the House that as the Act stands, the
rules of unions require the concurrence
of the court before such unions are regis-
tered. I have reason to believe-and the
Attorney General should be able to tell
me if I am wrong-that the rules of all
unions registered in the court already in-
clude a secret ballot provision. I trust,
Mr. Attorney General, that I am correct.

If that is so, why the necessity for pro-
visions relating to secret ballots in this
Bill? They are already provided for. It
looks to me, owing to my training and my
being of a suspicious nature, that all this
business of secret ballots is to camouflage
the real intentions which lie in the other
parts of the measure. I notice that the
definition of the word "strike" has been
amended. That was not enlarged upon
either in the speech of the Attorney Gen-
eral or in the Press. Only casual men-
tion was made of it to the effect that the
definition had been amended to include
a political strike. The proposed inter-
pretation Includes-

A cessation or limitation of work
or a refusal to work by a worker act-
ing in combination or under a com-
mon understanding with another
worker or person.

So if a man consults with his own wife-
who is a person-before, in the vernacular,
snatching his time, that is a strike. Fur-
ther on it is provided that that remains
a strike until the court is moved to de-
clare it is not a strike and, to have the
court declare it is not a strike, lawyers
may be employed.

It occurs to my suspicious mind that
that perhaps was included to prevent the
members of the Attorney General's
trade union falling out of employment.
It may not be so. That may have crept
in by accident. Earlier in the evening, by
interjection, the Attorney General said
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something to the effect that he had pre-
pared this Bill, Not very long ago he also
said the Bill would be amended. I am re-
minded of a legal maxim which I am
sure is well known to him, to the effect
that a person who is his own advocate
has a fool for a client.

It would appear that the Bill is not one
to boast about. I have also noticed the
amusing speeches of the other two mem-
bers on the Government benches who
spoke, one of whom again banged the
communist drum. He said the commun-
ists had a big influence In Australia. That
may be true. Many people have had a
big influence in Australia. Wives have had
a big influence, and so has the Liberal
Party, both under its present name and
its previous designations. I am reminded
that since we have had a Liberal Party
Government in the Federal sphere, its in-
fluence in Australia has been such that
there has been a severe falling off in loan
funds. That is a big influence, and it was
due to the Liberal Party, not the com-
munists.

Speaking on the same subject-the train
of thought being induced by the member
for Blackwood-it also occurs to me that
it is one of the objectives of the Com-
munist Party to destroy arbitration, yet
this Government is doing something to
bring arbitration into disrepute. It is
waving the big stick, which is not arbi-
tration, and has no relation to concilia-
tion. Therefore, it is necessary for me,
for the education of the Government
benches, to mention a little of the history
of arbitration, which goes back a long
way. There has been Labour legislation
since the year of the Black Death in the
thirteen hundreds.

Some of the earliest legislation-and it
was not introduced by members of the
Labour Party because there was no Labour
Party at that time-was reactionary legis-
lation creating a maximum wage. It is a
strange thing that the maximum wage
became the minimum. The father of
arbitration in Australia, in the legal sense,
Mr. Justice Higgins said that it would be
a great disservice to the cause of arbitra-
tion if the minimum wage prescribed by
the court became the maximum, yet that
has been the way arbitration has been
applied. The parent Act does not lay
down minimum wages, but employers sel-
dom grant a great deal more unless there
is a certain amount of pressure.

Mr. Justice Higgins, in his noble book
"A New Province for Law and Order," has
this to say-

If the employer desires to secure
the services of an exceptional work-
man he is free to do so. The pay-
ment of higher wages is left to the
play of bargaining.

In relation to the waterside workers'
case, in which he adjudicated and which
is sometimes spoken of as the wheat

jumpers' case, he laid down that there
was no reason why more than the award
rate should not be paid for special skills:
and that in his outlook the withholding
of labour to increase the award was not
a strike. He said-

It is not necessarily an unjust extor-
tion for a man or a class of men who
make wheat-carrying a specialty to
demand more than the minimum rate
for his or their services. It is quite
in harmnony with the principle of free-
dom of contract subject to the mini-
mum wage, that an employer should
seek, by extra wage, to attract men
who as he thinks will give him extra
speed and efficiency.

Arbitration was the life work of the late
Mr. Justice Higgins, and he is well known
as the father of arbitration, He laid down
the principle of the basic wage and the
marginal wage which was carried into the
original basic wage declaration in this
State, and which is part of the legislation
with which we are now dealing.

It is on foundations laid down by him
that the majority of our thinking and
practice has grown. He was at no stage
an advocate of the big stick. He does
maintain, however, that punitive measures
against both employer and employee may
be used in order to ensure that awards
are carried out by both parties; but the
whole basis of his thesis is the conference.
There is no mention of strengthening the
idea of the conference in the Bill before
us.

In passing, I would refer to the experi-
ence of the Mother Country during the
war when she was under some stress-
more than we are under now. The method
employed then, which was most successful,
was the joint Production committee-a
committee in which management and
labour got together around the table and
discussed their differences. As a result.
there was practically a cessation of strikes
for the duration. It is strange that when
for various reasons these committees ceased
after the war-mainly because the em-
ployers did not like the interference of the
ordinary working man-industrial troubles
in Great Britain and other countries in-
creased.

We have been led to believe by the Press
that this legislation has been produced
largely because of the current strike, yet
if my memory serves me as it should, some
discussion went forward in the last session
about a Bill for an Act to amend the In-
dustrial Arbitration Act. It occurs to me
that one reason why the Government per-
mitted certain people to make the strike
worse-I presume they were communists
who took the engines from East Perth to
Midland-was to string the strike out so
that there would be a background for the
introduction of this highly repressive legis-
lation. If that is not so. why was the
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legislation introduced during the currency
of the strike and why have we been told
that we must get it through in a hurry
when we know the session will last for at
least another couple of months and there
is every reason for us to believe that the
strike is likely to be settled shortly?

The Bill could easily have been left to
a later stage, so that we would have had
time properly to consider it and the At-
torney General would have had time to
produce a measure that he would not have
had to admit required amendments. The
member for Cottesloe, during his amusing
little speech, spoke about football.

Mr. Needham: The Government is mak-
ing a football of the Arbitration Court.

Mr. JOHNSON: Two well-known um-
pires. In conjunction with each other, re-
fused to accept their normal employment
and ceased working for their usual em-
ployer, for reasons which to them were
good. Had this Bill been law at that time
their action would have constituted a
strike, and the only way in which it could
have been proved not to be a strike would
have been a declaration by the court. I
am not sure that in the circumstances
under which the dispute originally arose,
the league, their employer, might not have
opposed the declaration.

Mr. Grayden: I do not think the umpires
refused to work. Did not the league sus-
pend them?

Mr. JOHNSON: They refused to work
on the league's terms.

Mr. Grayden; No, the league suspended
them.

Mr. Mculloch: Why don't you get up
and make your own speech?

Mr. Grayden: I want to make sure that
the truth comes out.

Mr. JOHNSON: The hon. member could
make sure by reading the correspondence
of the league.

Mr. Grayden: I followed it with great
interest.

Mr. JOHNSON: So did IL The differ-
ence between us is one of words, but it
is a difference that would require eminent
lawyers to decide. The umpires said they
would work for the employer they chose
and they did not subject themselves to
the dictation of the league, which said, "If
you work for these people on Sundays you
cannot work for us on Saturdays."

Mr. Grayden: That Is so.
Mr. JOHNSON: The umpires said, "We

will work for whom we choose on Sun-
days," though they might not have said
it as politely as that. Had the Sill been
law, the question of whether it was a strike
or not would have been one for the court
to decide.

Mr. Orayden: They did not refuse to
work.

Mr. JOHNSON: They ceased to be em-
ployed in their normal employment and
neglected to accept eniployrent--under
the terms of this legislation.

Mr. Grayden: The league refused to em-
ploy them unless they gave up the other
work.

Mr. JOHNSON: Then perhaps it was a
lock out, which shows that the Bill is
ridiculous. It says. "ceases to work in his
usual employment" and "neglects to offer
for or accept employment in the industry
in which he is usually employed". What
does that mean? Does it mean that if two
eminent lawyers decided to nominate and
stand for Parliament and ceased to work
in their normal employment that would
constitute a strike? It certainly could mean
that if they were niot senior partners.

The Bill also says, "unless and until in
any particular case the court declares the
particular cessation, limitation, refusal or
neglect not to be a strike". That throws.
the onus of proof on the worker or, as the
Bill says, on "a person". It is obviously the
intention to blackmail people by holding
the threat of these penalties over them.
The penalties in the measure amount to
£2,100--some accruing weekly, some con-
tinuing and others to be imposed only once
-together with several carrying years of
gaol sentences. If the measure is applied
in its entirety and the reaction of the
workers is--

Mr. Grayden: That which you hope it
will be.

Mr. JOHNSON: -that of the normal
worker-I invite members opposite to
imagine what that would be-we will find
that the Government will require to erect
large barbed wire compounds to hold the
people who will not be able to pay the
penalties that will be inflicted, and there
we have the prospect and, I think, the
hope of the Attorney General, of a police
state. He already has that department
under his control and seemingly he would
like further control in that direction.

Mr. Griffith: Do you seriously believe
that sort of thing?

Mr. JOHNSON: Too right, I do.
Mr. Griffith: Then you are sillier than

I thought you were.
Mr. JOHNSON: Anyone who would intro-

duce such legislation without first consider-
ing what its effects would be if it were
applied-legislation containing the most
obnoxious provisions for industrial con-
scription and heavy penalties--and then
claim he does not know what it means, is
not a fit person to occupy a seat in this
House.

Mr. Grayden: On the one hand, it is a
deeply laid scheme-

Mr. JOHNSON: Either p~ure foolishness
or a deeply laid scheme.

Mr. Grayden: All you are afraid of is
that somebody will usurp your ambitions
for a police state.
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Mr. JOHNSON: The hon. member is
trying to Put words into my mouth.

Mr. Grayden: You have plenty there
already.

Mr. JOHNSON: The member for Ned-
lands does not realise that we, on this side
of the House, belong to a democratic party
n~hlch believes in ballots such as are al-
ready provided for under the Act.

Mr. Grayden: Thanks for telling me;
otherwise I might not have known.

Mr. JOHNSON: But the hon. member
might get someone who could read the
EBill to him.

Mr. Grayden: After you have finished.
Mr. JOHNSON: As I was saying, we on

this side of the House believe in ballots--
ballots run cleanly and fairly. But does
the Liberal Party? I could relate a tale
and I do not want members opposite to
ask me what it is or I will.

Mr. Grayden: You scare me.
Mr. JOHNSON: I find that either by

inadvertence, or lack of knowledge of what
it is doing, the Government is attempting
to introduce a police state. I know that
there are many people who believe that
that is the Government's intention. Not
long ago, because of fears held by some
person in a department under the control
of the Attorney General, there was the
sight from this Chamber of a number of
policemen who were to be used to keep
the workers from demonstrating.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: They got the wind
up.

Mr. JOHNSON: Perhaps that person
knew what was in the legislation.

Mr. Grayden: You believe they should
demonstrate in here?

Mr. JOHNSON: No, and I do not think
they were likely to demonstrate either.
The police were sent here to keep them
from demonstrating, and that is the only
reason. I would now like to pass one or
two other comments.

Mr.
more
up to

Griffith: Let us hope they have
sense than those you have passed
date.

Mr. JOHNSON: If I can get under the
hon. member's thick skin, I will have
achieved something. With the concur-
rence of the Speaker I will issue an In-
vitation to either one or both of the mem-
bers interrupting me, preferably both, to
go on record and say Just what the Bill
does mean. Both hon. members should
have read it by now.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: You have got them
now.

Mr. JOHNSON: It has been suggested
that neither of them knows what is in
it.

Mr. Griffith: You have been the only
one to suggest that.

Mr. JOHNSON: I have suggested it.
and now demonstrate it, The Bill also
provides that one man-the registrar and
not the judge-sitting by himself and with-
out any right of appeal, can issue findings
and punishments. Is that justice? Is it
democracy? No, It is the Liberal Party!
Now let us discuss one or two other mat-
ters that have been raised this evening.
I do not know whether members realise
the meaning of the term "full employ-
ment", which was used by the member for
Blackwood. People on this side of the
House usually think of full employment as
meaning, in particular, full employmenc
of that factor of industry known as man-
power.

Mr. Grayden: That is really telling us
something.

Mr. JOHNSON: Yes, it is, because I
find that there is a tendency among cer-
tain economists, quoted by "The Bulletin".
to say that full employment is the most
useful employment of several factors of
industry and that the most useful employ-
ment requires a reserve. We understand a
reserve of industry and a reserve of capital
and we also understand a reserve of man-
power-Menzies's pool is a reserve of man-
power. It is used in a deflationary pro-
gramme. Professor Hytten spoke of a lit-
tle bit of unemployment as being eight
per cent.

Mr. Grayden: You have the thing
entirely wrong if you think Professor Hyt-
ten indicated a pool of eight per cent, un-
employed.

Mr. J. Hegney: That is what he said.
Mr. JOHNSON: I would refer the hon.

gentleman to the "Mining and Industrial
Review" at the time the statement was
Issued. He will find it all there.

Mr. Grayden: Did you not read "The
West Australian"?

Mr. JOHNSON: I do not believe "The
W~est Australian."

Mr. Grayden: Don't you? Well, you
might be interested in reading a report
where Professor Hytten threatened to
sue Dr. Evatt for libel.

Mr. JOHNSON: But he did not threaten
to sue the "Mining and Industrial Re-
view."

Mr. Grayden: He threatened to sue
Dr. Evatt.

Mr. JOHNSON: The hon. member will
find the statement in the "Mining and
Industrial Review."

The Minister for Education: If all this
had something to do with the Bill it would
not be too bad.

Mr. JOHNSON: It has something to do
with the Programme of this Government.

The Minister for Education: If it had
something to do with the programme in
the Bill, You would be entitled to talk
about it.
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Mr. JOHNSON: The Bill Is part of that
deflationary programme which, as 'we un-
derstand it, was to put value back into the
Pound by creating, among other things,
a reduction of pressure on the employment
market. I realise that this is part of that
Plan because there is no doubt that this
will cause wore industrial strife and that
in itself is deflationary.

I do not commend the Bill. I merely
commend the Title of it because I feel
that there are a few useful amendments
that could be made to the Act and, to give
the Attorney General his due, there are
a couple of innocuous provisions in the
measure. If I search right through the
Bill, I might be able to find them because
I did make a note of them. There is one
on page 27 which reads:-

Subsection (1) of section thirty-
eight of the principal Act is amended
by deleting all words after the word,
"Court" in line three to the end of
the subsection.

That actually means "and the President."
Also, on page 29-

The second proviso to section ninety-
two of the principal Act Is amended
by adding before the word, "vary" in
the second last line the words, "add
to".1

That is a useful provision. I can find
nothing else in the Bill that is worthy of
support, apart from the Title. I trust that
when it is amended, as the Attorney Gen-
eral has promised to do, it will be done
by striking out all words after the short
Title.

MR. BRADY (Guildford-Midland)
(1,10 a.m.J: As we are now well into
Friday morning and the Leader of the
Opposition effectively dealt with the Bill
in the earlier part of the evening, I do
not propose to speak at length because I
have already spoken twice in making re-
ferences to it during another debate, but
I do reserve the right to speak at length
on a number of amendments that are
badly needed to the Bill when it enters
the Committee stage.

However, in the meantime, in view of
the fact that the Attorney General will
be giving some attention to the matter
over the week-end, I propose to outline
some of the weaknesses in the Bill in order
to bring them to his attention. In the first
place I am alarmed because the Govern-
ment has gone to such trouble in an en-
deavour to upset the whole of the trade
union movement in Western Australia. As
a matter of fact, if the Attorney General
will closely peruse the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act he will be amazed to find the
small number of unions that have only 60,
30 or 25 members.

With this proposed legislation these
small unions will be saddled with the re-
sponsibility of altering their rules and of
complying with all sorts of regulations,
which can be brought down under the
Bill, in order to conform with the pro-
posed legislation. It is absolutely unneces-
sary in Its very essence. It is going to
cause a tremendous amount of work in
the small unions and particularly for thate
generous souls who act as honoray sec-
retaries to these unions and to quite a
number of men who work as part-time
secretaries to four or five Industrial organ-
isations.

Those men are already aver-worked. It
is taking them all their time now to com-
ply with the provisions of the Act as it
stands at Present, and now it is proposed
under the Bill to request them to supply
information in greater detail which, I re-
peat, will cause unnecessary work and will
achieve nothing. I therefore hope that the
Attorney General will study the Act and
realise that there are only 17 unions out
of 122 which have over 1,000 members.
The whole proposal is a farce from start
to finish because the provisions of this
Bill are entirely unworkable.

I can instance a unmion of which I have
been secretary for at least 20 years; the
Superphosphate and Chemical Workers'
Union. As a matter of fact, I think nearly
all the members on the Government side
of the House will agree that the super-
phosphate and chemical industry is mostly
made up of casual workers. They con-
tinue in such employment for only about
four months and then transfer to another
Industry. The intake of manpower in the
industry is such that over 50 men will last
sometimes only a week and even, in some
instances, only a few days because af the
nature of the industry and the work they
have to perform. They no sooner put
their heads inside the works and realise
the nature of the duties they have to per-
form than they are on the track once
more.

The Bill proposes, if it is passed, to pro-
vide that the union secretary has to sup-
ply the names and addresses of the men
engaged in the industry at least once a
year, which they have to do now, but in
addition, they will also have to provide.
each quarter, a list of every man who
enters the industry and then leaves it.
It cannot be done. Another important
factor to which I have already referred
is that the men who are called upon to
carry out these duties are honorary ser-
vants of the unions concerned or men
who get only a nominal fee of two and
a half per cent. or five per cent. of their
collections.

Such a proposal is going to cause
serious discord in the trade union move-
ment and create less harmony in the re-
lationship between the employer and the
employee, if the union representative is
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to obtain this information he has to do
so in the working time of the employer.
This will cause loss of production which,
in turn, will lead to bad relationships in
industry. I am only referring to the union
with which I have been associated for 20
years, but there must be dozens of unions
that are In the same position. The men
it, the industry to which I am referring
are generally off the job within ten min-
utes of the whistle blowing and therefore
if the union representative is going to
make an attempt to obtain this informa-
tion from the men at such a time, then I
think there will be a great deal of trouble.

I do not know whether the Attorney
General is aware of it, but under the
Bill he is going to upset a lot of his
own supporters. I refer to the people em-
ployed in insurance companies and other
associations such as the Bank Officers'
Association and the Pharmaceutical Em-
ployees' Association, all of whom will be
asked to comply with the provisions of this
legislation because they are to be put in
the same position as the communists and
the other people that have been referred
to in this House tonight and and against
whom it has been stated that this legis-
lation has been introduced.

The Bill constitutes a great slur on the
members of such organizations as I have
mentioned, and I do not think they will
accept it very kindly at all. The Attorney
General will have to realise, therefore,
that whilst the Bill will affect one section
of the community it will also embrace
another section which he did not antici-
pate.

Another clause provides that any body
or organisation that aids or abets in the
holding of a strike will be penalised. That
means that charitable organisations and
church organizations which, in fact, are
aiding and abetting in a strike now, will
be subject to penalties under this legis-
lation. Some of the churches will be
pleased to know that. Some of these chari-
table institutions are already appealing
for funds in order to care for the women
and children of the strikers; and they will
not be pleased to know that if this Bill
is passed, they can be charged with aid-
ing and abetting a strike. I regret that
the Government. in the earlier stages of
this strike, did not give some consideration
to conciliation.

In the early days of arbitration in this
State, conciliation was part and parcel
of the Act. There were two sections to
this phase of the legislation, which was
known as the Conciliation and Arbitration
Act. Everything was done by the Em-
ployers' Federation, employers generally
and the trade unions to encourage con-
ciliation. I think it was because of that
that we had such peaceful industrial re-
lationships in this State in the early days.
I think that was what caused companies
such as Chamberlains Industries Ltd. to
come to Western Australia and say. "We

have chosen this State as the one in which
to establish our works because of the
peaceful industrial relationships existing
here."

But the Government is going to throw
all that overboard by introducing this Eml.
As a matter of fact, whilst these men have
been out on strike for want of negotiation
and conciliation, other employers have met
their employees and made agreements and
have had them registered in the court. in
the same way as the Timber Workers'
Union, the A.W.U., the Journalists' Asso-
ciation and a section of the Farmers'
Union have done. Those unions have met
the employers concerned, round table con-
ferences have been held and their differ-
ences have been settled in court and agree-
ments registered.

Another situation which seems to be
accepted by employers is that once the
Arbitration Court has laid down a wage,
they consider that that is the maximum
wage and that the worker is not entitled
to ask for more. That is a wrong con-
ception of arbitration. As one member
said earlier when referring to Higgins on
arbitration, the wage awarded by arbitra-
tion is the minimum that can be paid in
any industry and is not the maximum by
any means. These individuals in the metal
trades unions and in other organisations
have the right to negotiate for higher
wage margins. Therefore the attitude
they adopt is not a strike action,

I feel that if the union analysed the
position thoroughly and took all facts into
account, namely, that the Government
removed the engines from the East Perth
running sheds to Midland Junction, it
would have the right to say that it
has forced these men out, because the
Government has definitely done some-
thing to aggravate the position when
it brought those circumstances about at
Midland Junction. The Arbitration Act
lays down that if any body of employers
does something to aggravate a body of
men so that they cease employment, then
it is tantamount to creating a lock out.
So, union officials would do well to have
a look at the statutes in that regard
because I am not too sure that they have
not an action against the Government
for taking the engines from East Perth to
Midland Junction.

As I said before, I am not going to speak
at length. A great deal of trouble will
arise from the unions in the country
districts, because of this Bill. Here again
the Attorney General would be well advised
to give consideration to the fact that all
unions are not in the metropolitan area
or within five minutes walk of the Arbi-
tration Court. Some of the unions have
their centres In Kalgoorlie, some in
Boulder;, others in Collie, Geraldton and In
suchlike Places. Thus the unions will be
Put to a great deal of inconvenience if
they comply with the requirements of the
Bill as now drawn up.
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As regards specific clauses of the Bill,
there are one or two to which I should
like to draw the Attorney General's atten-
tion. With his legal mind he will realise
that some of the proposed deletions from
the Act will be wrong. There is a pro-
vision in the Bill which says that the
usual custom of giving seven days' notice
to both parties need not be continued.
That clause has been worded in such a
way that the court need not give seven
days notice to the parties. I think it
would be unjust to delete that from the
Act, because unions and employers as well
would be at a disadvantage if they could
be called to the court at 24 and 48 hours
notice for any action arising out of the
Industrial Arbitration Act.

There is another reference in the Bill
which proposes that the court shall have
the right to withdraw the effects of an
award or agreement from sections of
unions. That, in my opinion, would also
be a dangerous course for the court to
adopt, because once it starts to tinker
around with awards or powers of the
court, it will open up a huge vista of
industrial strife in the unions, because
no union worth its name will tolerate
certain members being sacrificed or have
withdrawn from them awards or agree-
ments to which they are entitled.

it must be said for the main union
concerned in this stoppage that it has not
yet used its complete power. If it had
cared to use its full industrial power, it
could have brought activities in Western
Australia to a standstill and could have
caused the Government a great deal more
inconvenience.

Mr. Griffith: Do not you think it has
caused the public a great deal of incon-
venience?

Mr. BRADY: Not half the inconveni-
ence it could have if it had been as ruth-
less, militant or communist inspired as
it is alleged to have been. It gave the
public every opportunity to do the right
thing. The Government has not done the
right thing. It would sooner lose £ 1,000,000
of public money, which as I said before
is criminal, than give these men a few
thousand pounds a year- It would only
have cost £180,000 to give these men their
claim in full.

I am very pleased to know that the most
important weapon of the lot has not yet
been used by these men, in spite of all
the troubles with which they have been
faced. The weapon they can use most
effectively and one that they have not
resorted to so far is the political weapon.
That is the weapon they are going to use
in the future and it is that weapon with
which they will beat the Government.
The time is coming when the workers will
put another three or four men In the
Legislative Council just as the men in the
North are doing today, When Labour does

that, they will be in a position to do two
things. They will be able to abolish the
Council thereby saving Western Australia
£50,000 a year, and they will be able to
prevent repressive legislation such as the
Bill under discussion from being passed.

The Premier: If you get your majority
in the Council, you will never abolish it.

Mr. BRADY: There is going to be a
vast change. I say to the workers' leaders,
"Organise as you have never organised be-
fore." It is from movements like this that
the Australian Labour Party and the trade
union movement generally have developed.
They realised they could not get anything
through direct action and industrial action
and they studied the idea of putting a
political party in office; that is what
started It. It is the old story of business
people and farmers being able to exploit
the workers and unfortunately the
workers have had no redress. I say to the
men, "Use to the full your political power:
your best weapon." There is no doubt that
they will be able to use it in the next three
or four years.

I cannot condemn everything in this
Bill. There are one or two provisions I
can support, but the majority of the pro-
visions I cannot. The matter of the secret
ballot has been the policy of the unions in
this State for very many years. I was
secretary of two unions and we always
Conducted secret ballots; I was part-time
secretary of another for five years and in
that union too, we used the secret ballot.
Unions will not oppose the secret ballot.
The only phase they will oppose is the
expense to which they are going to be
put by this Bill. The Government has
been very pig-headed in the current in-
dustrial dispute and the unions can and
will use the most effective weapon at their
command, namely, the political weapon,
with which to defeat the Government.

MR. MAY (Collie) [1.30 a~m.]: This
Bill, to my mind, does not even come up
to the standard of the curate's egg; It is
not even good in parts. Obviously, its
provisions have been copied from the Com-
monwealth statute, and so I cannot see
that the Attorney General can claim any
originality for them. When I recall the
industrial peace that has prevailed in this
State over the last six years during the
regime of the present Government, I won-
der whether the efforts made by the in-
dustrial unions during that period have
been worth while.

We are all aware of the appeals that
have been made to various unions by the
present Government. Take the coal-
miners of Collie: Time after time the Gov-
ernment has appealed to them to produce
more coal, and the men have responded
loyally to each of those appeals. But what
have they received in return? They have
had this Bill thrown at them.
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The Premier: We have given them a
pretty goad spin.

Mr. MAY: This is the reward the
workers are getting for their loyalty to the
State and to the present Government.
Such loyalty, however, does not mean any-
thing to the Government, and I can well
imagine what the unions will think when
they read the provisions of this Bill. Of
course, the majority of them will have no
opportunity to do so until the measure
has become law. They are not to be given
an opportunity even to study the provi'-
sions of the Bill. What a reward for the
efforts they have made to increase pro-
duction in various avenues!

Much has been said about arbitration.
Let us consider why and how it was
brought into existence. I listened with
interest to the member for Canning last
week when he touched on the subject of
the metal trades strike, and it was very
obvious from his remarks that be was well
out of his depth as regards industrial mat-
ters.

Mr. Griffith: All I gave were the facts
leading up to the strike.

Mr. MAY: The hon. member showed re-
lief when he was able to turn to some
other subject. Regarding the conditions
of workers and their need for organising,
I intend to go back to the time when the
Royal Commission investigated the con-
ditions prevailing in the coalmines in Eng-
land. I shall deal with the coalmines par-
ticularly. because I am better acquainted
with that industry than any other. At
page 255 of the Commission's report, the
following appears:-

That Instances occur in which
children are taken into these mines
to work as early as four years of
age, sometimes at five, and between
five and six, not unfrequently between
six and seven, and often from seven
to eight, while from eight to nine is
the ordinary age at which employ-
ment in these mines commences.

The Attorney General: What is the
date of that report?

Mr. MAY: I am speaking of the time
when trade unions were brought Into
being, and the reason for that movement.

The Attorney General: That was about
150 years ago.

Mr. MAY: As the Minister is desirous
of knowing, I shall tell him that the re-
port is dated 1842.

The Attorney General: It is a historical
document.

Mr. MAY: Paragraph 5 of the report
reads--

That there are in some districts
also a small number of parish ap-
prentices, who are bound to serve
their masters until twenty-one years
of age in an employment in which

there is nothing deserving of the name
of skill to be acquired, under circum-
stances of frequent ill-treatment, and
under the oppressive condition that
they shall receive only food and clo-
thing, while their free companions
may be obtaining a man's wages.

So much for the apprentices. Now I come
to paragraph 11-

That, in the districts in which
females are taken down into the coal
mines, both sexes are employed to-
gether in precisely the same kind of
labour and work for the same number
of hours; that the girls and boys and
the young men and young women, and
even married women and women with
child commonly work almost naked.
and the men, In many mines, quite
naked: and that all classes of witnes-
ses bear testimony to the demoralising
influence of the employment of
females underground.

The Premier: What is
quoting that? You are
that we want to revert to
of those days?

the reason for
not suggesting
the conditions

Mr. MAY: I have stated why I am
quoting from this report. Paragraph 19
reads-

That in all the coalfields, accidents
of a fearful nature are extremely fre-
quent: and that the returns made to
our own queries, as well as the registry
tables, prove that of the workpeople
who perish by such accidents, the pro-
portion of children and young persons
sometimes equals and rarely falls
much below that of adults.

As a result of those conditions, the workers
began to think and to organise. Is it
any wonder that they organised when they
were working under such ruthless em-
ployers? Those who were responsible
for drawing up this Bill are simply trying
to continue the conditions that existed in
those days.

The Premier: That is an absurd state-
ment.

Mr. MAY: The Premier would not
know anything of the conditions.

The Premier: Not in 1840. 1 was hardly
born then.

Mr. MAY: If the Premier had had
experience of those conditions, he pro-
bably would not be smiling as he is now.
Those conditions caused the workers to
organise and, as a result, the trade unions
came into existence. No wonder human
nature revolted at the conditions under
which those people had to work!

The Attorney General: They did not
have secret ballots in those days.

Mr. MAY: They scarcely had clothes
to wear and certainly did not have enough
food to eat. I am able to treat this matter
seriously, even if Ministers are not.
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The Attorney General: I am interested
in history.

The Premier: Particularly ancient
history.

Mr. MAY: After the trade unions were
formed, much argument ensued between
employers and employees about wages and
conditions, and ultimately arbitration
courts were brought into being. As time
has gone on, the arbitration court has
paid regard to only one side of the ques-
tion, namely the wages of the employees.
The unions go to the court in order to have
wages determined. There is nothing wrong
with that, but we have discovered that
the wages so fixed in many instances do
not represent the amount that should be
paid to the workers, having regard to the
profit being made by the employers.

The Attorney General: That does not
apply in your industry.

Mr. MAY: I think every union is con-
vinced that there cannot be industrial
peace until the Arbitration Court deals with
employers' profits as well as with em-
ployees' wages. By that I mean that as
the .employee has to go to the court to
have his wage from the industry fixed, so
likewise the employer should have to go
to the court for a determination of the
profit margin he should receive from the
industry. There are many industries that
should not be allowed to exist because they
are maintained simply on the sweat of the
men who are employed in those industries.

The Attorney General: You believe in
the fixing of a maximum wage? The Arbi-
tration Court fixes only a minimum wage.

Mr. MAY: It does not matter whether
it is the minimum or the maximum; there
should be a fixation in regard to profits
as well as wages. Until that is done there
will be no industrial peace. Huge profits
are being made out of industry through
the services of the employees.

The Attorney General: Not so huge.
Mr. MAY: I have only to mention the

Holden company.
The Attorney General: How much is

the profit per car?
Mr. MAY: I do not know; but the profit

cannot be compared in any way with the
wages paid to the em~loyees.

The Attorney General: Huge wages are
paid to the employees.

Mr. MAY: The company is making huge
profits.

The Attorney General: A very small
percentage profit per car.

Mr. MAY: Should there be any argu-
ment against an employer going to the
court to have his margin of profit deter-
mined, just as the employee has to have
his wages determined? There should be
none at all.

The Attorney General: You must have
an incentive, must you not?

Mr. MAY: There would be an incentive
then. The employers would get all the
Incentive from the workers that they
wanted. If employees knew that the em-
ployer was getting only a certain margin
of profit, they would know that there would
be a chance of much better wages for them.

In my opinion the purpose of this Bill is
to bludgeon employees into submission. I
can visualise how the unions will feel when
they are fully conversant with the contents
of the measure, after the loyal service they
have given this State over the years. When-
ever an opportunity has presented itself,
the Premier and each of the Ministers have
extolled the workers of this State and
given them great credit for the way
they have stuck to their guns. This is the
result; this is what will be handed to them!
If the Government is looking for some
means to maintain peace in industry in
this State, it has started at the wrong end
with the Bill. I venture to say that in the
not far distant future when this legislation
becomes law, there will be more trouble in
this State than ever before.

The present strike is the first industrial
trouble this Government has encountered.
As a result, it has panicked to such an
extent that it has brought down this very
repressive and repulsive legislation. The
result will be more chaos in industry than
we have known before. There is no doubt
that the Government has been totally in-
competent to deal with the situation that
has arisen over the last few weeks. If it
thinks it will overcome the present trouble
by this measure, it is making a big mis-
take.

Everybody will agree that the question
of margins is one for the court. But I
would point out that in 1907 the basic
wage was £2 6s. and the margin for skilled
workers was l8s., representing a difference
of 42.8 per cent. In August this year the
wage was £1ll 12s. 3d. and the margin £2
1s., representing a difference of 23.9 per
cent. That is an approximate drop of 20
per cent.

That position cannot be allowed to con-
tinue. If sufficient encouragement is nrot
given to skilled labour, we will find there
will be no apprentices. No one will take
on the work if the difference between the
pay for skilled and unskilled worker is so
small. The Attorney General spoke about
incentive. Where is the incentive for any
boy these days to undergo an apprentice-
ship? The way the margin is decreasing,
it will not be very long before the unskilled
worker will be able to claim the same money
as the skilled worker.

The Attorney General: After all, the un-
skilled worker does not get too much.

Mr. MAY: I know.
The Attorney General: His share of the

national income is not very much.
Mr. MAY: That is so; but he cannot

expect to get the same as the skilled
worker.
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The Attorney General: It has to be split
up somehow, has it not?

Mr. MAY: If the decrease in the per-centage of margin that has taken place
continues, before long it will not exist.
That should be realised by the Attorney
General, who has had most to do with
the compilation of the Bill. I have gone
through the measure, concerning which
much has been said by Opposition mem-
bers. I have already expressed my disap-
proval of it. I do not intend to debate
the question at any length and will con-
elude with the hope that the Bill will be
defeated. I trust that the Government
will realise in time the damage it will
do to the peaceful industrial situation in
this State and that for that reason the
measure will be thrown out.

MR. MoCULLOCH (Hannans) (1.47
am.]: Now the Gestapo has gone to bed,
I will have a few words to say on the Bill!
If the aim of the Government is to
abolish arbitration, which I believe it is,
the presentation of this Bill is the right
way to go about it.

The Premier: The aim is to retain arbi-
tration.

Mr. McCtYLLOCH: Oh! The Premier
cannot tell me those things. I have read
in the Press on some occasions and in
publications by the Chamber of Manufac-
tures and the Chamber of Commerce, that
the arbitration law is not just as they
would like it. I have realised over the
years that we are getting away from con-
ciliation. My experience is that, under
the present system, the worker gets more
from conciliation than from arbitration. I
have already said that I considered arbi-
tration good for the fixing of wages and
conditions. However. I find that is not
now the case. The Bill before us is un-
doubtedly aimed at making the position
more confusing to the worker than it was
originally.

Any ordinary individual with some in-
dustrial experience could, 16 or 20 years
ago, go into an Arbitration Court and put
uip a fair case, but lately arbitration has
become a game for the legal fraternity,
because a legal mind is needed before a
claim can be made in order to deal wit
the filling in of the necessary forms, and
so on, before a case can be heard. We
must realise that we are dealing with
human beings, and if of two human beings
one decides to go one way and the other
does not agree, they arrive at a deadlock.

Here we have a deadlock between the
Metal Trades Union and the employer,
which is the Government. It is obvious
to everyone in the Chamber that it can-
not go on for ever. Both sides, together
with the general public, are undoubtedly
suffering. One of the great authorities on
arbitration, Mr. Justice Higgins, who was
mentioned earlier, said there would al-
ways be war between the employee and

the employer. I have heard in recent
years of the amicable relations that have
existed between the employer and the em-
ployee in this State.

I agree that there were amicable re-
lations and very little industrial upheaval
here for years, but unfortunately we have
reached a stage where the country has
lost about £1,500,000, and other workers
outside of the metal trades are also suf-
fering considerable hardship. Strikes at
no time pay I have, unfortunately, been
in many strikes, but I cannot remember
coming out of them any better off than
I was when I participated in them. Never-
theless, I feel it is the inherent right of
the worker, or any person, to sell his
labour on the best market.

A lot has been said about a reduction
of output on the part of wheat farmers,
and milk and butter producers. If a
farmer does not want to produce, why
should he be forced to? If, however, the
Government is going to introduce legis-
lation to Penalise the industrial worker,
it should make the law apply universally
to all workers. It is not long since we saw
something in the Press about the producers
of butter. In "The West Australian" of
the 31st July last, we find the following:_

The President of the dairy section
of the Farmers' Union (Mr. F. J.
Oates) said that it was abundantly
clear that the cost of production was
to be received only on butter sold in
Australia, Plus 20 per cent.

Farmers could see no point in Gov-
ernment appeals for increased pro-
duction when they seemingly were
expected to produce for an uneco-
nomic price. Increased production
could be achieved only if a practical
incentive was offered to those asked
to do the job.

I agree with Mr. Oates, and I say the metal
trades workers should be offered an in-
centive to carry on with their work and
so keep the wheels of industry moving.
What is good for one should be good for
the lot.

It is a great pity that such a strike as
the Present one should ever have occurred.
but the Bill now points to the conscription
of labour. The Government will not get
anywhere with these practices. We may
lead a horse to the trough but we cannot
make him drink, and in the same way we
cannot make these men work if there is
no incentive. I know of ordinary labourers
who are getting up to £15 a week. These
men were not getting anywhere near £15
a week and they were offered the sub-
stantial amount of s. a week extra under
the last State award. As I said the other
morning, I consider that an insult.

If either of these unions, or the two of
them conjointly, were militant and wanted
to tie up the country, I feel that they could
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do it, notwithstanding the Bill. I do not
want to see that happen. We want water
on the Goldfields and I know we cannot
get it unless we have engineers at the
Pumping stations. I do not want to see
the People on the Goldfields dying of
thirst. I would like applied here what the
dairy farmers suggest, namely, an in-
centive for' these individuals. They are
not asking for much.

According to my leader last night, if
there is no victimisation so that the 12
tradesmen are allowed to return to their
employment, and the three days' penalty
in regard to holidays is not applied, the
margins can be fixed at a later date. That
is a fair offer, and if the unions accept
it, I think the country should be greatly
indebted to them. If I had anything to do
with these unions, I would not crawl down
to that extent and the fight would go on
until I got some greater satisfaction. The
Bill is vicious, not only towards the unions
directly concerned now but also towards
approximately 83,000 unionists in this
State.

Some of the provisions relating to the
powers of an officer or the registrar of
the court were referred to last night and
this morning. I would not like to see any
of those officers come to my home and
tell me how to compile the rules. Clause
15, in proposed new paragraph (d), is an
insult to any intelligent person. It states--

from time to time to declare what
functions are those of an office in an
industrial union and from time to
time to add to, vary or cancel a de-
claration made under this Paragraph.

It is downright cheek to include that in
any Bill.

Many of the penalties provided in the
measure could never be enforced on the
Goldfields. I can recall an amendment to
certain legislation with respect to the en-
gagement of a fully-qualified independent
auditor. It cost some of the smaller unions
about £16 Per Year and they could not
afford it. If they did not abide by the
conditions of this measure they could be
fined £10 for every day that the offence
continued, and to my mind that is abso-
lutely obnoxious.

There are other features of the Bill that
I do not like and when the measure is in
Committee I will move to have them
amended. I know it was not the Attorney
General who drew up this Hill and if the
representatives of the Employers' Federa-
tion had compiled it, they could not have
done a better Job from their own point
of view. Clause 9 states-

Upon cancellation of the registra-
tion of an industrial union, the union
and its members cease to be entitled
to the benefit of an award: order; or
industrial agreement; to which the
union is a party.

If that became law I do not think it could
be applied to the metal trades or to the
river and harbour workers. It would re-
sult in chaos because it would allow one
employer to offer more than another and
the one that was willing to pay the highest
rates would get the employees. That is
something that has been avoided for years,
and especially during the war when, under
the National Security Regulations, an em-
ployer was Prohibited from paying and an
employee from receiving above the award
rates.

The member for Blackwood had a lot
to say about communism. We have chal-
lenged the Government. last night and
again this morning, to name one union in
this State the officers of which are, in the
majority, communists, but no member on
that side of the House took up the chal-
lenge. I was accused. years ago, of being
a communist Just because I was a bit
militant. It is time that those opposed
to Labour gave that bogey away, and I
believe that the two unions involved in
this dispute have a good and just case.

Section 68 of the principal Act gives
the Government power, without loss of
prestige, to negotiate with the unions, but
unfortunately it will not even speak to
the leaders of these two organisations.
That section says--

The Crown may where in the opinion
of the Minister a State industry is or
is likely to be affected by the award,
order, decision or determination of the
court, intervene in any proceedings
before the court and make such re-
presentations as may be thought
necessary in order to safeguard the
public interest.

We have to do our best to safeguard the
interests of the public.

It is no good saying that a mediator was
appointed. His hands are tied. The offi-
cials of the union and of the State Dis-
putes Committee of the A.L.F. met the
mediator and tried to thrash out this busi-
ness. However, notwithstanding the fact
that the paper last night stated that the
unions broke off the discussion, the medi-
ator could make only suggestions. He is
not permitted to make a recommendation
and It is just a waste of time for him
to meet the president and secretary of the
A.L.P. and other union officials. It is just
a question of passing the buck and the
Government should not do that on a
serious matter like the current dispute.
All this sort of thing is merely antagonis-
Ing the men and I believe that if a secret
ballot were held tomorrow, the men would
still stay out on strike.

I have no great objection to a secret
ballot. Most of the unions in Kalgoorlie
have a provision in their rules for secret
ballots to be held. Frequently it is not
necessary in the smaller unions, because
they have difficulty in getting individuals
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to take office. But suppose the Bill is
passed; it will probably have no effect on
the metal trades unions even though some
of the branches are still registered under
the Trade Union Act as is the flocks.
Rivers and Harbours Union.

When he produced the Bill on Wednes-
day morning, the Attorney General seemed
highly delighted. He fluttered it before
members of the Opposition but the only
thing to be gained by it is more work for
the legal fraternity. Alter all, that should
not be one of our considerations. 'The
Attorney General would be the last Per-
son I would brief to advocate a case for
me. From my reading of the Bill in the
short time it has been before us, I1 notice
that there is provision for an informer.
Such a person can make an application
for an inquiry into some irregularity that
may have occurred in the union, and,
notwithstanding the fact that the appli-
cation or complaint may be frivolous, it
will not cost the individual anything,
though it may cost the country many
pounds. But the pimp or the informer
pays nothing!

There are some most obnoxious clauses
in the Bill. What is wrong with the
definition of "strike" as it stands In the
parent Act? It has been quite satisfactory
in past Years and even if the Bill is passed.
this new interpretation of the word "strike"
will not prevent such a thing. Strikes can
not be stopped with machine guns; they
will still go on. The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition told us that wars will go on,
and it will be just the same with strikes.
I said, in my opening remarks, that I
thought arbitration was a good thing. In
my young days I used to go down into the
mine at 6 o'clock in the morning and not
come up until 4 o'clock in the afternoon
and never see daylight until Sunday. That
was before the days of Bob Smailes. Arbi-
tration cannot be a one-sided institution
run by the legal fraternity. I do not think
the president of the Arbitration Court
should be a legal man. An ordinary lay-
man with a sound industrial knowledge
would be a far better appointment for the
Government to make than a legal man
because the ordinary worker cannot follow
the phrases of these legal people.

I consider it would be a step in the
right direction if the Minister withheld the
Bill-threw it away or burnt it-because
I honestly believe that it will antagonise
the unions of this country. Does the
Minister honestly believe that the Bill is
an improvement on the Act as it now
stands? I do not think it is. As I have
already stated, the object of the measure
is to suppress the workers with the ultimate
idea of the abolition of arbitration.

I warn the Government that a member
of the Liberal Party, not so long ago.
attempted to abolish arbitration and it
brought about an election in this country

which was the downfall of Lord Bruce
who was then Prime Minister of Australia.
Once this Bill becomes law, or even before
then, the workers of this country will rise
and rebel. Fortunately they have not the
blood of the Spaniards or the southern
Europeans, who would take the life of
another man, but from what I can see
of the present Government. it is antagon-
ising the workers to a stage where they
cannot suffer it any longer.

The offer has been made. The Bill has
been introduced all of a sudden, with a
rush. It has kept the House sitting for
14 hours even on the motion for suspen-
sion of the Standing Orders. Tonight it
has kept us debating for a long time also.
but I suppose that the Government and
its supporters think that we can take all
these things lying down. However, we are
justified in taking a stand against the Bill
and I hope the workers will take a stand
against it also. It will be a great pity
if the union which is involved in the cur-
rent dispute should say. "Very well, the
fight is on and we are going to take the
gloves off." in my opinion, it has handled
the dispute with kid gloves, but it would
be a great pity if Its members removed
those gloves and said, "One out, all out."

That has been the method adopted by
strikers in the Past, but this union has
shown tolerance and has kept our water
supplies going, refrigeration plants in op-
eration and also our electric lighting. There
has been no gratitude shown for such toler-
ance, and the men do not seek gratitude.
But they are not going to see their mates
penalised and abused by the passing of
this measure. Unless some reasonable
settlement is made, a crisis must be
reached sooner or later. I have seen miany
strikes in various parts of the world, and
have always found that an individual can
stand a certain amount, but when he
reaches the climax then nothing will stop
him.

This union has been tolerant and con-
ceded quite a lot, and whether its mem-
bers have conceded the points they should
have or whether they should have been
prepared to accept the conditions that the
Premier outlined the other evening, I do
not know. Personally, I would not accept
them. I would consider that I had been
insulted and that my men had been in-
sulted by the fact that the Government
had offered 9s. and then proposed to take
6s. away from them. That Is a gross in-
sult and shows that certain individuals
do not understand the temperament of the
human being.

if the Government does not change its
attitude, then serious repercussions will
arise. If they do, it will be a great pity
because over the years we have enjoyed
industrial peace in this State. The cur-
rent dispute is of only a minor character
and in its crawling stages. I have seen
strikes where students have dropped
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boulders on trains, have cut the rods o1'
motor trucks with wire-cutters, and it is
then that the climax arises; It is then
that revolution takes place. Therefore,
we do not want to see such things hap-
pening here. I do not think the union
officials desire to see such happenings;
that was never their intentio:D. Those
officials are paid for doing a Job, and in
my opinion they have done it ably to
date.

It is of no use the Premier making an
inference, which appears to be made in
the reports I have read, because that is
purely and simply bosh. I have known
each of these three individuals referred to
for many years, and they have -been in
the Labour movement longer than I have.
They would not have remained in it for
such a long period if they had been on
the red side, so there is no danger of
the Premier losing prestige in speaking
as an Australian to those individuals and
not turning them down. Fancy the Pre-
mier of the State saying, "I will meet
Mr. Chamberlain and Mr. Cameron"-and
I believe he said be would meet Mr. Buck-
ley-"but I will not meet the red leaders
of the metal trades unions. I will not
talk to them; I will not play with them."

What an attitude! In all my life I have
never yet met an employer who would
not at least speak to me. The employer
in my experience would speak and perhaps
say, "Go away and forget about it," but he
certainly would speak. But we have now
been told, through the Press, that the lead-
ing citizen of this State refused to speak
to fellow-Australians on the assumption
that they were red. Tlat is not a very
fair attitude to adopt. I give the Premier
a lot of credit: I know he has a heavy
burden to carry, but I think he made
a grave mistake in not meeting these in-
dividuals, who were trying to negotiate
and arrive at some amicable settlement.

I hope the Attorney General in his wis-
dom will look at the position during the
week-end and analyse some of the points
brought to his notice, or perhaps he can
take them to the Employers' Federation
and let its members look over them, and
they might be able to appreciate the posi-
tion a little better than he does. I also
hope that the Government will agree to
the points that have been put forward by
the Leader of the Oposition tonight and
thus prevent any unnecessary trouble. I
feel that the proposals set out in the Bill
will achieve absolutely nothing.

Better judges and better arbitrators
have awarded this union greater margins
after exhaustive inquiries into their in-
dustry. I mentioned here the other morn-
ing the case of Judge Drake-Brockman
who increased their wages by 16s., notwith-
standing that the basic wage in that period
had only increased In the Previous three
years by 3s. 9d. Now we find that after an

increase of £6 in the basic wage the metal
Trades Uulon Is offered an increase of
3s. That Is the position. it is an absolute
insult.

In the previous case everything was
taken into consideration by the Common-
wealth judge. He made an exhaustive in-
quiry which lasted three or more months.
not just a few days or one month, in order
to find out what the men were worth at
the time. That ratio, as compared with the
margins today, surely warrants some
greater alteration than 3s.!I I have Met
men on these pumping stations and I have
always dreaded the possibility that if any-
thing drastic happened, arising out of this
dispute, the union would take the gloves
off and call all their men out. It would
plunge this State into chaos.

I hope the Government will give the
matter some thought over the week-end.
I trust it will realise that it is dealing with
human beings and intelligent individuals,
and that those individuals would be lack-
ing in their duty if they asked men to
crawl back to work while the 12 men had
been dismissed. I hope the Government
will seriously consider the two points put
forward by the Leader of the Opposition.
I do not know whether the two unions have
agreed to those points or not.

However, I do know, that the Govern-
ment will never cause a split in the trade
union movement so, if that is its aim, it
might just as well forget about it now. The
Government might be under the Impres-
sion that the men from other unions will
fly at the throats of the men belonging to
the A.E.TJ. I can assure you, Mr. Speaker.
that that will never take place. I have
attended meetings of the industrial council
of the A.L.P. here and, without divulging
anything that took place at those gather-
ings, I can assure the House that there is
no htope at all of causing a split in the
Industrial union movement. The unions
stand 100 per cent, together, notwithstand-
ing the various advertisements one sees in
"The West Australian" and the "Daily
News" and all the other papers.

Despite that, the Employers' Federation
has written to employers In many parts of
the State and instructed them to put men
off the job If they were working under the
metal trades award prior to February last.
What right have they got to do that? None
whatever, but these are the tactics of the
employing class at the present stage in this
country. Fortunately their ambition has
not been fully realised, but they are still
making efforts. Another effort was made
only the other day, so one employer told
me.

I have already mentioned the putting off
of eight men by the Perth Road Board.
That was the instruction of the Employers'
Federation and it had to be cantied out.
But I hope the Government will not adopt
the attitude that the Employers, Federa-
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tion will get away with everything that it
is Proposed should be included in the Bill,
I have had a lot of deallngs with the Em-
ployers' Federation and I know that there
are some nice gentlemen on it. There are,
however, some very diplomatic and shrewd
gentlemen on it, too.

If the employers want to continue these
tactics and have a fight, well, let us all take
the gloves off and make a dinkum job of it!
I trust that some amicable arrangement
can be arrived at. I am sure that none of
us in this Chamber would like to see people,
especially in the back country, being de-
prived of drinking water. Those people are
suffering considerable hardships at the
present time. However, although they are
suffering much more than we are In the
metropolitan area, they are still able to
take their hardships with a grin.

But I do not want to see them suffer
more than can be helped if there is any
way possible for us to alleviate that
suffering. Surely we as a representative
body of men can arrive at some sort of
arrangement. The Premier was howling
about the cry for double margins. But
that is the usual thing. One never gets
as much as one asks for. One generally
gets considerably less. Notwithstanding
that these unions have asked for double
their margins, I think if I were the medi-
ator I would have to tell them where
they got off. I would negotiate along
proper lines and I do not think they
would be adamant in their request.
They know as well as I do that the judge,
after an exhaustive enquiry, awarded l6s.
and he did not take into consideration
the points on which Mr. Galvin based his
ruling, which it is admitted were outside
the scope of his authority. If proper
negotiations were carried on with rep-
resentatives of the employers, these
workers might agree to accept consider-
ably less than double the amount.

I repeat that none of us would like to
see this union going the whole hog as it
could easily do. We know the state
of affairs existing today when only a hand-
ful of men are on strike in the metro-
politan area. Certain hardships and dif-
ficulties. are being experienced, but let
members imagine what conditions would
be like for the people in the back country
If the whole of the unions adopted the
attitude of coming out. I hope that the
Government will consider very seriously
the arguments advanced by the Leader of
the Opposition last night.

MR. GRAYDEN (Nedlands) [2.42 an.]:
I Propose to support the Bill. I feel that
this legislation, in the present circum-
stances, is vitally necessary. I did not
intend to speak on this issue tonight, but,
in the view of the many distortions and
misstatements advanced by members of
the Opposition in the course of the debate,

I felt that some of them should be cleared
up in Order to prevent any misunderstand-
Ing.

The member for East Perth offered
minor criticism of the Government for
hurrying this legislation through. As a
matter of fact, its passage will extend
over a week in all, and T paint out that
Dr. Evatt, when Attorney General in the
Chifley Government during the great coal
strike from June to July, 1949, introduced
and had passed in a single day the
National Coal Strike Emergency Bill. If
he was entitled to get such a measure
passed in one day, Surely we are entitled
to pass this Bill in a week!

Members of the Opposition have concen-
trated most of their criticism of the mea-
sure upon a fairly unrelated subject,
namely, their contention that the present
Commonwealth Government-the Liberal
and Country Parties-advocates a pool of
unemployment and that this Bill1 is part of
a scheme to ensure the formation of such
a pool. We had the member for Boulder
referring, I presume, to Professor Hytten,
of Tasmania, and his view of unemploy-
ment, and the member for Leederville re-
ferred to the same gentleman. When I
pointed out to the member for Leeder-
ville that his remarks were not very fair
to the Professor, in that they were un-
true, he rose to his full height and said
that he did not believe what was pub-
lished in "The West Australian.:"

Perhaps if I quote "The West Aus-
tralian" he may believe it, because no-
body would say that 'The West Aus-
tralian" or any other newspaper would
invent an article such as this. I refer
to the issue of "The West Australian" of
Wednesday, the 23rd November, 1949, a
few days before the general elections for
the Commonwealth Parliament. Members
will recall at that time there had been a
great deal of propaganda by the Labour
Party about this pool of unemployment
and that many advertisements appeared in
the press quoting Professor Hytten as say-
ing that he advocated a pool of unem-
ployment of 6 to 8 per cent. and that
his policy had been adopted by the Lib-
eral and Country Parties. I am sure that
all members will recall having seen those
advertisements and they may remember
this article which is headed, "Close to
Libel. Professor Hytten hit-s out." The
article reads-

Melbourne, Nov. 22. Professor Tor-
leiv Hytten denied emphatically today
that he had ever advocated a pool of
unemployed, as alleged in Labour
Party election advertisements. He
was neither a member of the Liberal
Party nor the Country Party and never
had been, Professor Hytten said.

Formerly economic adviser to the
Bank of New South Wales. Professor
Hlytten is now vice-chancellor of the
University of Tasmania.
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"The advertisements come close to
libel,' Professor Hytten said. "I re-
cently replied to Dr. Evatt when be
charged me with having advocated a
pool of unemployment, pointing out
that in my much disputed paper at
the Science Congress in Hobart, I had
advocated nothing, but had merely dis-
cussed as dispassionately as possible
the methods of keeping employment
stable at a high level.

"I still have no desire to enter a
political controversy, but when the
statements are repeated in terms that
come uncomfortably close to libel, I
must claim the common citizen's right
to defend himself. In an article on
Saturday, Dr. Lloyd Ross admitted
that I did not openly recommend an
unemployment pool, but after this
display of fairness, he misquoted me
by alleging that I had said 'This paper
does not consider 6 per cent. an exces-
sive margin In a free society.'

"This statement was clearly Marked
in my paper as a quotation from 'The
Economist', London of December 1,
1945, and was not my own.

"The chief criticism in my paper
was directed against the white paper,
'Full Employment in Australia' issued
in 1945, which had nothing very sub-
stantial to offer in the way of con-
crete policy.

"Indeed the authors seem to have
summed up their own frustration in
the following sentence appearing in
the white paper, 'If we value full em-
ployment and high living standards
sufficiently, we need not fear that
solutions will be impossible to find.'

"That is a pious hope rather than a
solution of what is a really intricate
problem, and my critics would do a
better service to this country if they
really sought a way to maintain full
employment against adverse economic
conditions, which will no doubt strike
us some time or other. I have myself
worked with my hands and suffered
unemployment, and I have no illu-
sions on the subject. That, I think,
is illustrated in what I consider the
governing sentence in my whole paper:
'The aim of policy should be the high-
est level of employment compatible
with stability, since it Implies two very
reasonable economic aims, namely, the
fullest possible use of resources and
the elimination of mass unemploy-
ment which is a great social evil."

"I emphasise again that entry into
this controversy is not of my own
choosing. It has been forced on me
by critics who fairly obviously have
not read my paper."

I think that shows quite conclusively that
the allegations made by the member
for Boulder-that Is, if he was referring to
that gentleman, and I presume he was-

and the allegation of the member for
Leederville that Professor Hytten advo-
cated a pool of unemployed-

Mr. Graham: Menzies has certainly
given effect to it.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I believe it was the
member for East Perth-correct Me if I
am wrong-who said that there were
100,000 unemployed in Australia at pre-
sent.

Mr. Graham: I never said that.
Hon. J. T. Tonkin: It was the member

for East Sydney.
Mr. GRAYDEN: The member for East

Sydney may have said it, but it was re-
peated by someone in this House tonight.
There are a lot of allegations concerning
unemployment in Australia today, but I do
not know where any accurate figures can
be obtained. From the claims In the Com-
monwealth Employment Office it appears
that there is some growing unemployment,
but on a very minor scale; and apart from
that there is no definite proof that mass
unemployment is coming.

Mr. Graham: The unemployment office
figures give those People who are drawing
the dole, and not those who are unem-
ployed.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Yes, admittedly,
Mr. Graham: A tremendous difference.
Mr. GRAYDEN: Maybe so: but unless

they have applied for the dole and are
drawing it, we cannot be certain that they
are unemployed. I presume that most
people, if they are unemployed for a couple
of weeks, apply for the dole.

Mr. Graham: Unless they are debarred.
Mr. GRAYDEN: Yes; but I suppose the

majority come under the terms. So there
can be no accurate figures of how many
people are unemployed and the number
of People drawing the dole would have to
be Increased tremendously to make up the
figures of 100,000.

Mr. Graham: The Federal Minister mul-
tiplied the dole figures by three,

Mr. GRAYDEN: Which I should say is
a reasonable figure. because it must be
remembered that many people at a par-
ticular time may be changing jots and have
a few days off. If a cross-section were
taken of the unemployed at that time,
they would figure in it as unemployed.

Mr. Graham: That applied last Year,
too.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Yes; but they are cer-
tainly not true unemployed, but only tran-
sitional unemployed, shifting from one job
to another or changing from one industry
to another.

Mr. Styants: Which part of this Bill
deals with unemployment?

Mr. GRAYDEN: Members opposite used
this bogey of unemployment as one of the
main reasons against the Bill. They said
this was part of a scheme to create a pool
of unemployed.
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Mr. Graham: I wonder who said that.
Mr. ORAYDEN: That was an allegation

of many members opposite.
Mr. Graham: Give us one!
Mr. ORAYDEN: It would probably be

easier to name the members who did not
say it.

Mr. Graham: Give us one!
Mr. GRAYDEN: The member for Leeder-

ville spoke along those lines. I believe the
Leader of the Opposition spoke of mass
unemployment during part of his speech.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: You are only
guessing.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I am not only guessing.
Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: You are gassing!I
Mr. GRAYDEN: I remember the hon.

member saying he had unimpeachable evi-
dence that the Commonwealth Government
was trying to create a pool of unemployed.

Ron. A. R. 0. Hawke: No doubt about
that.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: If he said that, it
must be true.

Mr. GRAYDEN: But he did not produce
the unimpeachable evidence.

Hon. A. R, G. Hawke: It is available.
Mr. GRAYDEN: He said that it came

from a Minister.
Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: That is right.
Mr. GRAYDEN: Presumably in the Com-

monwealth Government.
H4on. A. R. G. Hawkce. That is right.
Mr. GRAYDEN: I would be very happy

to see the evidence. It is no use saying he
has unimpeachable evidence unless he pro-
duces it so that members can judge for
themselves.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The hon. member
can judge by results If he wishes to do so.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I intend to do so.
Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Unemployment is

not a bogey for the 80 men sacked by the
Premier from the Bunbury harbour works.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Let us look at the situa-
tion in the country today. We have high
prices ruling oversea for all our primary
products and our primary industries seem
assured of prosperity at least for the im-
mediate future.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: That is no satis-
faction to the 80 men who have been sacked
by the Government from the Bunibury har-
bour works.

Mr. GRAYDEN: The Leader of the Op-
position does not deny that the agricultural
and primary industries seem assured of
prosperity, at least for the immediate
future.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: What help is that
to the men who have been sacked by the
Government in recent weeks?

Mr. GRAYDEN: Let us tackle it part
by part till we have tackled the whole.

Hon. A. R, 0. Hawke: It only makes the
men more resentful and more sore.

Mr. GRAYDEN: As the Leader of the
Opposition hus not denied it, 1 presume
that he admits that the primary industries
seem assured of prosperity at least for the
immediate future.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: If you had a talk
with some of the farmers in the country,
they would not agree that they were pros-
perous. You want to go down through
the Premier's electorate!

Mr. ORAYDEN: We have a defence
programme which will probably total
£200,000,000.

Mr. Graham: Much of it wasted, of
course.

Mr. GRAYDEN: The member for East
Perth might think money spent on the
defence of this country is a waste.

Mr. Graham: I did not suggest that.
Mr. GRAYDEN: But the people gener-

ally do not, as they have shown by the
election results in this country in the last
few years.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: There is a lot of
extravagance in the Army and Air Force.

Mr. GRAYDEN: There cannot but be
extravagance, but it is not a luxury.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: They could reduce
a lot of the extravagance.

Mr. Yates: In what way?
Mr. Graham: In many ways.
Mr. Yates: There is not much waste.
Mr. Graham: You do not believe that

yourself.
Mr. Yates: I do, because I know all about

it.
Mr. Graham: Probably because you are

copping some of it yourself.
Mr. Yates: That is an unfair statement.
Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The member

for Nedlands will proceed.
Mr. GRAYDEN: We seem assured of

prosperity In the future with our defence
programme of £2 00,000,000, and develop-
ment costing hundreds of millions; with
our migration programme and with mar-
kets for our primary products, which are
bringing very high returns. Are those
things factors of depression? Are they
characteristics of an approaching reces-
sion? Are they the elements of an economy
suffering from mass unemployment? None
of those factors can do anything but mili-
tate against a depression. If anything
their effect must be inflationary.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The member for
Nedlands is entirely ignoring the inflation
menace.

Mr. GRAYDEN: On the one hand, we
have the Leader of the Opposition saying
we are ignoring the inflation menace and
on the other hand berating us for ignoring
the menace of recess ion and depression.
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Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: I did not say
that at all.

Mr. GRAYDEN: The economy is headed
one way or the other--either inflation or
depression.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Would You not
admit that inflation, or the results of in-
flation, is causing unemployment?

Mr. GRAYDEN: The results of inflation
can cause sectional unemployment but not
mass unemployment.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: That Is no help
to the bloke who is unemployed.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Some industries have
grown out of proportion to what they can
stand. They were all right when people
spent money without regard -to what it
bought, but now that we are encountering
buying resistance the process is different:
We are changing from a milk bar economy
to one where the basic essentials are be-
coming plentiful again.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: If you have
enough income to buy them.

Mr. GRAYDEN: If there is one factor
more than any other that is causing un-
employment and uncertainty today, the
hampering of the loan market and pro-
v'iding problems for the Government to
overcome, it is the scare propaganda being
indulged in by certain Labour leaders. It
is their policy, apparently, to make state-
ments calculated to frighten the people
into a panic so that the panic can be used
by the Labour Party for its own political
purposes.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: The Liberal Party
has created the panic.

Mr. ORAYDEN: Their totally unjustified
statements on many of these things clearly
indicate the way they are heading.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Menzies and Fad-
den have created the panic.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Their propaganda has.
without a doubt, been successful in scar-
ing large numbers of the public and thus
causing a great deal of the uncertainty
in the business world today. I would urge
members to support the Bill which is so
vitally necessary to meet the emergency.

MR. READ (Victoria Park) [3.2 a.m.]:
As one who is not quite in accord with
any party in the House, I wish to say a
few words so that I shall not cast a silent
vote on the matter under discussion. The
whole economy of our State is in danger
of being upset by this industrial up-
heaval. To me it is not a question of
whose prestige or dignity is Injured; or
of who is right or wrong, but that there
are dozens and perhaps hundreds of homes
today not enjoying the standard of living
that they should, and this is because of
the strike. We should give more atten-
tion to that aspect of the question than
to the Political side.

Hon. E. Nulsen: The Bill will not affect
the strike.

Mr. READ: Perhaps it will be an in-
centive later to those who contemplate
striking to consider the position thoroughly
before entering on a strike. I contend
that the Government and also the leaders
of the Labour movement have not Quite
done their duty in seeing that the strike
was settled. It has gone on week by week
and month by month, and nothing has
been done. Many women and children are
being deprived of necessities which they
should be receiving. When I say that the
Government has procrastinated, I mean
that the strike has gone on for many
months. The Labour leaders do not seem
to be seized with the harm that the strike
is doing to the homes in our State.

Mr. Graham: Both sides cannot be the
Government.

Mr. READ: That is so. Last Saturday
a meeting of the striking unionists was
to have been held at the Trades Hall.

Mr. May: Next Saturday.
Mr. READ: Last Saturday.
Mr. Graham: No, it was not con-

templated.
Mr. HEAD: But Mr. Webb and Mr.

Chamberlain had to go east to some con-
ference. They considered that more im-
portant than consulting with these men
and trying to settle the matter. As a re-
sult, it continued for another week. In
tonight's paper we find the following:=

STRIKERS' MEETING CALLED FOR
SATURDAY CANCELLED.

Metal trades strike leaders have
cancelled arrangements made for the
use of Perth Trades Hall on Saturday
for a mass meeting. The date of such
a meeting is now uncertain.

Reports for Melbourne today sug-
gested that AElJ federal president
Cranwell and Boilermakers' Society
federal president Wookey were un-
likely to be able to make the trip to
Perth in time for Saturday's proposed
meeting.

A mass meeting of strikers for Perth
Trades Hall next Saturday had been
tentatively arranged last week.

At the last mass meeting of strikers
one of the resolutions carried was that
the two federal leaders should be pre-
sent when strike settlement proposals
were considered.

They are not hurrying about it, and that
is why I blame both sides for their pro-
crastination.

Mr. Brady: The Government has put it
off for six months.

Mr. READ: The most important clause
of the Bill to MY mind is the one which
deals with the taking of a compulsory bal-
lot, because such a ballot gives the con-
sidered opinion of every member of the
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union as to whether a strike is necessary
in order to protest against some wrong
they are supposed to be suffering. There
is nothing against the leaders of the union
campaigning and putting their viewpoint
before the men prior to the taking of the
ballot, and there is nothing to prevent the
leaders, who consider that a strike should
take place, from completely informing
every unit of the union regarding what
is involved. If a secret ballot is taken, it
will give the considered opinion of every
member of the union.

Mr. Needham: What if the ballot is in
favour of a strike?

Mr. READ: The strike is then at the
wish of the whole union, and I believe
that In certain circumstances a strike is
the only weapon available to the workers.
However, there are many strikes that are
ill-considered and the repercussions of
wvhich are felt most by the women and
children in the homes. Strikes for better
wages, conditions or amenities might
legitimately be entered upon as the result
of a ballot, as I think that is the only
method of obtaining a true reflex of the
wish of every member of the union. If
the Bill is passed, I take it that the secret
ballot would apply to all unions, thus giv-
ing 100 per cent. of informed voting on
such questions.

Mr. J. Hegney: The Bill makes no pro-
vision for the men to ballot before going
on strike. According to the Bill, a strike
is unlawful.

Mr. Needham: The Bill says there
should not be a strike.

Mr. READ: A ballot on the part of the
union in such circumstances is not a
domestic matter only but affects a wide sec-
tion of the community. It is a social ques-
tion that may affect thousands of people.
A key union, by going on strike, may throw
many hundreds of other workers out of
employment, and I therefore do not think
the provision for a secret ballot could do
any harm. I will support the second read-
ing of the Hill though I am not in favour
of some of its provisions, such as the
penalty clauses, which I think would only
aggravate the position. When we are deal-
ing with the measure in Committee, we
can endeavour to Improve it in that direc-
tion.

Mr. Graham: Tell us on which side you
are.

Mr. READ: When the clauses that I
do not like are considered in Committee.
I will vote against them.

MR. J. HEGNEY (Middle Swan)
[3.15 a.m.]: I cannot pass over this oppor-
tunity of expressing myself in regard to
the Bill as I represent an industrial elec-
torate that will be vitally affected by it.
The Government is becoming notorious
for bringing down Bills and pushing them
through during a suspension of Standing

Orders. My electorate suffered an injus-
tice under similar circumstances 12
months ago when the Welshpool-Bassen-
dean chord railway measure was pushed
through in tour days without giving my
electors or the road boards concerned any
opportunity of expressing their opinion
on it. In the present case, Standing
Orders have been suspended and little or
no time has been allowed for consulta-
tion with those vitally concerned.

We have been told that the urgency of
this measure is due to the present strike
and that consequently the Bill must be
Passed before we come to the debate on
the Address-in-reply. Let the Attorney
General tell us how the Bill will be ap-
plicable to the men who are now on strike.
The member for Victoria Park thinks that
the provision for ballots will mean that
in future workers will hold a secret ballot
as to whether or not they shall strike,
but he has not read the Bill properly be-
cause under it a strike will be just as un-
lawful as under the existing Act.

He criticised both the Government and
Messrs. Webb and Chamberlain, the presi-
dent and secretary of the disputes com-
mittee of the A.L.P., for thefr'apathy on
the question of bringing about a settle-
ment of the strike. He said that Messrs.
Chamberlain and Webb went to the East-
ern States before last Saturday when a
mass meeting of the men was to be called,
but I would point out that before they
went away Mr. Chamberlain did his
utmost to get from the Government a
firm statement for submission to the men
at that meeting, but could not get it.
There was therefore no good purpose to
be served by his staying, and consequently
that criticism falls to the round. It can-
not be denied that the strike has dragged
on. I have been a member of the Boiler-
makers' Union since I was an apprentice
in the Midland workshops many years
ago.

Mr. Read: Are you a financial memi-
ber?

Mr. J. HEGNEY: Yes, and a few years
ago I thought I would have to go back
to the trade. I remember that when I
had been two or three years at the trade.
the Scaddan Labour Government was in
power, and the engineers and boilermakers
ceased work in protest against an unjust
award on the question of margins. They
went out on strike for six weeks before the
then Scaddan Government finally agreed
to appoint an arbitrator in the person of
the Rev. Rlvett, a Minister of religion in
Perth. He, with two other people was ap-
Pointed as an arbitrator and that panel
went into the question and finally made
a decision which was acceptable both to
the Government and the men, who then
returned to work.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: I wonder if the
Premier would consider appointing the
Rev. Bryant as an arbitrator in the present
dispute.
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Mr. J. HEGNEY: He might, if he sleeps
on it overnight. The Attorney General
has made great play of the fact that the
strike is controlled from the Eastern
States; he says that a majority of the
Federal executive of the A.E.U. are com-
munists and these people are directing the
strike in Western Australia. That is his
dictum.

I attended a meeting of the men who
are out on strike to learn their psycho-
logy, their reaction and to get some idea
of their activities, and I say this to the
Attorney General: It would be impossible
to keep these men out on strike if they
did not think they had a Just and reason-
able cause. Mr. Gibson, the secretary of
the organisation, and Mr. Cahill of the
Boilermakers' Society could not keep the
men out if the men did not want to
remain on strike-ecertainly not for six
months. Does the Attorney General think
that if communists in the Eastern States
wanted the men to stay out on strike in
Western Australia they would do so if
they did not think they had a good reason?

The trouble is that the Attorney Gen-
eral has not worked among these men and
does not know what is in their minds. As
a matter of fact, it is not easy to persuade
these men to go out on strike. It is only
when they are suffering hardship or are
being forced to work under an unjust
award that they will strike. It was only
after the men realised that there was no
chance of getting increased margins that
they downed tools and went on strike.

The Premier: How do the Western Aus-
tralian margins compare with those
operating in the Eastern States?

Mr. J. HEGNEY: All I know is that
when I worked in the Eastern States some
years ago the boilermakers in New South
Wales were paid £1 more per week than
those in Western Australia.

The Premier: That does not apply to-
day.

Mr. J. HEGNEY: I do not know about
the margins now, but the fact is the men
believe they have a just cause. Mr. Galvin.
the Federal Conciliation Commissioner.
gave the engineers and other skilled arti-
sans in the Eastern States no consideration
at all. I was in the Eastern States at
the time and when I read about it I
realised there would be trouble because
these men are skilled artisans. There was
a dispute in the Eastern States, but for
various reasons the men went back to
work. In this State the engineers and
boilermakers, in common with other organ-
isations, were conferring with a view to
putting forward a common request, but
finally the others backed out and left the
two organisations now in the dispute to
carry on the fight.

As I said when discussing the motion for
the suspension of Standing Orders, 'it is
time the Government did something. I
agree with the Leader of the Opposition

when he says that the time is ripe for
the Government to take one step for-
ward in an effort to settle the dispute. We
must realise that these men who are out
on strike are skilled artisans and are the
only ones available to work in our in-
dustries: they have to keep industry mov-
ing in this State. The economic life of
the State is being affected by the strike
and so much suffering is taking place, and
will continue to take place until this dis-
pute is ended. The longer it drags on. the
less Interest the Government seems to show
in it. That is not a very christian like
attitude to adopt towards fellow workers.

I previously mentioned that my brother
is a fitter and is one of the 12 men who
has been dismissed from the workshops.
He has spent all his life in this country
and has reared a family of nine children.
He has made his contribution to this State
and is a first-class tradesman. Because he
is a loyal member of his union and refused
to do a job that his union declared black,
unless he was Paid the same wages as an
outside tradesman, he was sacked. There
are 11 other men in a similar position. All
the Premier has to say is that the 12 men
will be reinstated, and after all that is
one of the fundamental principles of any
strike; once it is ended there should be
no victimisation. The men will definitely
put tip a struggle to see that no victimisa-
tion takes place.

A couple of months ago the Premier
said that the Bill was one of great urgency,
but he did not call Parliament together
until the normal time. Now that Parlia-
ment has met, the Bill becomes urgent and
the Address-in-reply is laid aside so that
we can deal with the measure. At this
stage, the Bill has no material bearing on
the strike or on any attempt to get the
men back to work. It is repressive legis-
lation and definitely should not be passed.
There are some clauses in it that deal with
elections.

The Bolermakers' Union. of which I
am a member, conducts secret ballots for
the elections of its officers. I have a vote
whenever an election takes Place, and so
does every other financial member
throughout the State. That Is nothing
new, but there are other clauses in the
Bill which deal with the keeping of
registers and so on. It will be impossible
for most organisations to keep these re-
cords because of the changing nature of
their membership and the type of employ-
ment. It is placing a burden on the unions
and it will be impossible for them to carry
out the provisions contained in the mea-
sure.

This legislation, I repeat, is repressive
in character and there has, in the past,
been a good record in this State as re-
gards Industrial relationship. The Bill
will only antagonise the workers and get
the back of the trade union movement
up against the Provisions of the legisla-
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tion. The Liberal Government in Western
Australia is out to undermine the interests
of the workers and it is obvious that the
struggle is on. Up to the present there
is no doubt that it has tried, with honeyed
words to sooth the workers who gave it
support at the last election.

When some of the members in the
Chamber tonight go to the country there
are many supporters in their districts to
whom they will be hard put to it to
explain their support of this reactionary
measure. I refer in particular to the
member for Maylands, the member for
Canning, whose electorate includes people
who are predominantly workers, and also
the member for Wembley Beaches. No
doubt the measure will be put forward
with plenty of force in those electorates,
and this will have an important bearing
when such members go on the hustings.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Those members
will have to support the Bill, or Mr. Down-
ing will cancel their endorsements.

Mr. J. HEGNEY: They are obliged to
support the Bill. But when they come to
justify their actions before the electors, it
will be a different story, because the Gov-
ernment, in bringing down aL measure of
this nature as a matter of urgency, to deal
with the existing situation, knows full well
that it will not achieve its purpose and also
knows that it is merely- submitting propa-
ganda to hoodwink the workers in the
electorates. Ministers think that this kind
of propaganda will be accepted by the
strong men of industry, but they will not
be able to pull the wool over the eyes
of the workers. I have expressed my
objection to this measure and when it
reaches the Committee stage I will take
the opportunity of discussing its proposals
clause by clause. 1. therefore do not in-
tend to delay the House any longer.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL (Hon. A.
V. R. Abbott-Mt. Lawley-in reply 1 3.33
am.]: The majority of members have dis-
cussed the Bill either from the point of view
of setting out the merits or demerits of the
strike in question or have discussed some
of the clauses contained in it. L, therefore,
do not propose to delay the House at this
late hour in discussing in full the advant-
ages or disadvantages of some of the
clauses which more appropriately will be
dealt with in Committee.

Hon. E. Nulsen: Is the Attorney General
going to give us anything in regard to Dr.
Evatt's statement?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I will refer
to it briefly. The member for Collie traced
the history of the trade union movement
through the past 100 years and showed
that there has been tremendous advance
during that period. The time has now
arrived when the trade union movement,
with practically every worker in Australia
belonging to some industrial organisation.

has become a semi-political body. They
have become, Politically, second in strength
Only to the parliamentary bodies of Aus-
tralia, and they bring tremendous influence
to bear upon the economic and political
life of Australia today.

The policy of the trade unions does
definitely lean towards arbitration. That
is the point of view that the Leader of the
Opposition and every member opposite has
clearly stated, but there can be no such
thing as arbitration unless there is a will-
ingness to accept decisions made as a
result of it. I know quite well that the
workers on strike in this instance thought
they had a just case. I know they would
not have struck if they considered they
had not. However, that is not the point.
I am not going to state whether their case
is just or not.

As the Leader of the Opposition has
stated quite clearly, on the question of
wages the Government should not be the
one to decide the issue as it should
be left to the Arbitration Court, especially
when the workers themselves support it.
That is the policy the Government has fol-
lowed; it has left the question to the de-
cision of the Arbitration Court and, like
any other Government-as the Leader of
the Opposition has admitted-it could not
have departed from that policy. H-aving
in view the fact that we all agree de-
cisions should be made by the Arbitration
Court, then it must be conceded that
the court should be permitted some sanc-
tions to enforce a decision and to prevent
aggression by organised unions against
the community, after having made its de-
cision. Mr. Alex. McCallum, one of the
greatest Industrialists this State has pro-
duced-

Mr. Graham: They usually are-after
they are dead, as the Attorney General
knows.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Well, he
was.

Mr. J. Hegney: He was a real red-
ragger when he was at the Trades Hall.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: This is
what Mr. Alex. McCallum said-

My experience in industrial matters
has taught me that all methods and
systems of conciliation or conference
are in the main useless unless they
have behind them the power of com-
pulsion.

If members care to read more of his
remarks which he made during a debate
on legislation of this nature, they will
find them at P. 518 of Vol. 1 of the 1924
Parliamentary Debates. In fact, he made
this observation when moving the second
reading of a Bill which introduced into
arbitration the strongest authority that
can be granted to a court. In other
words, he made the Arbitration Court a
supreme court of record, having all the
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Powers of contempt and enforcement and
the general jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court. The Bill that I am introducing
intends to do no more than that done
by this industrial leader of the Labour
Party. It was he who introduced that
section in 1925.

Pon. J. B. Sleeman: To which section
does the Attorney General refer?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Section
138, Subsection (2), which still exists in
the principal Act. The drafting of this
legislation was an attempt to bring arbi-
tration law up to date. The Government
and the Parliamentary Draftsman in con-
sidering it, embodied in the Bill such pro-
visions as has been considered by other
Governments as being good legislation-
there it is. When unions, comprised of so
many members, have the immense power
that they do possess- for instance, the
A.E.U. which has a membership extending
all over Australia-

Mr. Lawrence: How many?
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Many

thousands.
Mr. Lawrence: How many thousands?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I know
that there are many thousands in the
A.E.U.

Mr. Lawrence: It might be 10,000.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: It does
not matter, but there are many thousands,
and those People who are to hold office
should be elected by clean and secret
ballots. We have that system in our
parliamentary elections and who wants to
do away with the secret ballot? When
that provision was introduced into this
legislation it had the strong support of
the Labour movement in the Eastern
States. There again provision was in-
serted in the case of disputed returns.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Why pick only
the trade unions? Why not the Farmers'
Union and the rest?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I am deal-
Ing with the industrial unions at the pre-
sent moment and they have immense
power. I will try to collect my thoughts
again.

Mr. Lawrence: You need to.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: If the
hon. member would like to sit here for
another hour or two-

Mr. Lawrence: I will sit here for 26
hours if you like.

The Premier: Why don't you let the
Minister make his speech?

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: To ensure
that a disputed election would be Properly
investigated, a section was introduced
into the legislation of Australia by Dr.

Evatt of which he considered was of very
great importance to the trade union move-
ment. This is how he summed it up. He
said-

Tday the trade union movement.
which embraces practically all those
engaged in recognised callings or in-
dustries is extremely powerful; indeed,
in some respects, it is as Powerful as
the organised community itself. Paral-
lel with that development, employers
have evolved into the modern corpora-
tion or groups of corporations. On
the one hand, we have the organised
community which elects its legislative
representatives at parliamentary elec-
tions and, on the other hand, we have
the corporation and the trade union.
Those organisms are inter-related. so
that the modern trade union bears
the stamp of public interest and con-
cern-

Mr. Graham: I take it you are a sup-
porter of Dr. Evatt.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Whatever
his political views, Dr. Evatt is an ex-
tremely capable man. To continue with
Dr. Evatt's statement-

Under present law the Common-
wealth Court of Conciliation and
Arbitration has general authority con-
cerning the acceptance of the rules of
a trade union, but the Bill proposes
to take a further step to extend the
jurisdiction of the court to empower
it to entertain an application by any
member of a union, or an individual
who has been such a member within
the preceding 12 months, for the
court to supervise an election where
it is suspected that irregularities or
improper practices have occurred.
The courts are given wide powers
to deal with the election, and
wide sanctions are provided for
off ences. There is, as I have said, an
analogy between the conduct of elec-
tions in a registered trade union and
those of the national Parliament. We
put this Hill forward as a step that
has been approved by the trade union
movement, which has gradually come
to appreciate that trade union elec--
tions are entering a sphere which is
as Important to the well-being of the
community as are elections for the
Commonwealth or a State Parliament.

So it can be seen what Dr. Evatt felt in
connection with disputed elections. As I
said before, the other provision, which
deals with sanctions of the court, was
inserted virtually by a Labour leader
again. It was done by Mr. Alex McCallum.

Hon. A. Rt. G. Hawke: The Liberal
Party used to label him a communist.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: It might
have done so. but I do not care in the
least. A lot of very clever People are
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called communists at times, as the hon.
member knows. One of the points raised
by the Leader of the Opposition referred
to the definition of "strike." There was
rather a useless strike at Fremantle and
the members were brought before an in-
dustrial court and fined. There was not
the slightest doubt in anyone's mind that
it was a strike; it took the form of a nor-
mal strike.

The union appealed and employed a
lawyer and the Full Court said that tech-
nically it was not a strike. Every person
with comnmonsense. however, considered it
to be a strike and the industrial magis-
trate also said it was a strike, yet the
Supreme Court said it was not. So the
term 'strike" has been defined in modemn
language to widen the scope to include a
strike of a political nature. That is why
the width in the definition is there. There
Is, however, full protection because in any
case it is left to the court to say whether
or not it is a strike.

Hon. E. Nulsen: Is there very much
original in your Bill that is not in any
other industrial Act in Australia?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Very little
indeed. There is not the slightest doubt
that under the constitution of this union
it is governed by a Federal council on
which three men have a vote-only three
men and they have control of the organ-
isation!

Mr. Moir: But this Bill deals with every
union in the State.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I agree in
this particular case it does. Mr. Gibson
was asked, "Why is there a strike only in
Western Australia when the rest of the
men affected in the Eastern States were
sent back to work on the 25th June?" He
replied that "only Western Australian
workers were still on strike because for
obvious reasons it would be bad policy to
have the whole of the members of the
metal trades unions on strike." So he made
it quite clear in accordance with the tac-
tics of the union, led by the three men,
the Eastern States strikers were told to go
back to work there while those in this
State were still kept out. No Government
could help but be worried. Apart from the
huge amount of money being lost, it has
caused the Government great concern to
see the amount which the employees them-
selves have lost. Any Government would
appreciate its responsibility.

Mr. Moir: Canl you tell me how this
will affect the present situation?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Yes. We
could not take over the right of the Arbi-
tration Court on a question such as the
remuneration of employees. The Bill pro-
vides for a ballot being taken. There
has been some argument by the member
for Melville that this legislation could not
be applied to the present strike. As a

lawyer. I am inclined to agree with him.
but that point might be cleared up in
Committee. There is not the slightest
doubt in my mind that 90 per cent. of tire
workers involved in this strike are heartily
tired of it and would be ready to return
to work tomorrow if they only had an op-
portunity to do so.

Mr. Graham: Suppose they voted in the
opposite direction?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: That would
be very sad.

Mr. Graham: What would be the posi-
tion then?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The strike
would go on.

Mr. Graham: Would it be lawful then?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: No, and it
is not lawful now.

Mr. Graham: Then what is the use of
the Bill?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I am satis-
fled that, if given an opportunity, 90 per
cent. of the men would be prepared to go
back to work tomorrow.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: On what basis?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: These
workers failed to abide by the decision of
an arbitrator provided by law. They have
suffered and suffered severely. There has
been a good deal of argument to the effect
that the union was thrown out of the
Arbitration Court. That was the decision
of the court, and it is not my place to dis-
cuss it here.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: It was a decision
of the president.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: That is so.
I consider that, in Mr. Schnaars, we have
a man who is eminently respected in trade
union circles. For years he was the rep-
resentative of the unions on the court.
He Is to investigate this dispute and make
a recommendation to the Government. If
I am not mistaken, the Premier has stated
in this House that he would accept the
recommendation. No Government could
go further than that.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Let me ask you
a question. Do you think that the strikers
would return to work and, for instance,
leave the 12 sacked men to be victimised?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The hon.
member has known me for a good many
years. I am just an average Australian,
so the hon. member may guess what my
thoughts are.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: That is good
enough,

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: This is not
an oppressive measure. It consolidates the
law and brings it up to date and I feel
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sure that it will be of great benefit to the
workers. These are not the days when
the community can afford strikes: these
are not the days when there should be
strikes. Unions can ensure that each
member gets justice, and if any particular
Organisation is swayed by its emotions for
the time being, there must be some remedy
to fall back on in the interests of the com-
munity.

Today the State is suffering huge losses
which will rebound on every citizen and,
in particular, the strikers are suffering.
It is not right that this should happen
in a civilised community. Yet no Govern-
menit could yield on a question that ought
to go to arbitration because to do so would
be the end of that Government. So I
hope that this measure will assist to pre-
vent a repetition of the tragedy that has
occurred on this occasion.

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

Ayes .... .... .... .... 23
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTIONS.

RAILWAYS.
As to Wiluna and Laverton Connections.

Majority for

Mr. Abbott
Mr. Ackland
Mr. Butcher
Dame F. Cardeul-oll
Mr. Doney
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Griffith
Mr. Heamnan
Mr. Hill
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Manning
Mr. MoLarty

Mr. Brady
Mr. Graham
Mr. Guthrie
Mr. Hawke
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. Hoar
Mr. Johnspon
Mr. Lawrence
Mr. May

Ayes.
Mr. Brand
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Mann
Mr. Totterdell

Ayes.
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. Oidfield

,vet Mr. Owen
Mr. Perkins
Mr. Read
Mr. Thorn
Mr. Watts
Mr. Wild
Mr. Yates
Mr. Bovell

Noes.
Mr. Mcoulloch
Mr. M.oir
Mr. Needham
Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Sleeman
Mr. Styants
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Kelly

Pairs.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mar.

Noes.
W. Hegney
Marshall
Cove ricy
Rodoreda

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

House adjourned at 3.58 am. (Frit

5 Hon. E. M. HEENAN asked the Minis-
- ter for Railways:

In view of rumours that are current to
the effect that it is intended to pull up the
railway lines between Leonora and Layer-
ton, and between Meekatharra and Wiluna,
will he give an assurance that no such
action is contemplated?

The MINISTER replied:
The question of pulling up the railway

(Teller.) line between Meekatharra and Wiluna has
been examined and the Government has
called for further reports concerning this
proposal. The general question or a sur-
vey of uneconomic lines is one which is
being carried out at departmental level,
but any proposal affecting the line be-
tween Leonora and Laverton has not yet
been fully examined. The Government

(Teller.) attitude in regard to the Leonora-Laverton
line was fully explained by me at a public
meeting on the occasion of my recent visit
to Leonora, at which the hon. member was
present.

TOWN PLANNING.
As to Printing Honorary Royal Cornuis-

sionh's Report.

day). Hon. H. HEARN asked the Minister for
Za. Transport:

Will he inform the House whether the
Government intends to have the report
of the Honorary Royal Commission on the
Town Planning and Development Act
Amendment Bill printed for distribution
to members of both Houses, and for the
informatlon of the public generally?

The MINISTER replied:
Yes. I might add that a copy of that

report has been laid on the Table of the
House today.


